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ABSTRACT

The initial hypothesis of this papa is that, given the intention to persuadean
audience,a handy device is thedivision of the world hetweentwo opposedsides,
whieh allows readerstu decidewherethey stand,andihereforecausesthemto aceept
te argumentationproposed.This can he scenin new.spaperleaders,which sum-
marízete medium’s opinion and try tu gain the readers’suppurt for their views of
te world. In uur study,Ihe devicesthat support this vision areseenthroughan ana-
Iris of ncwspaperleaderseurrespundingto a turning point in history: te lateeigh-
ties, rctlccting thestateof affairs immediatelyheforethe fail of the Berlin Walt and
theendof te CoId War. Tu illustrate ihe way they uperatewithin a text.an analvsis
of a ncwspapcrleaderis sugeested.

He who Ls nut with meis againstme,
andhewho duesnotgatherwith mescatters.

(Matthew 12:30)

No-unewho doesamiraelein my name
can in te nextmumcntsayanythinghadahoutme,

for whueverLs not againstusis for os.
(Mark 8:39-40)

This paperproposesa contributionto the analysisof tbe lexisof political
invective, a genrein whieh not unly valuejudgments,but te whole of the refe-
rential and metaphoricrepertoireusedimplies a constantbias towards the
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facis and eventsdeseribed;we shall cencenírateen ihe vecabularyusedtú
describeIhe two opposingsides in any pofitical cenfrentationas seenfrem
eneof the extremes,andshall discussits importancewithin ihe «given»of any
political ideolegy.

One of Ihe devicesleading tú the creation of a linguistic cedewhich is
sharedte the maximum extent by ihe speakerand ihe addresseeof an utter-
anceis the usageof termswhich are in agreemeníwith the political stanceof
ah participantsin discourse.in such a way that the expectationsof ihe ad-
dresseearenot brokenand ideelogicalidentification is madecasier.This no-
tion is cleselyrelated tú what is calledby Alcaraz (¡990: 145) pragmutiepre-
supposibon, the «knowledge, expectatiensand values neeessaryfor an
utteranceto be rneaningful»,and tú útherbread ideassuch as culture, We/-
tanschauunger, simply. ideology ; however, the relationship is a reciprocal
one,becauselanguageis determinedby ihe ideolegyof jis users,buí at the
sametime,different wordingsof the samefactscontribulete shapesocialand
political disceurses.

In this sense,lexicelogistshaveolten focusediheir attentienen ihe eter-
nal problem of hew sorne terms,through repeateduse,haveacquireda pos¡-
tive er negativeload in sornecontexts,knewn in diacroniesemantiesas “pe-
joration». Although the usual target of such studies has been everyday
language,it is also logical te transfersuch ideaste pelitical vocabulary,which
is censtantlyniodehledby its users;GeorgeOrwell pointed out (1946: 148-
9), talking aboutthe word jdvcisí, thai al that time hadalreadybecomea kind
of offensive weapon,synonymeuswith «somethingnot desirable,altheugh,
werewe enly te pay attentiente what dictionariessay, it sheuldmean«sup-
portereftheItalian regimewhich beganin 1922anáwasdissolvedin 1943».

Thus,within ihe ficid of ideology. Synonylfly andan¡onymx’areanything
buí baseden seleutifieGr CVCfl referentialgrounds;rather, it ecuid be said
that they aregenerallyerganizedin temis of dichoternies.in sueha way thai
an easy sepamatienbetweengeedand cvii is effered.The author mtist gain
the readers’acceptanceby meansof constantreferencetú theseconcepts.se
thai they know ah the time where boíh they aiid the writer stand.and hew
they mtist think andací in orderte maintain this identilication. In the caseof
ihe wriuen press,it musíbe consideredthai, as HedgeandKress(1993: 15)
remindus, thc choiceof newspaperis the enethatdoesnol involve toe great
a challengete ihe readersideas;this, togetherwith the powerof the media,
which accerdingte Fairclough(1995: •2) may «influenceknowledge,behiefs,
values, social relatiensand social identitieá» (my ernphasis).has lcd us te
searehfor the devices of persuasienihreugh identification in newspaper
leaders.

Sueha sharedsubcode,whieh is takenfor grantedbefereconimunication
starts,is alsereinforced by a careful distribution ef euphemismsanddisphcmn-
isrns, in sueha xvay thai what is ideologically acceptableis assoeiatcdxvith
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positiveideas,while a gleomy fog of dysphemismsis createdaroundany poN-
tical enemies.thus settingihe groundsfor inveetive.Such a strategy,which is
comruonly known as manicheism,is pmesentwhencvemsidesare takenidee-
logically, even it it is not as bluní in the newspaperswe have chosen(Tite
Tinies aud The ~SundayTimes) as la ihe se-calledpopularpressor tabloids,
which verge on the exccssivelysimple —otherwiseknown as «jingoism>’—, as
their readershipdeesnet demandan explanationof whe the «goedies»and
who the «baddies»are.The difference lies in the audieneete which they are
addressed(800,000copiesof Tite Time~ comparedwith six millien for Tite
Sun,in thelate eighties)andin ihe educatienallevel of their readers.

Por oum analysis,we havestudied ah leading articles publishedin The
Timesami Tite Sant/uy Timesduring thc month of January 1989. Two re-
marks mustbe ¡nade:on ihe enehand,we areawarethat a numberof years
haveelapsedsincethe appearaneeof the corpusin question,but this is pre-
ciselx’ why we havechosenmeseexamples.It is our belief that,whenpolitical
issuesare al stake,a measonabledistancemust be maintained,it enly fmom a
chrenologicalpointof view; in this way, wc havethe addedbonus of seeing
the implicationsof what eould seemnormal at that stage.On thc othem hand,
it could be arguedthat lite Timesand Tite Sundaylimesdo not havecxactly
the saniepolitical stance,the latter being slightly moreconservativethan the
fermer. However,and with a view te previdingan overahlpicture of a wholc
month and the issucscovered(Tite Timesdoesnet appearen Sundays),we
havedecided[o disregardthe small ditfcmencestheremay be within a similar
pohitical ideelegy.

Ncvcmtheless,the fact that theseare newspaperssupporting a clearly
defined Weltanschauung—aconservativeene,in thiscase—is irrelevantte thc
persuasivestrategywhich is employed2 ¡f wc rememberthe different forces
which are at ~vork in political language,describedby Hedge and Kress
(1993)as theS-form andthe P-fomni, i.e. solidarity andpowcr, [he deviceswe
shall studyheme work in twe ways,for theybethunderhinethe comnion links
betweenthe readcmsand the newspaperand,at the sametime, makeexten-
sive referencete the differencebetwecnsuchgroup and any of its enemies.
Therefore,we shall find notionscornmenlyassociatedwith censervatismand
right-wing policies —since they are sharedby both author and readers—
alongsidewith others whieh might be usedby left-wing politicians and wmi-
ters. but theim purpeseat alí times is te maintain an eppesitionbetweentwo
sides,i.e. ihe newspaperand its meadership,en the enehand,andany kind of
pohitical oppenents,en the ether,as we shall seethreughthe use of [he fol-
lowing devices:

(a) us vs. ítem
(b) lite U7eg Western,etc. vs. tite Easternbloc and fundamentalism
(e) democraciesvs. dictatorships
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(d) srate, gúvernment,eountrv,etc. vs. reg~me
(f) LaveanáOrder vs. crime

(a) US vs. Élieni

The pronouns1, yot¡ and we do net alwayshavean indexicaloran imper-
sonal usage, in «general»eontextslike II you overconteinitial sebacksyou al-
wa>s reachyot¡r aims(df ene...»)or in hypotheticalcaseslike df 1 bit a police-
man,1 will ccrtainly get into trouble».A hint of their importanceis evidenced
by Mellizo (1968: 42) whe, working on a 1 4,000— word corpusof Spanish
pelitical texts at the LancasterCellegeof Technology, shoxvcd that 12% of
[he wordswereplural verb fernis.

In expositoryand persuasivelanguage.wescldemcorresponds(exceptin
very marginal cases,such as readingaleud or collective writing) te a plural
«1. As a startingpoint, meferencemay be madelo ihe preposalmadeby Ker-
brat-Orecchioni(1980: 41) en the meaningsof ¡ve. which includesa multi-
plicitv of co¡nbinations,rangingfrom ¡ te (1 + yo¡¡) oc even (1 + vou + they).
Among thcseinclusive possibilities,the usageof the pronounbecomesmore
personalin ideelogicaltexts when ¡ve cemprises1 (the auther>)and you
(which corresponds[o the reader);building on thesegrounds.an intentienal
usageof tve may trigger oIT a situatien of textual solidarity, the initial
preniise ef whieh is the acceptanceof a sharcd knewledge betwcen the
author and [he rcaders.In this way, thc first appearanccof the proneun
reachesthe reader,whe fecís flattered by the author. and drns a favourablc
predispositienis createdtowardsihe texí and its mcssage:

(1) Presidení Reagan’s successin reviving ihe American dream at
honie hasbeenas importantte alí of us as bis restorationof Anieri-
can pride en the world stagc.The West needsheth for its sccurity.
By scoringihe deuble. the Gippcr has camnedalí cur thanks.(Will
[he WcstWakeUp?)

Personal pronouns tUso appearquite frequently íew’ards fue end of fue
article, which would coincidewiíh what classicalrhetericcalled captatio ben-
evolentiae,or the final appcal te the reader’sapproval;at this síagethe leader
analyzedbecomeslessargumentativeand merepersuasive,andas Fairclough
emphasizcsin bis analysisof TV presenters,this ¡ve constitutesa claini te
represcnttheaudicnce’speintof view ~:

(2) Yet [here arestill [bose iii thc Westwho would ¡caveushelplesste
preveníthe mise of nuclearand chemical banditry.They arguc that.
because[he West has nuclearami chemical weapous,we haveno
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moralgroundfrom whieh te preventethersgetting[bern: wesheuld
get rid of ours before lecturing anyoneelse. (WiIl the West Wake
Up?)

However, in order tú prepare thc grounds fer confron[ation, the mest
useful device in persuasivetextsis the se-calted«inclusive ¡ve>’, in which the
firsí person.we, includingthe author,the reader,the party or thc newspapcr
(and anyoneconsideringthemselves«intelligent>) opposesthen2, the left in
this case,and in general thosewho disagree.Ibis coincideswith Hudson’s
(1978: 153) view that «Ihere is a ‘we’ and a ‘they’ atmesphereabeutBritish
polities»,aswe canseein thesameleader:

(3) Which manwould we leastlike te seewith a cheniieal weaponsfa-
cility in hisbackyard?Colenel Gadaffi...

Generally speaking,it may be said that persuasivelanguagecontains a
systeniof oppositienand/erdifferentiatienexpressedthrough an implicit or
explicit juxtapositienof first andthird personplural prenouns.Other cxani-
píeswc may quote rangefrom a mereindicatien of comparisonbetweendif-
fcrcnt elements,such asdie seetienentitied Us & them»in Tite Observe,;te
usesshowinga cícarerideaof cenfrontatien,asin the resultsof a gameof ca-
nasta(two columnsheaded«us» and «theni») er in this example,froni a re-
view in a local newspaperof ihe film For Queenand (iountry, a title with in-
terestingcenno[ationsby itself:

(4) His formermatesarenewalí small-timehoodsor rich drugdealers.
An ‘it’s us againsttheni’ meedprevails. (Fast (iambs Toven Crier.
13.5.89,p. 18)

For Hedge and Kress (1993: 163), the contrasthetweenus and themis
typically found in any P-ideelogy,fer it emphasizessuperiority and dif-
ferencebctweengroups.Although it may be said that thercis also anclcnient
ef identification, eranS-ferm, in the way prenounshelp the readersand the
audiencete identify a common ground,the fact remainsthat vocabularyof
this kind secmstú be constantlyloeking tercenfrentatien,which semetimes
is not merelypolitical. butbecemesreal:

(5) War betweenstatesand their enemiesmay sometimesbe inevitable
in a wicked world. That is a fact. Mrs Thatchersheuld find an ep-
pertunityte telí thehiddcn bombersof Lockcrbic just hew wcll shc
knews it. (Eyesfor Eyes)t
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As we can see, the device may be appiied te countries,social classes,
political partieser evenfeotball teanis.The distinclive feature of political
thinking ascxpressedin Tite limes and Tite SundayTimesis ihe connectien
betwecnthc feiiowing pairs:

— thesein the righí vs. thesein ihe wrongor dic evil-niindcd encs~
— (usually Westemn)deniocraciesvs. (usually Conimunisí)dictaterships«.

According to Fairclough (1995: 24), [he personalizatienof this kind of
discoumscis alse useful in that. whilc it underlinesthe oppositienbetwecn
Wcstcmnallies and fercign dictators,it blurs ou[ <thc categoryof social (and
cspeciaily class) subjeet>, which makes it —altheugh tUs is not cxplicitiy
statcd— a featureof capitalist. liberal disceurses.It rnust he said, howcvcr,
that tite¡ti hasa variety of uses[hat goesbcyondthe East/Wcstconfrontatien,
in sucha way thai it canalsecomprise anyonedisagreeingwith us»:

(6) No sneerabeutPrcsidcutReaganwas [oo absurdbr them,no jibe
loo cheap.The oíd mevieactorwhe becanieGevernerof Califer-
nia and ‘ven thc Whitc Housc twice did net fit Iheir idea of the
leaderof thc Westernworld. (Farcweiite the Chiefl

Within thisgeneralcenfrontatienbctwecnusand uitem.wc may alsoleok
at [he use ef deictie expressionssuch as itere, noveand today, which equally
execedsthc ¡nemerefcrcnceto physicailyobservablefeaturesof dialegue.AII
thosceiementspossessa generalvalue meaning«in a space/tinicsharcd by
u[tercr and addressec».which is ne[ necessarilvihe rcal centextof thc utter-
anceand reachestowardsa ¡nemepersenaldomain, in a leadercntitled «Is-
laniic Intelerance>):

(7) The Muslim cemniunitymust not try te bring abeuta de facto han
hemeby strong-ar¡nmethods...

(8) Wc cannothaveihe intoleranceof the muliahshere.

(h) The West, Westemn,etc. VS. the Eastcrnbloc and fundanicntalism

Eversince the CeId War, [he confrentatienbetweenEastand Wcst has
beena handy premiselev any rcaseningtrying [e remind the readerwhat is
right andwhat is wreng, [o suchan extentthat in soniecasesit seernsas if the
authorswantc-d-tc-proí-ong-it-hcyond-its-r-eal«operationallife:

(9) Thc neednew is te hoid the une in suppert of Nato and not be
sweptawayby Gorbicinania.(Wrongen Rights)
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Political thought clearly requiresa eemmenenemy,sernebodythat can
makeah at hemehuddletegetheragainsta foreignthreat.Werethe enemyte
disappear.as is hinted in the previeusexample,what weuld be the point of
alt the ahlusienste tite West?:

(10) The Westhas yet te wake up te the fact that the world is on the
brink of a terrible newage...

(11) Por decadesnew, the West has grewn accustomedte teclinical
disarmamcntquestiens...

(12) ...are the Westernpowers(and newadaystbe Soviet Unien) mere
responsiblethan potential possessorsof rnass destruetionin the
Third World? (Will theWcstWakeUp?)

(13) Westernfears turn en the dangersthat the FederalRepubliemay
shift eastwards.(TheGermanDanger)

Of ceurse,in this casetheantenymousten referste theethersideof the
former Berlin Wall, which is why frequentallusionste the Eastare feund. In
the foilewing example,it seemsas if the niere referencete «the Eastemnbloc»
might sufticete downplayanypesitiveactionstakenby thc ihen GDR:

(14) Herr Honeeker’sGovemnnient[...] shows no signs of relaxing its
rcgulatiensen emigration,which remainsorneof fue leastflexible
in the Easternbloc. (SelectiveSignatories)

However,sinee,as the autherof this leaderreluctantlyadniits, cornmun-
ism is beginningte falter, anew enemyIs necessaryte ¡naintainthe solidarity
betweenalt the menibersof the audience.The US Seeretaryof State. Mr
AlexanderHaig,oncedeclared:<Internationalterrerism will lake the placeof
humanrights in our concemnbecauseit is the ultimateabuseof humanrights»
(quotedby Ehhiott et aL 1983: 157); this device,which allewsWesterncoun-
tries te ignore abusesof human rights committed by allied states,can be
linked with Ihe traditional censervativeideathat any manifestatienof politi-
cal violenceanywherein the world is part of a Sovietdesignte rule the world.
However.the fear of cemmunismdies hard, as we can seein this fragment
and ihe metaphorused:

(15) Cernmunistconfidence may be melting but that wiII nel make
Americanleadershipof the free world anycasier.Supportfon the
internationalpoliceman—as fon the demestiekind— tends te falí
with the perceivedthreatof crime. (GeorgeHerbertBush).

(e) Democraciesvs. dictatorsbips

Orwell (1946: 149) alse reahizedthat the werd democracyis one of the
[erms the definition of which is almosí exclusively subjective,fer it has me-
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tonymically cerne te name, instead of a specific form of govcrnment, a
ceuntryor simply soniethingwhich the speakemdoesnotappreveof:

1 n [he case of a word Ii kc democracv,n ot unix’ therc is no agreeddefinition but
thc attcmpt te makc one is resistedfrúrn ah sides. It Ls almost unrversahíyIdi
thai when we cali a ceuntry den,ocraí¡cwc are praising it: censcqucn[ly thc
dcfendcrsof cvcry kind of regimecali it adcmecracy,and fearthcy wouid stop
usingihe werd [it wcrc tied [e anvenemcaning.

The key words heme are dejéndeisand praising, for they indicate a prag-
matie view of meaning,¡nenecennotativethandenotative,dependingen [he
speaker’speint of view. As weuld be expeeled.ncwspaperslikc lite limes
and Tite SundayTimescannot avoid [bis trcnd, and identify [he ¡ve of pre-
vieus exanipleswith democracy,thus rcinloreing the group thai has te fight
againstacemmonenemy:

(16) The wordsmean.in fact. preciseNwhat Ls cailedfon in responsete
thescwho would tcrrorize demecraciescnt of their will te resist.
(Eyesfon Eyes)

(17) It Ls an aetof violencewhieh is intendedte in[iniidate and it is un-
acceptablein a free demoeracy.(IsiamieInteleranee)

(18) lapan is thc [bird grcat pillar el Wcstcrn dcmecracy.(Funeral
Rites)

This Iast exampleinvelves a siight deviationfrem thc “common rcferent
and cede»division rcsulting frorn theseíerms,sineeit doesnot aunat confir-
malLen,hut is an introduetien.AII [he previeusinstancesare baseden shared
ideas, ceneerningwell defined greupsof fniends and ¡bes; in this case.ihe
sameícnniinolegy is usedte ineludc a new elemeníwithin the ¡ve cmbracing
the author and [he reader.It is desired[hat Japan,which yearsago was an
enemyof Britain, sheuldbecomean alIy, andthreughthc identificationwith
democraevit beconiessemething familiar, bclengingte [be ficid of what is
aceeptable»:

A variatienupen this democrcu.iesis [o be fornid in titejree world quoted
carlier:

(19) Cemmunistconfideneemay be melting but that wili net make
Anierican leadershipof ihe free world any casier.(George FIen-
bert Bush)

Thisexampleprovidesa clue te what kind of encmyis [o be expeeted.i.e.
sociahst/commun¿stcountries, diuaorsitips and [he likc (although wrrortsm
canalsebe ineluded,as wc haveseenin previcusfragmcnts):
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(20) There is also a distastefulpolitical slantte the draft prLneiplcsof thc
criminal cedewhich presuppesesoeialismas the sLnglc acceptable
political systemfor the SovietUnien.

(21) I3ut Mr. Verontsov is still trying fer the incompatibletwin goats of
prcservingsornerole fon the MarxLst People’sDemocratLcParty,and
coaxingthe resistanceinte sornesort of cohabitation.(Over te Mr.
Gorbachev)

(d) State,government,country, etc. vs. regime

Many political wnitersof different slants,LncludingOrwell himself in eneof
[he previcusquetatiens,are quite fend of usingtbe tcrm regime,instead of a
more neutralcountryer .state,in sucha waythatcountrLesare seenthroughtheir
governrnents~:

(22) Ihe transferof sophLstieatedweapenryte nasty regimes,which then
passthem ente terrorists,is geLngte bethe West’smain headaehein
the next decade,andthewerld’sworst nightmarein the next century.
(Will the WestWakeUp?)

The caseof ihis word might illustrate the impontanceof eonnotatiensin the
usageof a term.Accordingte thc 1961 edition of the Oxfordfinglisit Dictiortary,
the werd meanssimply «a manner,me[hod en systemof rule or government»;
hewevcr.ihe 1982 supplementadds <newfrequentlyapplied disparaginglyte a
partLcular govern¡nenten adminLstration>—altheugh the citations are from
1955—.and[he 1989 edition alreadyfeaturesthe new meaning.Indeed,in pci-
itical texts regimeLs usedte name,not political systems,but ceuntnieswhosc
gevernmentsare net deniecratie,and ihereforenot te thc author’s taste;Ihe
OED’s citatiensare associatedwith YemenandChiang-Kai-shek,Ln ihe caseof
Tite limes; andwitb lan Smith’s gevcrnmentiii the formerRhodesia,as usedby
Tite (Suardian.On [he oppositeside, referenceste othcr«aceeptable»statescan
be madethrough ethcrwordsnet relatedte pewer(regime is synonymouswith
power, dominion, rule, etc.), but te thc country or te the gevernment.in tbis
leader,theterm is usedfon soeialister Islanileceun[rLes in ah threeexamples:

(a) lftbc Russianswereseniousahoutavoiding morebloodshed,he saLd,
thc Kabul regimemustge.

(b) A moremoderateregime, Islamiebut notdedicatedte jihad, would be
in Afghanistan’sleng-terminterest...

(e) Thereis no Westerninterestte be servedby thc emergenceof anAf-
ghanrcgime which might swingdic pendulumin Iran backtowardsmiJitanttun-
danicntalism.(TbeGreatEnd Game)
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Wc are shown threedifferent choices,ah of thc¡n meniting vanjeusdc-
grees of unaccep[ability fon [he leaderwrLter; in (a), a communist gevemn-
ment; in (b), a potentLally peaceful Islamie government (although the
presenceof bwpresupposesthat bothfeaturesareusuallyincompatible);aud
in (c), an aggressiveIslamiegovernment.As an ahternativete al! of [bose, tbe
lLkelihood of a demecratierule deservcsa dLfferent namealtogether,that of
government

(23) The ernergenceof a Govcnnmentwith real popular backing wil]
takefar longer than [he six wecksLeft beforethe Soviettroopsde-
part...

(e) Law aud Order vs. crime

A frequentelcmentin censervativetcrminology,sbaredby bothspcakers
andaddressees,is that denivedfrom [he ideathat thc individual mustbe pro-
teetedagainstcrime,be it pelitical ere[herwise; perhapsthe main difference
betweenliberal and niarxist disceurseis that [he foriner eniphasizesthe
dangerof crime ami how it mustbe punisbed,whereasthc lattcr questiensits
oniginswithin fue economiesystcni.In thc werdsof Elliott etal. (¡983: ¡55),
«within lLberal-demecra[icpoiLtical thougbí,the stateis usually unders[ood te
derive i[s legitimacy froni its eenstitutionalLty[~1 and an adherencete ihe
rule of law, in sucli a way that Mate rcprcssion is ovenlooked:Faircleugh
(1989: 177) defined law and order as one of tbe main pillars of Thatcher-
isni’s “autheritanianpopulism».

As we saw carlier, Fiskc (1990: 166) undertined[he identificationbe-
tween deíendersof law and erder»and«us>, basedon thc ideathat crime is
likeiy te strike a personalnote in the readers’minds.1-leneethe ehoiceof te-
pies in many íeadems,which eche [hcLr audicnce’swornies (as Ln «Light at
Nigbt»):

(24) ihe Govcrnmentis nigbtly determinedte raise tbe level of pubiic
alertnesseencemningcrLme prevention.but most of its efforts se
lar havebeenconcenirateden heuseheidsecurity.Thc sccurLtyof
the s[reets at nigh[ is no lessdangereus.

However. our interest in tbLs papenis tú chcck wbethcr the netion of
crimecan beexpandedtú include,nol enly street,everydaycrime (whiehany
govermentwould be happyte eliminate.al[hough the emphasismay vamy, as
we saw before), buí any ether actien by the newspaper’sopponents.de-
senibedascriminais:
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(25) Fcw causescan be se napopularas tJiat of alJegedterreristswho
havebeenconvictedof responsibilityfon causinginnocentdeaths
in sheckLngcircumstances.(Eyesfor Eyes)

As an exterisienof [bis netion of «[lic enemywitliin>, [he threatcan he
alseusedin the intemnatLenalspherewesawbefore,alwaysappliedte «unde-
sirable»ceuntnies,whieh thusbecemean actualmenacete the reader’sper-
sonalsecunity:

(26) Thc US attack, [...] was justified beth as punishmentfor aLding
cnimesthat wouJd comebefereno ceuríandasdeterrenceagainst
crLmesfor the future.(Eyesfor Eyes)

In this example,the autbor has chosente repealdic term crime ratlier
[han any odien co-refereneedevice (ac4actidn),soas to areuseadircct mate-
tLon in a readerwho Ls alreadydeeplyfnightenedby the Ldeaof bombsin pas-
sengeraircmaft; any othersynonym, suchas internationaltemronism»en any
ether,weuld be mere accurate,but would not conveythe eonnotatiensof
closeness,wbicli can be moreeasily perecivedby a readerwho may ne[ be
muehinterestedin polities.Such Ls the caseof door~rep, which is associated,
beyond[he metaphor,with our own heuse:

(27) A fan greaterdangerfacesus newthat we are in an agewhen the
niessiahcan provide the freedomfighter wLth the meansof mass
destructienandhomnifying blackmail en the West’s own deorstep.
(Will theWestWakeUp)

A CASE STUDY: «EYES FOREYES»

Among the textsthat constituteour corpus,and in orderte seealí cern-
bined persuasivestrategiesat work, wc havechosena leaderdealingwith the
crashof a PanAm passengeraircrafí wbich droppedupenLockerbie,a Seúl-
tish viliage, at the end of 1988 (seeAppendix 1). We havedecideden this
leaderdue te ihe frequent oceurrenceof confrontationdevices,fon tbe ar-
gumentative line is baseden the twe main fears of the readenshipof [he
Timesandthe SundayTimes:terrerismandfundamentalism.

Finstly, it is interestingtú seehow eventextual cohesiendevicesare part
of the argumentativeplan: [he leading idea of the fragment,«War between
statesand [heir enemies...wickcd world>, appearsal [he beginning(Fyestbr
Eyes)and is repeatedat the end in the secendbut lasísentence(thaO and in
[be lastwerd(U). ThLs can be meadas a hint that mostof Ihe grammatLcaland
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lexical deviceswe shall find result frem a deliberateeheice,whene almosí
everyelcmentis meaningful.

However, befereleoking at the way the lexis of confrentationhas been
used,it is wertb seeinghow the leadingidea is Ltsclf introducedthnough[be
useof presuppesLtien.In this case,at the time of publication (January3nd,
1989) it hadnet beencleaniydetenniinedwhethenthe Loekerbieincidcnthad
beendue to tcrromist bonibing, mechanicalfailure or any other measen.in-
deed,nowberc in tbe text can we find an expiicil asscrtienthat a crime has
beencommitted.

However,thewhole of [he artLcle is baseden an initial prernise,which míe
sisaN cali E1, definedas «[he disaster was[he result of humanactien>.Frem
thesean evenmoreintricate set of inferencesis denived,neneof [bern expii-
citly:

E, = (thekilling of the personsin theaircraftwasunlamíful
= { murderis definedas the unlawful kLlling of humanbeingson pur-

pese

= { therewasapolitical purposein the actiondeseribed
E5 = { a temmonistLs someenewhe Lnflicts vielenceupennon-¡nilitary per-

sonnelfor pelitical purpeses
= punishmentshouldbe assevereas the injury sufíered

Thesepresuppositionsareof a miscelianceuscharacter:E2 andP4have
beenLntroducedby the autherhLm/herself,whcreasthe notionsof «unlamíful»
and «potitical purpose»haveas their legical consequeneeP~ y E> respee-
tively, since thcy result frem the acccp[cd definition of murderand terroris~
finally, P« may be seenas intreducedby [he au[hor, since it eorrespondste
the comnionideelogysharedhy the writer andthe readers.AII tbe inferences
allow the leaderte begin with a title suchas «Eyesfon Eyes,whieh suggests
[he possibility of retaliation,and witb the clause ...[emrorists who cemmitted
murderin the skies ovenLeckerbie...»,in which [he relative prenounis used
asahandydevicetú introduceti-te inferenceas desired.

ThLs is [he clearestpresuppesition,since it is the onc [be Icader is built
upen;homíever,thereare many ethenswhicb give support te [he argumenta-
tive process:

«New much ¡nenecanthe innocentbe afTeetedby the faLlure to detenfur-
ther temrerist eninies> (more => «the innecen[ havebeen affccted>; jurtiter
=> «fuerehasbeena terroristcninie)

«But that Ls anetbertrap» (anotiter=> «the previousassertienwas also a
[rap)
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New[he scenehasbeenset, let us look at homí [he opposedsidesareor-
ganized in the text. Firstly, it Ls wonth analyzingthe way the items ¿liS and
Americanare used;bothare includedin [he generalnotion of the self-ident-
ifying «The West», andare evenintroducedas a kind of justLfication fon any
action that has beenen may be taken,especiallyLn «The American raid in
Tnipoli in 1986 wasa milestone..s>.Thankste the positiveconnota[Lonsof the
werd,even[he iteni raid, whieh means«sumpniseattackmadeby [roeps, sliips
en aircraft, becomesacceptable.

Concenningthe purposeof our papen,it can be said that [he toneof [he
passagets summarizedin [he sentence<Wanbe[ween sa[es andtheinenemies
rnay sometimesbe inevitable...>.Again, thereis a cleaneutdivision of [míoep-
posedsides:en fue enehaud,Westemnceuntries,whenemíe can find also the
wniterand [he readerand,en the other, [he allegedterroristsaudthein spen-
sonings[ates, [he la[ter being as guilty anddeservLng[he samepunishmentin
[he wri[er’s view as [he bombersthemselves.This abmupt confrontatien of-
fers as an addedfeature[he fact that [he menaceis presentedas something
eoming froni eutside, wbicb in [urn favours [he use of a threa[ened us
besides,it is niuch moreeffective,eonsidening[he Weltanschauungof [he par-
ticipantsin disceurse,[o pnesenta deuble[hreat, beth a political («...[errorize
democraciesoutof [heir witl to resist>)and arealene,[he la[ter affecting [he
readers’well-beingand[heir tives.

AÉ [bis peinÉ, a few commentsen [he term rerrorisró} may be iii orden
Aboye, míe saLd that [he [erm hasa widely aceepteddefinitien,but the pnob-
iems [he Bni[ish pnesshas when refemning te Nonthernlreland as compared
with foreign affaLrs seemte Ludicateotherwise.In fact, [he eheiceof term al-
readyimplies sidesare taken,fon, asBonanate(1979: 197) stated,«deciding
whetheranaction Ls terroris[ Ls more[he resul[ of a verdictthan [he establLsh-
ing of a fact; [he formulatingof a socialjudgernentratherthan [he descniption
of a set of phenomena>,which placestemrerismwi[hin a criminal ratber[han
a pelitical centext.This can be seenin the co-referentialequivalentschesen
te refer [o [he more general terrorisis (<...the terronistswho cemmittedmur-
den..; «[he sanie numberof terrorisisas perisbed..»);[he enemyappears
undervanicusguises,ah related[e the accusa[ionsthat are¡nade:

«...by bringinghardshiptú [he familLes of [he guilty
«...te[dl [he hiddenbombensof LoekerbLejus[ how míelí sheknows it.»

Ah thesedangers,related [o [he sernantiefields of «aggression»and[he
comnespondingdyspheniisms,areopposed[o us, [o a earefully delinii[ed «[he
innocent>,ah [he lLkely vietims of [he would-betemronis[s, asWc canseein [he
sentence(<How much more can [he innocentbe affec[ed by [he failure [o
deterfuture terrenisícnimes»»and,aboyeal>, [o [be West,sometimesli[erally
(‘...the West undenstoed[he thneatthat it faced>), semetimesas represented
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by Great Bnitain aud [he United Sta[es (American, 1151 Bríñsit, tite Witi/e
House, DoveningSifeeland,niore generally.by tite internationalforces oflave
andorderandcivilizedsocieties).

Tbe usesof invective,dysphemismand cupheniismare eleselylinked [o
[bese oppesedelenients.AII [be insults anddyspheniistiedescniptionsaredi-
rectedagainsttite £errorists. from the ideaof terror itself (<...terrenizedemee-
racies».«...thewrong [bat temronisnibnings) te any otiser co-meferentialcqui-
valents(...theterrenistswho cemmittcdmurderin [he skies...»).‘Ihe interplay
betweeneupbemisnisand dysphemisms,is expJoitedtú [be maxiniuni extcnt
te eutlLne [be differencebetweenthe two opposedsides en, in [erms of ar-
gumentativelanguage,te distinguishwha[ is justifiabie (euphcmism,creating
solidarity) fnom what sbeuldbe punishedand,míhenevenpossibie.eliminated
(dysphemisrn,assertingpomíeranddifference).As might beexpected,[he lan-
guageusedwhendescmibing[he epponentsplacesgreateniphasisen [he con-
sequencesof temnorism in terms of humansuffering, and no justification is
allemíed,unlike anything wbieh refers us tú eur side, te xvhat should be
done.This, in tutu, is surreundedby positiveconnetations,or at leas[ by atte-
nuateddescniptiensthat includesomereasensfer [be actionscarniedeut ¼

ajustresponsete cvii niust beameasuredresponse.»
...there mustbe a neasonableprospecíof deterringwnong, nol just pun-

íshíngit.>

AII actionstha[ may be takcn by Westernceuntriesin responselo past
eventsaredescribedas measuredretaliation, deterring ivrong, n’teasuredon ¡ust
responseandproportionatereaction, that is, abstnactwordswhich hardly con-
tain [he ideaof violence,and when they do, alwaysconstitutea defenceand
nevenan attaek.There are only two rnomentswbere direct tokens are used,
such as war and the previously analyzedraid, but beth are mitigated witbin
the sanie syntactic elausein wbich they appeau,either by a positive value
judgmen[ (milevtone, inevitable) or a dysphem¡smaimed al [be ether side
(titreat, ¡vicked):

Thc Anienican raid en Tripeii in 1986 was a milesloneen ibe way te
showingthai [he Westundersteod[he [hrea[ thai it faced.

War belmícens[ates and [beir enemiesniay sometimesbe inevitablein a
wickedworld.

CONCLUSIONS

Persuasiveconimunication,‘asarcsultof a sharedideologicalground.re-
quires a numberof cemmenterms,sbowinga numberof familiar attitudes
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andrefenenceswhich conditionthe linguistie units tha[ witl be used.As Whi-
taken(1981: 12) remindsus, «newspapenssometimescheosetheir omín ways
te describepeoplee,bu[ his is only the neflectionof amíider nepertoLme,which
canalso be found in political speeches,wbLch endomísdisceursewi[h a num-
berof affective,predictableconnotaíionsprepaningilie greund ter inveetive
andthe assLgna[ienof euphemismsanddysphemisms.

In this papenmíe haveseenhow, for [he purposeof potitLcal pensuasLen.
ene of [he most effee[ive argumentativedevicesis [he creation of [míoop-
posedsides,sumnoundedby positiveand negativeconnotationsasdesired,in
sucha way tha[ he readenscan identify theniselveswith theacceptabletrends
and seckproteetionagainst[he threat—which goesbeyond[he meneuse of
language—of [heinopponents.In [his way, wi[h an adequatedoseof solidari[y
seasonedwith a femí dnops of pomíer,persuasionis guaranteed,fon the text
andtbe audiencebelong[o a tightly knit subeulture,iii which. as Fiske(1990:
164) has peintedout, [he eonnotationsand myths are sharedby ah. At the
endof [be day,it is idcelogy[bat encatesidentities.

NUVES

For breaderdiscussiopen ideoíogyand the media,seeEiske (1 990), Hedgeand Kress
(1993).Whitaker(1981)and,abeveah,Fairctough(1995).

2 Rias is equalíy tound,elecurse.net enly acúnservative,liberaldisecurse,but whercver
ny pelitical ssaneeis present;as Fairclough(1995;46-47)warns us, “The cnt’. way te gainac-

eesste the íruíh is through representatienscf it, and ahí representatiensinvelve particular
púintsoiview. valuesandgoals.Accusationscf ‘bias’ tendte everloekIhis”.

Of ceurse.this deesnet imply thai theseareIhe only devicestobefound in political dis-
ecurse;sonleauthers.such as Hedgeand Kress (1993: 138-139aid passinz)or Faircieugh
(1989and 1995)haveaaalysedmedality.queshices,hedgingand lheme-rhemestructure(par-
ticularly the useof passives).Our desireis to concentrateselelyon thc idea of confrentatienas
such, jo suehiao exteril thaí, 85 wc shail seelaten,sometimes~<.>lLíes is areal wa,t

This featurewas observedby Fa¡rclough (1989: 197 and 1995: 181), who has de-
scribedthe useof vvcas awav te elaim solidarity by plaeingeverybodyin thesamebeat,but also

elainí authority in that the leaderis claiming theright te speaklcr the peopleasa whele;this
5, asI-airelcngh h imsehfpúintseut,eneof thefeaturescf Thatcherie disecurse.

Tayler(1986: 212) quotesmanyinstancesof tlíe notion cf war applied te alí tields, and
ocreespecificallyterrenism,suchas Mrs, Thatcher’sgovernrnentwaging thebaitle againstter-
rorisní. aid describesthedifficulties heenceunteredni gettingj<iúroalists t<, explaintehim Ihe
difference hetweenwrrorise, guerrillas and freedonfighlens, proving bis point thai ‘.vords are
crucial iii deseribingand definingthe conteniporarvphenemenoncf pelitical viclencenol just
e Nerthernlrelandbut worldwide.

A numbercf studiescan be tenedtracing the importanceof the ,s/ilica eppositienin
the media; Fiske (1990: 166) describeshew the TV camera,doringthe Neltiog Hill riets in
1976,ensuresíhat a quick identificahientakesplacebetweenthereaderand the pelice, andthe
peint is madeúat tlíe pcI ce are right, nen—vieleííí,defendersof the law and erder.that they
are u.s Thíeveo ng blaeks,en thectherhaed.areaggressive.anti—s.,cial, tl,ern. (authorsitalies)

A similar featurehasbeenebservedby Fairclough(1995:95),whe icued Ihat. duringthe
Golf XVar, reíerenceste Iraq usuathyfecused en Saddani Husseinas a ee—refercneedevice.
whereasIhe Wes vasrarelyretenedloasGeorgeBush.
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This kind of confrentatiendeesnet caveroen, fer any neutralterms: Javlor (1986:213>
neticed that, although he werd guerrilla is the theeretieallyneutral terro hetween ícrroris¡
(which is used wheo talking aheuthemenews) and freedonifighter, (lic usecf guerrilla would
sound neutral in excess te sornepeepleexpectinga higher degreeof cempremise.audweuld
thereferebeperceivedasbiased.

By ceniparisenargumentsthat sufferingcausedhy isolatedvi<>Iencewasan iselatedmis-
take.thai underprovocador<orle -cialiadonmuybe neccssarv... are mere eenmeo,(LII i oit e
al. 1983:166,ny italies).
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APPENDIX 1

Titíesof theleadersanalyzed(alí ieaderspublishedin January1989)

Day Titie(s

)

1 Ihe LeadSheDeserves
2 Speetneand[he Feast/TheirManin Havana
3 Eyesfor Eyes/TheGreatEndGame
4 A Senior Problem/Mao’sAfrieans/For[he Majonity
5 Wrongen Rights/IntheAir/The FarmingInteresí
6 Political Waste/TheOtherEuropeanManket/EnglishStandards
7 Endof anEmperor/DebateatDorneywood
8 WiII [he WestWakeUp?*
9 EleetronieShock/AHigiser Framework/Lightat Night

10 Crashwithout Crisis/ThePriceof Eocks
11 The President’sBequest/FuneralRites/AGreenerGiant
12 InternationalChemistry/AbbeyNationalPlc/FlyingBackwards
13 Epidemieof Confusien/Retreatfrom HongKong/FLveandUnder
¡4 Cabinetof Expenienee/AParscn’sPleasure/EnglandExpeets...
15 Fareweil te fue Chief<
1 6 Middie EasternPromise/MrRidley’s Folly
17 Guildford Appeal/IslarnieIntolerance/l3nighterBenefits
18 FoerbalíFreedom/Moneyin Brazil/Cross-channelQuotas
19 SelectiveSignatories/NoRefugee/BnightFigures
20 TheGermanDanger/ClesedCouncil/TheHostageYears
21 GeorgeHerbertBush/SouthAfrican Sueeession/ALicence[o Teach
22 In Praiseof Tolerance*
23 British Histcny/A BarbarousTrade/IheBright SidecfYugoslavia
24 NegativeThinking/Mr Gandhi’sFailure/Realpolitikfor Lords
25 Filling [he Meat/Overtú Mr Gorbachov
26 “Big Bang”for [he Bar/Ripplesfrem Recruit
27 Mr LawsensEurope/LondonLines/Beurseof Síate
28 loto tbeFertress/TheKidney Trade/AngelieGuests
29 Who~sTakingLiherties?*
30 DarkSideof theMeon/Cenfnúnting[be Mabdi/Sexand [he Synod
31 Heviewing [he Troops/Pnisenersof ihe1’ast/Lendonin Springtime

The leadersmarkedwitb an asteriskappearedin lite SundayTimeg [he restappeared
n Tite Times.
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APPENDIX 2

A leaderIrcm Thelimes(January3rd, 1989)

EYES FOR EYES

Te tbe internationalfereesand Iaw anderder[lic terroristswho committedmur-
denin theskiesover Lockerbiearea hiddenenemy.Wc do nor koow wbe or wbere
theyare.

By contrast,tbe bombensof flight 103 know cxactlywbo canhit baekand cause
[bernharm. T]iey listen cleselyte the xvords lrom [be Wbite Housc and l)owning
Streetfor sigosof their enemies’resolve—andplanaeeording!y.

For [bat reason[he PrimeMinister’s rejectionof [be eye for an eycphiiosophyin
hertelevision iníerview en Sundaymorning wasa mistake.It is likely tú be regretíed
—ner leastby M.rs.Thatcherberself

That is nct because[be tjniíed Statessbould, in stnict adherencete biblical fun—
dameníalism,murderrhe samenumberof terroristsas penisbedon [he Pan-Amjet.
The reason is rather that [he prospecíof measuredretaliation by the free world
againstits enemiesmust always he maintained.Tbe Prime Minister’s werds under-
mine thai prospeer.

When askedby Mr. David Frost whet.her [he Oíd Tcstumentformtsla became
valid in [he aftermatbcisc bideousan eventas at Loekerbie,sbereplied[bar sbedid
nút think it was «evervalió. Revenge.sbesaid,eouirl «affeet innoeentpeople».The
niosí importanttbing wasihal [he bombeusbe broughtj.c justice without safebaven.

Wc would no[ (luarrel ‘.vitb that así sentimeor.Wc can query, bowever,if so de-
sírabieasiateof affairs will comete pass.In [he meantime,[be aim must he also tú
deterfuture aetsof terrerism.Wbiie [be recenístatemenlsof PresidentReaganand
Presidcnt—eleetBush areaheip te tha[ end. diesefrern M rs. Ibaleherarenet.

Tbe pbrasing «aneye fer ao eye anda tootbfor atootb» is a trap for t be ti nwar. It
doesnot meancrudevengeance,ralber rhe opposiíe. It is an injunetion lo restrain
frem arbii.raryattacks,not acalI [o carrythem cut.

Te demandan eye lcr an eye was lo be modesí in a world of bloed feudsthat
lastedfer generations.killing whole families in eonstantresponse[o distant sliehts.
An apprepnialeniodernversionwouid be[bat [he puoisbmentmusífit [be crime.

Tbe words mean. o fact, preciselywbas is callee1fúr in responsetú rhosewho
weuld terreriy.edeniocracieseut of [beir xviii [o resist.That is wbat Mrs. Thatcher
shetmldhavesaid.

Unlessand until tbey arecap!ured. terrer¡sls areetítside t be bonds[bat bu nd so—
cietiestogeiber.As [be PrimeMinister properly pointctd 0(11. terroristsdisregardbetb
thelux’.’ and[he ordioary rulesof bumanity.In tbe moral sealeof humanactit)ns,tbeir
aetionsareof [be iewesterder, a denial of al! rbegains madeuy civilizalion in tbree
theusandyears.

Terroristskno’.v, hewever, thaI 1 bey arerarel‘. bcnted as befits tbei r ehosensta—
tion. Ooly rarely are they,or tbeir spensormnestates,ever [brealened by tbe prospect
of propertionalereaction.

1 be American raid en Tri pcii i n 1 986 ‘.vas a nl i i estoneen ib e way [o sbowíng
that [he Wes¶ undenstoedthethreati.hat it faced.An eyewusgiventer un e”e.
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Tbe liS attack.supportedandabettedby [he Bri[isb PrimeMinister, wasjustified
bethas punisbmen[ fer aiding enimestbat weuldcernebeforeno court andas deler-
reneeagainstcrimesplannedfor thefuture. It injectedanew uneentain[y into terrorisí
operatons.

Regrettably,innocentindividuals werekilled. It was right fon ihose invelved, in-
eiuding Mrs. Thatcher,te expressregret lcr thai al Ihe time of [be Libyan raid. it was
right for <be Prime Minister te sbow eoncernfer rhe innoeentin ber interview en
Sunday.

But, in the realmsof crime and punishrnent,revengeraidsagainstterrorist bases
baveno menepolyen affecting[he innecent.The simplest inc erprison sentence,
by bringing hardship rethe farniliesof [he guilty, can«affeet[be innoeent».How much
merecantbe innocentbealfectedby thelailurete deterfuture terroristcrimes.

Mus. Thatcherwasspeakingena Sundayinterview in which sbealsospokeof ber
religicusbelicis moregenerally.Sheno deubtIdi cemfortabiein follewing a familiar
Cliristian rejeetionof Oíd Testamentteaebing.

Buí [bat is anoiber [rap. The New Testamen!refinernentof an cye for an eyc»
wasneí an unequivocalcentradietienof it. ibe teaebingof Cbrist Ls no exhortation
te submit rneekly[o cvii, andtherebyte leí it prevail. it is tbat anger and batredare
badcounsellors.andthai a just responsete evil musí beameasured response.

An «eyefon an eye»wasan earlyexampleof [be principie of prepertienality.Tbe
mcdiaevalsebeolmenretineditas [bey ‘.vcided religicusinjunetiensupon individuals
inte an internationaltbeeryof tbeJustWar.

Tbat tbeery has te be develepedtoday in consideringbew civilized societies
sheuld reaettú terrorist threatste [beir being. Violent reactionlo terrorismmtisi, fon
example,be in prepertionte ihe threatthai terrorismbrings:[he innocentmust,asfar
as possible.beprotecled;theremust bea reasonableprospeetof deterringwrong. not
juM ptmnishingit. War betweensiatesandIbeir enemiesmay sometimesbe inevitable
in a wiekedworld. That isa fact. Mrs.l’hatchersbeuidfind an opporttínity te teil tbe
biddcn bembersof Leckerbiejustbew well sbcknewsit.


