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Abstract

This thesis is mainly interested in the legitimation of controversial past actions and/ or
decisions. The thesis examines the discursive means used to regain legitimacy in contexts
of controversy. The thesis approaches Hassan Nasrallah’s argumentative discourse from an
interdisciplinary perspective. It, therefore, proposes a model for incorporating pragma-
dialectics into the analytical toolkit of the Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA).
Moreover, insights from cognitive pragmatics, in particular research related to epistemic
vigilance, are incorporated into the model. The main objective of the model is to investigate

the construction of in/out-groups through carrying out argumentative analysis.

To this end, four speeches delivered by Nasrallah at moments of heightened controversy
are analysed based on the proposed model and the procedural steps for implementation.
The findings are then discussed in order to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed model

and Nasrallah’s retrospective argumentation.
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Chapter 1

Hizbollah: Historical and sociopolitical context

1. Introduction

In this chapter, I present an overview of Hizbollah’s emergence, rise to power and the
alleged transformation in its political ideology. The chapter traces the major political
events that are pivotal in the movement’s transformation and ascension to power. My aim
is to pinpoint the main ideological and political tenets that played a role in the formation
of Hizbollah as a resistance movement. This step seems crucial because it provides the
ideological and political background against which the speeches are analysed. It is also
important in examining how specific articulations of Hizbollah’s nationalist identity are
promoted, by its supreme leader, Hasan Nasrallah, to appeal to multiple audiences.
Moreover, the chapter offers a snapshot of unilateral actions and decisions taken by
Nasrallah (or on behalf of his political party), which were severely criticised. This leads
the discussion to the main interests of this thesis and guiding research questions. Finally,

the chapter concludes by briefly outlining the content of the thesis.

2. The emergence of Hizbollah

There has never been a consensus regarding the legitimacy of Hizbollah’s (translates as:
the Party of God) armed wing, neither internationally nor at the national or pan-Arab

levels.! In contrast, the acknowledgement of Hizbollah’s political power and its role as

! The US and most European countries differentiate between Hizbollah’s political agenda and its military
wing. The former is considered legitimate, while military actions, in particular those that are carried against
Israel, are classified as acts of terror (Harb & Leenders, 2005). At the domestic level, opponents consider
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one of the major actors in the region, especially after the 2006 Israeli war on Lebanon, is
undisputed (Alagha, 2011; Matar & Khatib, 2014). Researchers interested in the
‘Hizbollah phenomenon’ attribute the establishment of Hizbollah and its unprecedented
rise to power to various sociopolitical factors. Hizbollah emerged in the context of
continued marginalization and deprivation of Lebanese Shiites, which lasted from the
establishment of the Lebanese Republic after gaining independence from France in 1943
until the late eighties, when Hizbollah successfully brought them out of “political and
social despair by directly challenging Lebanon’s longstanding internal political

hierarchy” (Dalack, 2010, p. 4).

The Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982 is, undoubtedly, one of the most important
factors in the creation of Hizbollah as an Islamist-jihadi group fighting Israeli occupation
and repeated aggressions, as well as resisting Western/US imperialism, colonialism, and
domination (Alagha, 2006; Bergh, 2015; Matar & Khatib, 2014). Indeed, the Israeli
occupation of South Lebanon and the western province of the Begaa Valley, as Saad-
Ghorayeb (2003) asserts, constitutes the very backbone of Hizbollah’s intellectual

structure.?

Hizbollah as serving Iran’s interests with a total disregard for Lebanon’s security and stability. Recently,
and after Hizbollah’s intervention in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen, most Gulf states consider Hizbollah to be a
terrorist organization. As a result, they have imposed sanctions on its leading officials. In contrast,
Hizbollah’s proponents, whether at the national or pan-Arab levels, consider Hizbollah to be an exemplary
movement of heroic and patriotic deeds, with many attributing mystical characteristics to its leader (Matar,
2015).

2 In contrast, Alagha (2006; 2011) argues that the emergence of Hizbollah cannot only be related to the
influence of the Iranian Revolution and the Israeli occupation. Alagha maintains that Shiite political
activism and liberation movements which started with Imam Sadr in the 1960s also played a role in the
social and ideological development of Hizbollah.

13



3. Hizbollah’s ideology

During the first decade of its establishment (1983-1992), Hizbollah adopted an
exclusionary religious ideology that resonates well within the Lebanese Shiite
constituency (the primary audience of Hizbollah). To this end, Hizbollah relied heavily on
religious and symbolic references that appeal to Shiites — especially the Karbala narrative
and the symbolic martyrdom of Imam Hussein (Alagha, 2006; Houri, 2012; Matar et al.,
2014; Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002). The objective is to instil in Lebanese Shiites a continued
need to strive for social justice and to invigorate an unremitting resolve for defiance and
resistance (jihad) attained only through sacrifice and martyrdom — the main themes of the

narrative.

Hizbollah is considered, by many political analysts and local and international news
outlets, as well as opponents, to be one of the main offshoots of the Islamic Revolution,
functioning as “Iran’s pawn” in the Arab world (Dalack, 2010, p. 4). Hizbollah published
its first manifesto, The Open Letter, in 1985. In this text, Hizbollah explicitly avows its
ideological connection to Iran and defines itself as an Islamist-jihadi movement that seeks
to establish an Islamic state in Lebanon (Khatib, 2011; Matar & Khatib, 2014; Norton,
2007; Wiegand, 2009). In the Open Letter, Hizbollah invokes the religious term ‘Umma’
(Muslim nation) to appeal to Muslims, in Lebanon and abroad, and at the same time

underscores the Shiite/ Iranian dimension of the movement.2 The manifesto states:

3 The term Umma presupposes that the advocated policies or practices are done for the sake of reunifying
and consolidating Muslims, not only at the pan-Arab level but around the world. In a nutshell, Islam is
taken as a vehicle to unite the majority of Lebanese (Sunnis and Shiites), as well as Muslims around the
world.
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Each one of us (members of Hizbollah) is a combat soldier when the call of jihad
(resistance/ struggle) demands it and each of us undertakes his task in the battle in
accordance with the legitimate and religious responsibility of the Wilayat al-Fagih,

the leader.* (quoted in Alagha, 2006, p. 224)

Working under the banner of the ‘Guardianship of Jurisprudence’ (Wilayat al-Faqih)
means that Hizbollah must abide by the ideological tenets governing this concept and
articulate a political and religious language that conforms with the Islamic Revolution’s
rhetoric. Among these is the adoption of a Manichean worldview which constructs the
West, especially the US, as the source of evil (the Great Satan) and Israel as an
illegitimate entity that must be eradicated. Indeed, Islamic revolutionaries were, as
KhosraviNik maintains, “the most radical in their Us vs Them categorisation, as they saw
the Iranian Revolution as the first historical step in the struggle against the corrupt,

colonial West” (2015, p. 26).

In Hizbollah’s view, the US and the Zionist enemy/ Israel are the main oppressors against
whom jihad is not only legitimate but also a divine and moral duty. As such, jihad is a
tool to defend and empower those who are oppressed and do not have the capacity to
defend themselves against aggression and injustice (Alagha, 2011, p. 85, 115-118;

Dalack, 2010).° As a consequence, anti-Zionism, anti-imperialism/anti-colonialism, pan-

4 Adopting Imam Khomeini’s ‘Wilayat al-Faqih’ ideology entails Hizbollah regarding the Imam as the
legitimate successor of the Prophet by virtue of his epistemic competence and leadership qualities;
therefore, Hizbollah has a religious obligation to abide by the (religious and political) guidelines set by the
Imam (Alagha, 2006, p. 80-98; Harb & Leenders, 2005).

® The term oppressed refers not only to the Shiite constituency, which has suffered political marginalization,
but also to oppressed nations across the globe who face US/Western imperialism and domination, thereby
adopting an inclusive perspective in the pursuit of political and social justice (Alagha, 2011; Dalack, 2010;
Khatib et al., 2014).
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Islamism, independence from superpowers, resistance, social justice, defiance, and
freedom are permanent themes — or ‘master frames’ (Karagiannis, 2009) — that define
Hizbollah’s rhetoric. This political ideology, thereof, signifies the contours based on
which a political party is labelled as an insider/ally or outsider/enemy. At this stage, the
‘Other’ or the enemy, against whom acts of resistance/jihad are legitimate, lies outside
Lebanese territory, namely, Israel for its occupation of Lebanese territories and the US for

its subversive actions in Lebanon.

4. Hizbollah’s political transformation

Hasan Nasrallah was appointed Hizbollah’s secretary general in 1992, three years after
signing the Taif Accord which brought seventeen years of civil war to an end. The
agreement redistributed power equally between Christians and Muslims and provided a
road map for the different sects (18 religious sects comprise the Lebanese community)
and political factions (communists, liberals, Islamists, Progressive Socialists, Arab
nationalists etc.) to become involved in the political process. As a consequence, Hizbollah
had to shift its status, from an armed sectarian faction fighting Israel to a mainstream
political party working within the status quo political system (Alagha, 2006, 2011,
Hamdar, 2013; Khatib, 2011; Wiegand, 2009).6 For example, Hizbollah’s participation in
parliamentary and municipal elections, as well as its role in assigning ministers who are

either active members in Hizbollah or affiliate with it, is intended, as Matar et al. (2014)

5 After the Taif agreement, pro- and anti-Syrian governments endorsed Hizbollah as a resistance
organisation, i.e. as a national resistance movement, and legitimated Hizbollah’s right to use military force
in its struggle against Israel based on international law, United Nations Security Council resolutions and the
1989 Fourth Geneva Convention (Dalack, 2010; Wiegand, 2009).
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argue, to strengthen its identity as a national party and to enhance its domestic position as

a civilian political party.

The ‘Lebanonisation’ of Hizbollah (Alagha, 2011; Hamdar, 201 3; Wiegand, 2009), i.e.
the transformation of Hizbollah into a national political party by endorsing the existing
political system and participating in its political institutions, necessitates the adoption of
an all-encompassing rhetoric to address different Lebanese parties and their audiences. To
this end, Hizbollah’s nationalist and populist discourse articulates an inclusive political
ideology (Alagha, 2011) whereby Hizbollah’s nationalism is not only defined in terms of
a US-dominated global context, but also encompasses other relevant dimensions that
project the specific nature of the Lebanese context (Deeb, 2008).” Houri (2012, p. 44-47)
sums up the different dimensions of Hizbollah’s nationalism. These are: the inclusion of
Shiites in the national narrative, a focus on social disparities in the country, liberating and

defending Lebanon (anti-Zionism, anti-colonialism etc.), Arabism, and Islamism.®

In fact, many researchers attribute the evolution of Hizbollah, from an Islamist resistance

movement working in dissociation from the Lebanese political system to a nationalist and

7 Nationalism in the Levant is mainly based on two ideological strands: Arabism and anti-colonialism. In
the Lebanese context, the former signifies that Lebanon is part of the wider Arab world; therefore, its
political actions should be in conformity with the stipulations of the Arab League and should serve, and
certainly not jeopardize, the interests of other Arab states. The latter means that Lebanon is part of the
resistance block that encompasses Iran, Syria and Hamas in Palestine who resist US and Western
domination, imperialism and intervention. Nationalism in the Orient carries different ideological
assumptions to its Western counterpart.

8 Pan-Islamism, as Karagiannis (2009) observes, seeks to diffuse the tensions between Sunnis and Shiites
and to bridge the gap between Arabs and Iranians. Therefore, it is another strategy used by Nasrallah to
address and mobilize an international audience. Karagiannis also notes that the frame of anti-globalisation,
as well as the notion of the oppressed, aims to attract the sympathy and support of leftists and human rights
activists around the world.
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populist party, to Nasrallah’s leadership (Matar, 2008; 2014), in particular, his nationalist

rhetoric, charisma, and authority (see Chapter 2, section 3).

5. Polarising the political sphere: Creating enemies

Hizbollah’s enthusiasm to integrate the movement into the Lebanese political sphere, a
process also known as ‘political jihad’, did not preclude military jihad. In fact, inexorable
military acts of resistance against Israel — which lasted for almost fifteen years — resulted
in the unconditional withdrawal of Israeli troops from most of South Lebanon on 24 May
2000, known as ‘Liberation Day’. Most Arabs and (if not all) Lebanese read this as the
first Arab armed group in history to defeat and compel Israel to unconditionally abandon
occupied lands. Therefore, the liberation validated and authenticated Hizbollah’s image as
a populist and national party that represents the interests of most Lebanese (Khatib, 2011;

Matar et al., 2014).

From a different perspective, Hizbollah’s opponents saw the liberation as a pretext to call
for the disarmament of Hizbollah, since the main reason which led to Hizbollah
possessing weapons was no longer valid (Israeli occupation). At the international level,
Hizbollah’s opponents lobbied for the ratification of UN Resolution 1559, on 4
September 2004, which commands Syria to withdraw its troops from Lebanon and disarm
all Lebanese militias, including Hizbollah. The political clashes escalated, as Hizbollah
regards the Resolution and those who support it as an existential threat. From this point
onwards, Hizbollah started to refer explicitly to its (political) opponents as traitors and
Israeli collaborators. Thus, Hizbollah’s opponents become enemies of national unity

(Heigilt, 2007; Khatib, 2014). Warning opponents of the punishment awaiting them,

18



Nasrallah declared in his speech on 25 May 2005 that he would consider ‘any hand
(internal opponents) that tries to seize our (Hizbollah) weapons an Israeli hand, and cut it

off”.

Hizbollah’s image as a national party suffered hugely in the wake of the 2005 Cedar
Revolution following the assassination of former prime minister Rafic Hariri (a
prominent Sunni figure) in February of the same year. Hariri’s proponents, supported by
the international community (specifically, France and the US), initially accused Syria —
Hizbollah’s ally — of orchestrating the assassination. Mass rallies were organised by
Hizbollah’s political rivals, who formed the anti-Syrian (pro-American) group known as
the 14™ of March coalition.® Demonstrators demanded the withdrawal of Syrian troops,
ending Syrian interference and influence in Lebanon, and establishment of an
international tribunal to bring culprits to justice. Public pressure and international support
succeeded in making Syria withdraw its troops from Lebanon in April 2005 and
establishing the UN Special Tribunal for Lebanon (henceforth, STL) to investigate

Hariri’s assassination.

In response, pro-Syrian demonstrations were staged by Hizbollah and its allies, who
formed the 8" of March coalition or the resistance block.° Both parties launched political
campaigns to justify their political stance and delegitimize the status of their opponents.
Therefore, Hizbollah — as the major actor in the 8" of March coalition — portrayed the

opposition (the 14" of March party) as a Western-backed group whose actions (e.g. the

% The 14™ of March party is an anti-Syrian/ Iranian and pro-American block composed of a Sunni majority
and major Christian political parties, as well as Druze (a Muslim sect).

10 The 8™ of March party is a pro-Syrian/ Iranian and anti-American block. It is primarily led by Hizbollah
and encompasses other Shiite groups and a prominent Christian political party.
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STL and calling for Syria to withdraw its troops from Lebanon, among others) realize US
plans in the region. In contrast, the 14" of March party branded Hizbollah as an Iranian
armed wing and its actions as serving Iran’s interests in its struggle with the superpowers

regarding its nuclear programme.

The feud over the establishment of the STL turned into an open political confrontation,
especially after leaked reports, from the general attorney’s office and some international
media outlets, revealed that the STL would indict four members of Hizbollah. Hizbollah
perceived the would-be indictment of its members in terms of a US and Israeli conspiracy
aimed at vilifying Hizbollah’s regional and national reputation (the context of the speech
analysed in Chapter 8). Hizbollah framed its objection to the STL by claiming that its
members were wrongly and unfairly accused, thus Hizbollah had no alternative but to

defend itself against injustice.

The Israeli war in 2006 increased the cleavages between the two adversaries. The 14" of
March party criticised Hizbollah’s unilateral action: the kidnapping of two Israeli
soldiers. They considered the action to be an uncalculated adventure intended to take the
Lebanese, unwillingly, into an open war with Israel (the context of the speech analysed in
Chapter 5). Amid the turmoil, Hizbollah’s opponents (the 14" of March coalition) re-
emphasized the need to disarm Hizbollah to prevent any future escalations with Israel.
Nasrallah saw this demand, in his speech on 14 August 2006, as ‘immoral, incorrect and
inappropriate’, and claimed that such a call came at the ‘wrong timing on the

psychological and the moral level, particularly before the cease-fire’.
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The country was devastated by the brutality of the Israeli aggression, which lasted for 33
days; however, Hizbollah’s endurance, steadfastness and exercise of restraint towards its
opponents allowed Hizbollah to be seen as victorious. Hizbollah’s victory (Nasrallah
declared it a ‘Divine Victory’) in the 2006 Israeli war further substantiated Hizbollah’s
image as a pan-Arab, populist, and national party. At the domestic level, the war
increased the polarisation between the two camps, as it failed to unify them under the

banner of defending Lebanon against Israeli aggression.

After the war, Nasrallah called for the establishment of a national unity government that
would guarantee more representation for Hizbollah’s coalition (the 8" of March group),
thereby giving the group the ability to veto decisions threatening Hizbollah or Syria (the
context of the speech analysed in Chapter 6). Faced with rejection from the pro-American
government, Nasrallah called for widespread demonstrations and sit-ins, which lasted for
almost two years. The tension exacerbated with the resignation of six pro-Hizbollah
ministers in an attempt to bring about the collapse of Fouad Siniora’s government,
leaving the constitutional legitimacy of the Cabinet under question.'! Nasrallah stated that
the refusal of the 14" of March coalition to form a national unity government was ‘an
extension of Israel’s war against Lebanon [...] so we (Hizbollah) will fight today, but
with other weapons and other rules (demonstrations and resignations)’. Thus, Nasrallah
placed his internal political opponents on the same level as Israel (Khatib, 2014), namely,

as an internal threat to national unity, which he needed to fend off.

"The Lebanese constitution stipulates that for a government to gain legitimacy, every major sect should be
fairly represented in the Cabinet so as to comply with the requirements of consensus democracy.
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The political stalemate evolved into a violent confrontation following two decisions taken
by the Siniora’s government, which Hizbollah considered a declaration of war (the
context of the speech analysed in Chapter 7). This was the first time since the end of the
civil war that Hizbollah had used weapons inside Lebanon and against other Lebanese,
despite Nasrallah’s earlier promise that the group’s weapons would not be used inside
Lebanon. The confrontation ended with the signing of the Doha agreement in May 2008,
which eventually provided Hizbollah and its allies with veto power to monitor
governments’ decisions. Nonetheless, Hizbollah’s ‘Occupation of Beirut’ demarcates a
decisive moment in Lebanon’s present history, as violence was used against political
rivals. Commenting on the severity of the incident, Larbi (2010) posits that Hizbollah’s
resistance is not only against a foreign occupier (Israel) or a neo-colonial US-led world,
but also against an anti-resistance-bloc, represented by the 14" of March party. Hgigilt
(2007) observes that Hizbollah’s discourse revolves around an axis of inclusion and
exclusion, but that its parameters had changed since 1991, i.e. from an outside-the-border

enemy (Israel) to an internal or domestic enemy (the 14" of March party).

Resistance, as the most important pillar of Hizbollah’s populist identity, became, as Houri
(2012, p. 57) maintains, the “new frontier that would [...] construct a new hegemonic
identity and a populist discourse which will articulate new frontiers of inclusion and
exclusion”. Liberation, defiance, social justice, dignity, and pride are the other
dimensions of Hizbollah’s populist identity, articulated via Hizbollah’s discourse as a
means to unify a number of heterogeneous demands and audiences (ibid.). In fact, Alagha
(2011) argues that Hizbollah’s political ideology always calls for unity on both the

Islamic and domestic fronts. I argue, however, that Nasrallah’s discourse oscillates
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between calling for unification and solidarity (i.e. the integrative function of discourse,
see Chapter 2, section 2) achieved via identity-constituting rhetoric and discriminatory
formulations that target the 14™ of March party, thereby increasing the cleavages among
political rivals (i.e. the disintegrative function). In other words, the discursive
construction of Hizbollah’s hegemonic national identity necessitates the discursive
destruction (Wodak et al., 2009) of a sub/intra-national identity construct, i.e. the
ideological precepts of the 14™ of March party. In the following section, | elaborate the
main interests of this thesis by pointing out some aspects of Nasrallah’s discourse that

motivated me to conduct this research.
6. Guiding research interests and goals

Inasmuch as a national identity is a unifying mechanism, it also divides nations and
citizens of nation states (Wodak & de Cillia, 2007). Billig (1995) elucidates that to be a
member of an in-group entails a “categorical distinction from an ‘out group’. The
imagining of ‘our’ community involves imagining, either implicitly or explicitly, ‘them’
from whom ‘we’ are distinct” (p. 66). In this view, the construction of national identity is
not only based on strategies that harmonise the in-group, but also on stereotyping and
negative Other-presentation to villainize the out-group (see Chapter 4, section 2) in order
to justify preferential or discriminatory practices (Wodak et al., 2009). Therefore, the
construction of an internal enemy (the 14™ of March coalition) and the discursive means
that Nasrallah exploits in profiling this enemy is one of the interests of this thesis. In
analysing the discourse of Nasrallah, I intend to examine how political power is exercised
through language and how certain ideologies are replaced by others. It is in this respect

that the Discourse-Historical Approach (henceforth, DHA) to critical discourse studies
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(henceforth, CDS) is chosen as the overarching framework (see Chapter 3, section 2.1).
The DHA is a useful analytical tool through which opaque representations of power,
domination, and control, as manifested in language use, are exposed (Reisigl & Wodak,
2001, 2009, 2016). By deconstructing Nasrallah’s discourse, the objective is to challenge
what seems to be consensual (e.g. resistance as a binding ideology for all Lebanese) or

indisputable.

One of the aims of this research is to investigate the argumentative as well as the
representation strategies that Nasrallah deploys in his attempts to defend and legitimise
controversial past actions and decisions. To this end, pragma-dialectics (van Eemeren et
al., 1996; van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004), as an analytical template to analyse
argumentation aimed at resolving a difference of opinion (see Chapter 3, section 3),
provides a guiding theoretical framework. Undoubtedly, accusations are highly damaging
to Nasrallah’s image. Therefore, the thesis aims to shed light on the retrospective
argumentation that Nasrallah advances in his attempt to defend his image, in light of
accusations raised by opponents, and to re-establish intersubjective agreement

(Habermas, 1990) over problematised actions or decisions.

Nasrallah is regarded one of the most charismatic figures in the Arab world. His charisma
is not only related to the religious attributes vested in him, but also to the construction of
a ‘proper image’ and ethos (see Chapter 2, section 3) via which his charisma is
acknowledged and validated. Charisma is partially constructed, as proposed in this thesis,
through strategies pertaining to the legitimation of assertions (Chapter 3, section 6.3.4).
According to Hart (2011), these strategies serve to satisfy or overcome audiences’
epistemic defences, i.e. provide evidence of internal and external coherence. Thus, a final
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interest of this thesis is to examine the effect of Nasrallah’s mediated charisma on

audiences’ epistemic filters.
7. Research objectives and questions

The bulk of literature on Nasrallah’s discourse, and more generally Hizbollah’s discourse,
can be classified under the following headings: (1) Nasrallah’s charismatic leadership and
its effect on establishing an emotional bond with followers, mainly, the 8" of March
audience (Badran, 2010; Houri, 2012; Matar, 2008, 2014, 2015; Thiel, n.d.); (2) the
discursive construction and transformation of Hizbollah’s national identity (Alagha, 2006,
2011; Daoud, 2012; Khatib, 2011, 2014; Saad-Ghorayeb, 2003; Wiegand, 2009); and (3)
the effect of Hizbollah’s multi-media platforms on promoting Hizbollah’s political
ideology (Alshaer, 2014; Hamdar, 2013; Houri, 2012). In this thesis, my main aim is to
examine the argumentative, as well as the representation strategies, that Nasrallah

employs in his attempts to legitimise past actions or decisions.

To achieve this objective, | propose a framework fully incorporating pragma-dialectics
within the DHA to CDS.!2 This framework builds on the commonalities that both
approaches share (see Chapter 3, section 4) in order to intertwine the argumentative and
the representation functions of language. As such, the thesis is not in alignment with the
representation versus argumentation dichotomy (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012) but
attempts to show the representation function of some argumentative schemes as well as

the significance of representation strategies in constructing premises for arguments (see

12 Although pragma-dialectics provides a theoretical backdrop to the analysis of argumentation strategies in
the DHA, it is rarely fully or explicitly operationalised in detailed analysis (see Chapter 4, section 4.1).
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Chapter 4, section 4.1). The framework is applied to four speeches given by Hassan

Nasrallah in order to address the following questions:

1) How did Nasrallah strategically manoeuvre to resolve disagreement with
opposition audiences?
2) How did the different justification/ legitimation strategies enact patterns of
prejudicial attitudes towards the out-group? That is to ask:
a) How did Nasrallah discursively promote a hegemonic identity narrative and
how did he position partisans within this construct? Similarly,
b) How did Nasrallah discursively construct an out-group/ intra-national enemy
profile, and how did he position opponents?
3) How might the construction of Nasrallah’s charisma have satisfied the epistemic
filters of opposition audiences?
4) How effective is the integration of cognitive approaches to legitimation within a

model that integrates pragma-dialectics and the DHA?

8. Outline of the thesis

This thesis is organised in ten chapters. The next, i.e. second, chapter describes the main
characteristics of the genre of political speeches. This focus on the genre of political
speeches relates to the fact that this thesis is primarily interested in political speeches.
Political speeches are, more often than not, performed publicly and delivered by
charismatic or authoritative speakers. The chapter, then, provides a summary of the main
approaches to the concept of charisma as it relates to political discourse. The different

theories related to the construction of charisma pave the way to hypothesise a relation
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between the construction of charisma and audiences’ systems of epistemic vigilance. The
chapter also sheds light on recent research on Nasrallah’s charisma as well as the
emotional bond that connects him with his followers. The chapter ends by outlining the

criteria for selecting the data to be analysed.

In the third chapter, I lay down the main theoretical frameworks and analytical tools that
inform this study. Thus, it details the type of critique pursued in CDS, in particular, the
DHA, and the analytical tools used to deconstruct hegemonic discourses. The study also
adopts the pragma-dialectical perspective to argumentative discourse. Points of
convergence between pragma-dialectics and the DHA are, therefore, discussed. This
thesis also draws on findings from cognitive pragmatics. This chapter also outlines the
main theoretical assumptions of two models in cognitive pragmatics: Relevance Theory
(Sperber & Wilson, 1995) and Epistemic Vigilance (Sperber et al., 2010). Finally, the

chapter elaborates on the possible discursive strategies for responding to accusations.

The fourth chapter amalgamates the various analytical tools and theoretical assumptions
into a single integrated model. This chapter presents the main reasons behind the
appropriation of pragma-dialectics within the DHA, as well as the benefits that each
school can gain from such an integrated approach. This chapter also shows how epistemic
vigilance and the construction of charisma are relevant to argument analysis. Finally, this
chapter offers a provisional structure for retrospective argumentation and concludes with

outlining the steps for implementing the proposed model.

The analysis of the speeches stretches across four chapters. Therefore, Chapters 5, 6, 7

and 8 present a detailed analysis in terms of the proposed model. Four speeches given by
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Nasrallah between 2006 and 2011 are analysed. Each chapter opens by detailing the
context, which gives an overview of the different views, criticisms, and objections related
to the event under scrutiny. In this way, the main points of disagreement are delineated
and parts of the speech not related to the points at issue are excluded from the analysis
(see Chapter 4, section 4.4). Subsequently, each speech is analysed following the
proposed model, with a detailed reconstruction of the argument presented at the end of

each chapter.

Finally, in Chapter 9, | return to the research questions and consider how the analyses
presented help to answer them. In particular, I discuss how the DHA’s representation
strategies constitute argumentation moves and contribute to constructing argumentation
schemes. | also discuss how legitimation is enacted via invoking different sources of
normativity that tap into the moral values and ideological beliefs of the target audience.
Lastly, I discuss the potential effects of the discursive construction of charisma,
specifically, the construction of ethos and salvation narratives, on audiences’ epistemic

assessments.

The study concludes by showing how the integrated model may strengthen the
explanatory level of the DHA’s critique. This chapter also discusses the limitations of the

study and suggests possibilities for further research.
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Chapter 2

Charismatic leaders and performing political speeches

1. Introduction

This chapter starts by offering a synopsis of the main features and functions of political
speeches. In most cases, political speeches are performed, or staged in Wodak’s (2011)
terms, where the interaction between audience and interlocutor attests to the degree of
receptivity of the message. However, what affects the level of receptivity is also related to
the nature of the charismatic bond that links political leaders with their followers.
Therefore, this chapter underscores the construction and negotiation of charisma and aims
to clarify the link between charismatic performances and nationalist and populist
ideologies. The aim is to prepare the ground for hypothesizing the effect of charisma on
audiences’ epistemic vigilance (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3). The chapter concludes by

presenting the criteria for selecting the data to be analysed.

2. Characterising political speeches

The attention that this research gives to the genre of political speeches stems from
Reisigl’s (2010) acknowledgment of their dual functionality. On the one hand, Reisigl
underscores the integrative function that political speeches can have in the construction of
national identity and in promoting group solidarity. On the other hand, political speeches
“can fulfill disintegrative and destructive functions by mobilizing addressees to social
exclusion and, at worst, to violent attacks against those excluded and denigrated by the

orator” (Reisigl, 2010 p. 251, emphasis added). Based on this view, this thesis focuses on
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the strategies pursued by Nasrallah to balance the attainment of both functions. In the
following section, | present an overview of the genre of political speeches, as examined in

critical discourse studies, argumentation theory and classical rhetoric.

2.1. Political speeches as a genre

Dell Hymes (1974) defines a speech community as a group of people who share specific
rules for speaking or at least one ‘way of speaking’ that distinguishes them from other
groups. Speech events of a specific group, e.g. academic or medical professions, share
certain elements that can be pinpointed in order to provide a descriptive account of the
group’s linguistic behaviour. Hymes proposes ‘SPEAKING’ as a mnemonic device to
analyse the ways a group communicates in specific speech situations. In this model, ‘S’
designates the situation, which includes the scene and the setting. ‘P’ refers to the
participants in the communicative activity. ‘E’ refers to the ends or goals of
communicating. ‘A’ designates the speech acts performed. ‘K’ refers to the key or the
tone of the speech. ‘I’ refers to instrumentality or the channel of communication used. ‘N’
refers to the set of rules or norms guiding the speech. And finally, ‘G’ refers to cultural
and/or clearly demarcated types of utterances, such as poems, sermons, and editorials.
Hymes argues that “genres often coincide with speech events, but must be treated as

analytically independent of them” (1974:61).

Genres are ritualized types of utterances that can be used either in conventional speech
situations or outside the usual settings. Swales (1990) perceives genre as referring to a
“distinctive category of discourse” (p. 33) involving spoken and written communication.

He maintains that a genre is a class of communicative events characterised by discourse
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or register, participants, the function of discourse and the environment of its production
and reception. According to Swales, what turns this class of communicative events into a
genre is “some shared set of communicative purposes” (p. 46). Therefore, genre
membership is designated by the extent to which these events share similar
communicative goals. For example, what unites party political speeches are the shared
goals of presenting party policies, countering opposition policies, and mobilizing

audiences to vote (ibid.).

From a critical discourse studies (CDS) perspective, Fairclough argues that genre can be
characterized as “a socially ratified way of using language in connection with a particular
type of social activity” (Fairclough, 1995, p. 14).13 In his view, “genres are the
specifically discoursal aspect of ways of acting and interacting in the course of social
events” (2003, p.65). In other words, the analysis of a text as an instantiation of genre is
closely related to how this text contributes to and influences social practices and action.
According to Fairclough, the various aspects of text organization and features, such as the
overall generic structure of a text, text semantics, and the mode of intertextuality, are

shaped by genre.

Fairclough (2003) proposes a framework through which genre is analysed in terms of
activity (what people are doing), social relations (the type of relations between people),
and communication technology (what kind of technological means are used). Wodak

(2008) summarises the development of the concept of genre as one that has moved from

13 In pragma-dialectics, the conceptualization of genre (see Chapter 3, section 3.3), as van Eemeren (2013)
explains, remains close to Fairclough’s view.
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textual characteristics to a more functional approach, and finally, to an approach that
focuses on social practices, norms and conventions of use. Reisigl and Wodak (2016)
define genre as a “socially conventionalized pattern of communication that fulfils a
specific social purpose in a specific social context” (p. 27). Their typology links the
multi-varied subgenres of political communication to ‘fields of political action’. In their
view, the political field is divided into eight different fields of action, such as lawmaking
procedures, the formation of public opinion and will, political advertising, political
control etc., where each of these fields is associated with a set of sub-genres. For
example, election speeches, commemorative speeches, speeches by an MP and so on,
delivered with the aim of advertising one’s political position, belong to the field of

political advertisement.

In classical rhetoric, political speeches are classified based on three classes of rhetorical
genre: judicial, deliberative and epideictic. Judicial oratory is oriented to the past,
thematically focuses on issues related to justice or injustice, right or wrong, and its
function is to accuse or defend. Deliberative rhetoric is future-oriented, thematically deals
with expediency and harmfulness, and its function is to exhort or dissuade. Finally, the
epideictic genre is associated with the present, thematically with honour or disgrace, and
its function is to praise or blame. However, in actual discursive practices, these classes do
not occur in pure forms as is theoretically suggested, for the “diversity of topics and
temporal references usually results in the simultaneous presence of elements from all
three rhetorical categories within one and the same speech” (Wodak et al., 2009, p. 70).
Richardson (2007) and Reisigl (2008), similarly, maintain that political speeches exhibit a

combination of two or more classes of rhetorical oratory.
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From a pragma-dialectical point of view, the field of political communication belongs to
the deliberative genre, i.e. it is future-oriented.’* However, van Eemeren has recently
asserted that “political theorists recognize that the argumentation put forward in political
discourse is also often about past performances and requires a retrospective account”
(2013, p. 28). It follows that identifying the type of rhetorical genre that characterises
Nasrallah’s argumentation should precede the analysis. This amounts to identifying
whether the speeches primarily follow a judicial, epideictic or deliberative genre, or a
combination of two or more of these divisions (Richardson, 2007). Nasrallah’s speeches,
as | claim, (see Chapter 1, section 6) are attempts to legitimise past actions and decisions
in order to regain legitimacy in contexts of controversy. Therefore, it might be reasonable

to deduce that the speeches selected for this thesis mainly belong to the judicial genre.

In light of Wodak, Reisigl and Richardson’s argument (as aforementioned), Nasrallah’s
speeches also exhibit traces of the epideictic genre, i.e. they assign blame (onto
opponents) or praise (partisans). The persuasive and/or manipulative power of political
speeches is not limited to specific rhetorical devices or genre-specific characteristics. In
my view, what makes political speeches persuasive is the fact that these are performed,
more often than not, by charismatic leaders. This is specifically the case in the Lebanese
context. In the following section, | outline theoretical frameworks that are relevant to pin

down the different characteristics and dimensions of a charismatic personality.

14 In pragma-dialectics, the deliberative genre is one among several argumentative genres. Adjudication,
negotiation, communication-seeking, and disputation are other argumentative genres (van Eemeren et al.,
2014).
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3. Charismatic leadership

Many theories have been put forward to account for the nature and presumed (affective or
cognitive) influence that charismatic leaders have on audiences. In his attempt to
understand the sociology of domination, political obligation and obedience, Weber (1978)
suggests that for domination to be stable, power must be converted into legitimate
authority. He distinguishes between three types of legitimate authority: legal or rational
authority (e.g. bureaucracy, democracy), traditional authority (e.g. customs, monarchies)
and charismatic authority (special characteristics of an individual). The latter relates to
the individualistic personalities of leaders who are “bearers of specific gifts of body and
mind” (ibid., p. 1111-1112). In Weber’s view, charisma is a “certain quality of an
individual personality by virtue of which he is considered extraordinary”. Consequently,
he is treated as one who is “endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or exceptional

powers or qualities” (Schweitzer, 1974, p. 151).

These extraordinary qualities, according to Weber (1987), are of divine origin and the
authority of a charismatic leader stems from his/her ability to put them into practice
through tangible heroic deeds, exemplary actions or miracles as an attestation of his/her
“divine mission” (ibid., p. 1114). Once these are recognized and perceived as such, it
means that leaders have “proved their charisma in the eyes of their adherents™ (ibid. p.
1112). This highlights the relational dimension of charisma or the ‘charismatic bond’ that
is established between charismatic leaders and their supporters. It follows that charismatic
authority is based on being recognized as such by others, and its perpetuation is a function
of the continued validation of “personal strength proven time and again” (ibid., p. 1114).
Charismatic authority, as a form of legitimate domination, is “the accepted power to lead
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and command others stemming from the recognition” of the specific qualities that are
attributed to a leader (Hofmann & Dawson, 2014, p. 349). From a Weberian point of
view, charisma is a specific quality of an individual personality and its recognition by
those “subject to authority, which is decisive” for the validation of charisma (Weber,

1978, p. 242).

In Weber’s view, obedience to a charismatic authority is a duty predicated on divine
qualities and the virtue of the mission. This recognition entails, as Weber concludes, that
followers show unconditional devotion and trust. Moreover, Weber argues that charisma
is unstable and subject to erosion, specifically in cases where the leader fails to deliver
promises or achieve the goals aspired to. Consequently, adherents might withdraw their
recognition as the leader is no longer recognized as the “god-sent master” (Weber, 1978,
p. 1114). It can, thus, be deduced that Weberian charisma is a quality that is attributed to

leaders, and not only a quality that they inherently possess.

Weber’s conceptualization of charisma has been criticized for its emphasis on the
psychological dimension of charisma (Eatwell, 2007). In fact, Weber (ibid.)
acknowledges the effects of social factors on shaping charismatic personalities, such as
the effects of a troubled childhood, schooling and the cultural environment. In this view,
Eatwell (2007) criticises reducing the study of charismatic authority to examining the
influence of social factors on a leadership personality, as it limits the analysis of political
action and decisions to personality development. Despite Weber’s emphasis on the
psychological dimension of charisma, and to a lesser degree on social factors, he sees the
socio-political/ economic dimension as a prerequisite for the emergence of charismatic

leadership. Weber (1978), thus, highlights the importance of social, political and
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economic crises in catalysing the emergence of charismatic leaders and in facilitating

identification with a leader.

Based on this view, Weber observes that charismatic leaders, such as Vladimir Lenin,
Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King, among others, emerged at times of economic,
ethical and/or political distress or disorder. Crises, in Weber’s view, form the social
situations necessary to encourage the attribution of charisma, as the leader comes to
embody the promise of salvation. Therefore, crises are would-be opportunities that can be
exploited by leaders, and through these they can construct charisma by performing heroic
or miraculous deeds. Following Weber, Bass (1985) asserts that charisma “carries with it
a challenge to the old order, a break with continuity, a risky adventure, continual

movement, ferment, and change” (p. 36).

3.1. Narrative dimension: Charismatic leaders as salvationists

In distressful situations, as Tucker (1977) expounds, a charismatic leader presents to
sufferers a “formula for salvation [which] may arouse their intense loyalty and
enthusiastic willingness to take the path the leader is pointing out” (p. 388). Tucker
continues to explain that in moments of crisis a charismatic leader becomes a saviour who
embodies hope for salvation. Consequently, followers “tend to revere him and surround
him with that spontaneous cult of personality which appears to be one of the symptomatic
marks of the charismatic leader-follower relationship” (1968, p. 746-747). The notion of
receptivity to the leader’s message depends on the strategic exploitation of crises,
inasmuch as a charismatic leader is capable of articulating and imposing a vision for

salvation (Hofmann & Dawson, 2014).
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A culturalist view of charisma (Smith, 2000 & Willner, 1984) conceptualizes charisma as
a cultural phenomenon, the construction of which compels the leader to draw on myths,
common symbols, cultural frames and shared meanings. From a culturalist perspective,
the presence of social anomie, as a precondition for the emergence of charismatic leaders,
is not a sufficient condition because charisma is the product of social and cultural
contexts (Willner, 1984). Smith defines charisma as “a moral bond of duty linking
followers to leaders” and argues that this bond should be understood in terms of symbolic
structures (2000, p.103). Smith asserts that charismatic authority is “underpinned by
binary cultural codes which elaborate and oppose sacred and evil grammars of
motivations [...] along with narratives which employ events within a salvation
framework” (ibid., p. 103). In this respect, salvation narratives — based on a binary code
of good versus evil — are the main facets of charismatic authority through which events
and actions acquire new meaning and come to have moral significance (ibid.). It follows
that the role of a charismatic leader is to create and identify an ‘evil’ entity, the
destruction of which forms the basis of the salvation narrative. Therefore, charisma is

constructed via salvation narratives that exploit cultural-specific symbols and myths.

To put it differently, the moral bond between charismatic leaders and their followers
seems to be predicated on a shared hatred and fear of an identified evil against which they
have to fight. From a culturalist perspective, the presence of an enemy or evil adversary is
pivotal for the construction of charismatic authority, which will therefore “attain its
greatest force when images of evil are at their most threatening” (ibid., p. 105). The
constructed evil is, thus, a unifying mechanism that consolidates and unites a community

around a common desire to fight the threat. In this respect, the moral dimension of
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charismatic discourses is given prominence as the battle is essentially between good/right
versus evil/wrong. In his attempt to understand how (fascist) charismatic leaders prepare
the scene for ethnic cleansing and genocide, e.g. the holocaust and ethnic cleansing in
Serbia, Eatwell (2006a, 2006b) proposes a social-constructivist approach in which he

outlines four traits that define the nature of a charismatic personality.

First, charismatic leaders are visionary and driven by a mission (e.g. national unification),
which is often linked to foundation myths and the construction of a national identity.
Therefore, leaders embody a special mission that is characterised by quasi-religious
language and images that employ the semantic field of salvation, such as redemption,
rescue and rebirth. Second, charismatic leaders portray themselves as ordinary men or
women who obey the wishes of the people, and they explicitly express what the common
people think in private to foster the leader-follower bond or ‘symbiotic hierarchy’.
According to Eatwell, the charismatic bond links fascist leaders and followers via the
construction of a broad ‘ideological matrix’, i.e. the creation of a new man, a holistic
nation and state. Third, enemies and scapegoats are discursively constructed and
identified — ‘Manichean demonization’. The Other is portrayed as an imminent threat,
whereby salvation is sought via the path (salvation narrative) outlined by the charismatic
leader. Finally, there is the leader’s personal presence or magnetism, which includes not
only physical traits but, more importantly, the ability of the leader to portray the ‘correct
image’ of himself (ibid., p. 144-148). In this view, the charismatic bond is no longer
defined in terms of emotions, an affectional relation, but is proactively negotiated

between leader and followers.

38



It seems possible to conclude that charismatic leadership depends on successful attempts
to articulate and impose a hegemonic national identity via the construction of salvation
narratives in which various ideologies, e.g. populist, nationalist, fascist etc., are exploited
to bind a community of followers or a nation. In this respect, charisma is not only a
relational (socio-emotional) product, it is also built around moral values and ideological
constructs such as nationalism, fascism, populism etc. (Breuilly, 2011; Eatwell, 2006b;
Hofmann & Dowson, 2014; Kallis, 2006; Musiedlak, 2009). For example, Breuilly (2011)
examines the relation between charisma and an anti-colonial nationalist ideology. Taking
Gandhi as an example, he emphasizes that charismatic domination develops when “strong
existing nationalist sentiments” are faced with a “massive crisis [that] has undermined the
modern institutions of power. It is on the basis of that nationalist ideology itself [...] that

a charismatic leader can emerge” (p. 492).

This thesis aligns itself with this strand of thought. Nasrallah’s salvation/ rescue narrative,
in which the identity of Nasrallah as a saviour and the villainized image of the ‘Other’ are
constructed, is articulated based on aspects of Hizbollah’s national identity and political
ideology.® Eatwell (2006a; 2006b) also emphasizes the effect of charismatic
performances and the way leaders present themselves to the public, i.e. how leaders
become charismatic. Therefore, the next section outlines the effects of projecting the

‘correct image’ on the recognition of charisma.

15 Rescue narratives are discussed in Chapter 3, section 7.1.
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3.2. Performative dimension: Constructing image

The recognition of charismatic authority as well as the creation and fostering of the
charismatic bond are generated and actively negotiated via charismatic performances
which are tailored to meet the social and cultural conventions in which they are
embedded. Based on this view, Wodak (2011) examines how politicians, specifically
Members of the European Parliament (MEPSs), stage or perform politics and assesses the
impact of the personalities of individual politicians on their performances. This means
that how politicians perceive, and eventually construct their identities, such as active/
passive or proactive/ reactive, affects how they do and perform politics. The need to
analyse strategies of performing politics (frontstage performances), as Wodak (2011)
expounds, reveal the influence that these performances have on gaining, controlling and
retaining political power and authority.® In her view, the analysis of political
performances has to integrate three theoretical concepts: habitus, community of practice

and identity (ibid., p.11-14).

According to Wodak, for a successful frontstage performance, the politician must abide
by the cultural practices pertaining to a certain society, group or nation — habitus. Next,
the performer has to comply with the rules and conventions related to a specific

community of practice, i.e. practices related to a professional setting, e.g. the European
Parliament. Finally, how politicians display their individuality, the self, influences their

performances. In other words, the construction of a politician’s (individual and collective)

16 Wodak (2011) distinguishes between backstage and frontstage performances and examines in detail the
strategies pertaining to each and the impact of both on public perception. However, | will limit the
discussion to frontstage performances as this research analyses speeches that are addressed to the public.
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identity is directly linked to the presentation of the self, which in turn affects the

performance and validation of charisma.

The discursive construction and performance of identities, as Wodak (ibid., p.78-79)
suggests, is established via two linguistic processes: footing and narrating. Footing
reflects the different roles (e.g. giving an opinion, telling a story) taken on by the speaker
in a discursive event and signals the speaker’s discursive identities through the way they
position themselves in discourse, e.g. as active agents or victims. Narratives (personal
examples or anecdotes) reveal footing, which in turn reveals the speaker’s orientation to a
specific identity or self. The results of Wodak’s analysis show that some MEPs position
themselves as individuals actively pushing for specific agendas, while others reflect
multiple identities (oriented towards both a specific national identity and a supranational
European identity). To put it differently, the discursive positioning of a politician’s
identity realized through certain linguistic cues reveals how politicians perform politics
and, more importantly, feeds into how aspects of their constructed identities are perceived

and recognized by the public, i.e. how they construct their charisma.

A more pronounced view of the relation between the discursive positioning of identity
and habitus and their relation to the construction of charisma is offered in Wodak’s recent
publication (2105). Following Eatwell’s typology for the construction of charisma,
Wodak (2015, p. 126-127) observes that the success of right-wing populist parties in
Europe can be credited to a successful double positioning strategy. On the one hand,
right-wing populist politicians position themselves as saviours who are entitled to save
people from perceived threats or social/political predicaments (i.e. they construct
salvation narratives), and as being one of the people, on the other. Authenticity entails
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that politicians portray themselves as performing the daily activities and duties that
ordinary people do (ibid.). The effect of such a portrayal, to use Eatwell’s terminology,
fosters the symbiotic/ charismatic bond between a leader and his followers via the
construction of a proper image. Both strategies indicate that populist and nationalist

discourses are one feature of charismatic leadership (Houri, 2012).

In her multimodal analysis (analysis of posture and dress code) of the election campaign
of HC Strache during the 2012 Vienna elections, Wodak hints at the multiple identities
invoked by Strache on his Facebook page in order to address different audiences. Strache
positions himself as a saviour, a sportsman, a youthful Viennese to establish a symbiotic
bond with audiences. A similar approach is followed by Matar (2008, 2015) in her
analysis of the strategies used by Nasrallah to construct his proper image. Matar observes
that Nasrallah oscillates between creating and maintaining two identities: an ordinary
man, one of the masses, and an elite individual, i.e. a religious and political leader.
According to Matar, this is established through a mode of address that alternates between
using vernacular language to establish solidarity with his fellow Lebanese and classical

Arabic when he uses Quranic and prophetic verses (ibid.)

I will not elaborate any further on the strategies of constructing image or presence since
this research limits itself to specific instances of Nasrallah’s linguistic behaviour, rather
than taking into account dress code, style, demeanour and physical appearance, among
others, as parameters for constructing charisma. Suffice it for now to recognise that the
correct image is constructed through a series of linguistic and non-linguistic means which

all feed into strengthening the bond between leaders and their audiences.
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4. Nasrallah as a charismatic leader

Matar (2005, 2008), who has extensively researched Nasrallah’s charisma, observes that
Nasrallah’s public persona is constructed based on his religious attributes and oratorical
skills. These two dimensions allow Nasrallah to adapt his public image and rhetoric to
specific political contexts. In her view, Nasrallah’s discourse integrates contemporary
events with historical and cultural signifiers that resonate with a broad spectrum of the
Lebanese audience. Matar (2015) argues that Nasrallah mixes frames of suffering and
redemption with resistance, struggle and promises for divine rewards. According to
Matar, Nasrallah mixes two basic frames. The first is a religious frame that appeals to the
wider Muslim community, invoked through the use of religious terms, such as jihad,
martyrdom and the divine promise. The second is an Arab nationalist frame, invoked
through terms like ‘mugawama’(resistance) and ‘oppressed’ (see Chapter 1, section 3) in

order to appeal to a pan-Arab community.

The different approaches to the notion of charisma outlined above can enrich the analysis
of Nasrallah’s charisma. For example, Nasrallah can be shown to fit Weber’s notion of
charisma in at least the following ways. First, where Weber emphasises the divine origin
of a charismatic personality, Nasrallah is a highly regarded religious scholar who is
believed to be a descendant of the Prophet. Such a view might partially explain the
ensuing obligations and duties imputed on followers (the 8™ of March audience).
Consequently, Nasrallah’s words and commands are taken, by followers, as undisputable,

unnegotiable and beyond any doubt, thus his followers tend to be less vigilant (see
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Chapter 3, section 6.3.3).1” Second, where Weber focuses on the influence of social
factors on a charismatic personality, few studies have examined the effects of Nasrallah’s
upbringing, social class and schooling etc. on shaping and refining his charismatic
personality (see Matar, 2008, 2014, 2015; Thiel, n.d.). Such an analysis might explain
Nasrallah’s constant endeavour to portray himself as an ordinary man who has passed
through hardships and is thus able to articulate people’s grievances. This suggests that
Nasrallah’s charisma fits the different personality traits proposed by Eatwell (see section

3.1).

Nasrallah’s charisma can also be shown to fit the culturalist approach. Nasrallah’s
salvation narratives are constructed around a moral argument (Houri, 2012), the
components of which revolve around the values of resistance, pride, justice and liberty,
i.e. the components of Hizbollah’s national identity (see Chapter 1, sections 3, 4). Indeed,
Nasrallah’s charisma is predicated on the “manufactured fear and hatred of a purportedly
evil adversary, the state of Israel, and Nasrallah’s associated narrative frame of salvation”
(Thiel, n.d., p. 1).18 The above discussion, related to the different characteristics and
dimensions of a charismatic personality, points to an important implication, i.e. audiences

seem to be persuaded by charismatic leaders.

17 This might explain, at least partially, how violent actions taken against Nasrallah’s opponents and their
supporters are accepted by Nasrallah’s followers and sympathisers. Due to the fact that they take his words
on trust, they tend to be less vigilant. However, this research is interested in the relation between charisma
and its effects on opponent audiences’ epistemic defences (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3).

18 Many researchers identify the evil ‘Other’ in Nasrallah’s discourse as the Israeli enemy. However, recent
studies hint at a change in the identity of Nasrallah’s enemy (Hgigilt, 2007; Khatib, 2014) (see Chapter 1,
section 5).
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It is pertinent at this stage to elaborate on the data, as these form the basis for testing the
thesis hypotheses and via which | further investigate the link between charisma and the
promotion of nationalist or populist identities. Thus, the following section outlines the

steps for data selection.

5. Data

Nasrallah’s speeches, from 2000 onwards, are all available on Hezbollah’s official

website: www.mediarelations-I1b.org. The speeches are classified based on the occasion

on which they were delivered. For example, there are speeches to commemorate
‘Martyrs’ Day’, ‘Jerusalem International Day’, ‘2000 Liberation’, ‘August 2006 Victory’
and the commemoration of ‘Hezbollah leaders’. There are also speeches given primarily
on religious occasions like Ashura. The speeches analysed in this thesis are retrieved from
the sections that are labelled ‘General Speeches’ and ‘July 2006 War Speeches’. Within
these two categories, the data are further downsized to those which are delivered at times

of heightened political controversy between 2006 and 2014.

More specifically, the data are collected from speeches delivered by Nasrallah as an
attempt to restore the legitimacy of controversial past actions and decisions. In total, there
are six speeches in which Nasrallah attempts to justify already taken political actions or
decisions.'® Four of these are selected for detailed, qualitative analysis. These four are
selected because Nasrallah’s speeches are relatively long. The topics of the four speeches

and the word count of the original Arabic versions are presented in Table 2.1, below:

19 The speeches are conveyed via video-conferencing to ensure interaction with the audience who gather in
advance in designated areas to watch Nasrallah. Moreover, the speeches are broadcasted on all Lebanese
TV channels to ensure that a wider audience receives the message.
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Date Topic of Speech/Occasion Word Count
25/7/2006 Israeli war 1,982
7/12/2006 Protests against Siniora’s government 4,904
15/5/2009 Invasion of Beirut 5,444
16/1/2011 Resignation of pro-Hizbollah ministers 6,022

Total: 18,352

Table 2.1. Date, occasion and length of speeches analysed

The transcripts of the Arabic versions are available on Hizbollah’s official website
(mentioned above) and can be easily retrieved. The English versions of the speeches, with
the exception of the first speech which can be downloaded from

hitp://www.musicman.com/00pic/nasrallaha.html, are available on Hizbollah’s English

official website: www.english.alahednews.com.lb. However, the translations are of poor

quality. This is because English, in Hizbollah’s view, is the language of the imperialist
enemy, i.e. the US. Therefore, | have made some changes to the original translations, such
as making scrambled sentences comprehensible, adding missing verbs, nouns or phrases
and so on.

I am quite aware that the critical stance I am taking in approaching Nasrallah’s speeches
might influence my interpretation and translation. However, | have tried to minimize this
risk by providing literal translation as much as possible and consulting online newspapers
that affiliate with different sides of the struggle. Consulting an archive for online
newspapers provided the political context specific to each speech, and based on which the

analysis is conducted. The online newspapers consulted are: Almustagbal (affiliates with
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the 14™ of March party), Alakhbar (affiliates with the 8" of March party) and Alanwar

(an independent one).
6. Conclusion

In this chapter, | have presented the main theoretical frameworks relevant to the analysis
of charisma. | have discussed Weber’s view of charisma, in particular, his emphasis on
the divine origin of a charismatic personality. | have also discussed the culturalist view,
which emphasises the presence of an ‘evil” Other as a precondition for a charismatic
personality to emerge. From a culturalist point of view, this evil becomes a focal point
around which salvation narratives are constructed, and based on which a charismatic bond
is predicated. Finally, | have discussed the social-constructivist approach proposed by
Eatwell (2006a, 2006b). In light of these different perspectives on charisma, | have
discussed how these can elaborate aspects of Nasrallah’s charisma. The aim is to find a
link that can bridge research on charisma with epistemic vigilance. This is further

elaborated in the following chapter.
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Chapter Three

CDS and Argumentation

1. Introduction

In this chapter, | aim to present the different theoretical conceptualizations and analytical
tools that inform the framework proposed in this thesis. It begins by sketching out the
main aims of adopting a critical perspective to discourse analysis. This leads me to
present the different theoretical frameworks that inform my study, namely, the discourse
historical approach (DHA) to CDS and pragma-dialectics. The chapter presents points of
convergence as well as the contradictions between these two paradigms. Other theoretical
assumptions and analytical categories sourced from Relevance theory and Epistemic
vigilance are also introduced. The main aim in this chapter is to lay down the basis for a
plausible integration of these different approaches to analysing discourse production and
consumption. The chapter ends by highlighting the pragmatics of the speech act of
accusation and its perlocutionary effects. This is important because Nasrallah’s speeches
are (indirect) attempts to respond to the opposition’s accusations; therefore, a detailed

discussion related to denial and legitimation strategies is conducted.

2. Critical discourse studies (CDS): overarching aims and concepts

Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) as a ‘school’ perceives language in use or discourse as a
form of social action (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). It, thus, postulates a dialectical
relation between the micro-level or structure of language and the macro-social structures

that shape discursive events. That is:
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Discourse is socially constitutive as well as socially conditioned — it constitutes
situations, objects of knowledge, and the social identities of and relationships
between people and groups of people. It is constitutive both in the sense that it
helps to sustain and reproduce the status quo, and in the sense that it contributes to

transforming it. (ibid. p. 258)

To account for these multifarious functions of discourse, different theoretical frameworks
and analytical techniques that are oriented towards different types of data and social
settings are formulated. Despite this heterogeneity, Wodak and Meyer (2016) assert that
all critical approaches to discourse are problem-oriented and share an interest in
deconstructing ideologies and power.?° Discursive events are envisioned to play a role in
the construction and perpetuation of a social status quo and/or in transforming and/or
dismantling the existing social order (Wodak et at., 2009). These multifarious functions
of discourse are realized via the ways in which political actors, actions and policies are
represented and positioned, and inasmuch as this created representation is discursively

legitimated and accepted as true by the intended audience (see Section 6.3.4).

Criticality means that this discursively created or mediated social reality — most often by
powerful elites who exploit resources and control access to the public sphere (van Dijk,
2006b) — should be challenged and evaluated. The notion of critique in CDS draws on
Literary Criticism, traditional Marxist conceptualizations (Fairclough’s dialectical

approach) and the Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School (Wodak’s DHA), among

20 Different typologies have been proposed to account for the heterogeneity of CDS. The first of these is
presented by Wodak and Meyer (2009). However, in an attempt to compensate for the limitations of this
typology, Hart and Cap (2014) and Unger (2016) present their own classifications of the different CDS
approaches and their respective theoretical attractors.

49



others, and aims at an informed understanding of societal problems (Fairclough et al.,
2011; Reisigl & Wodak, 2009).2! Being critical entails a perspective and an attitude
towards the investigated social problems (Reisigl & Wodak, 2016; van Dijk, 2009),

which are manifestations of struggles for power and control (Weiss & Wodak, 2003).

The concept of critique is linked to the notions of power and ideology as they appear in
almost all variants of CDS. According to Weiss and Wodak (2003, p.14), ideology is a
“means of establishing and maintaining unequal power relations”. CDS is interested in
deconstructing the latent ideologies that permeate political discourse (Wodak & Meyer,
2009, 2016). To be critical, then, means to “unpack the ideological underpinnings of
discourse that have been naturalized over time that we begin to treat them as common,
accepted and natural features of discourse” (Fairclough, 1989, p. 20). Ideologies, as van
Dijk (1998) states, form “the basis of specific arguments for, and explanations of, specific
social arrangements, or indeed influence a specific understanding of the world in general”
(p.19). It is this interest in demystifying the discursive function of latent and manifest
ideologies (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001), which have become consensual or naturalised, that
makes CDS an appropriate framework for examining the way Nasrallah uses Resistance,

as a political ideology, to perpetuate and maintain his political power.

In the next sections, | outline the main theoretical assumptions of the DHA and pragma-
dialectics, followed by giving reasons for choosing each one as an analytical tool in this

study.

2L A detailed discussion of the normative standards that form the basis of critique in the DHA is presented
in Section 4.1, below.
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2.1. The discourse-historical approach (DHA) to CDS

The DHA was initially developed, in 1986, to examine anti-Semitic stereotypes and
prejudiced attitudes that permeated Austrian public discourse and was gradually modified
to analyse structures of discrimination, control, and domination promulgated in European
institutional discourse. The DHA seeks to make explicit these structural relations of
power abuse, a direct manifestation of which is the discursive construction of a binary
opposition between in-groups and out-groups. To this end, the DHA attempts to identify
the discursive strategies and the linguistic means through which the dichotomous ‘Us’ vs
‘Them’ is realized. To demystify discriminatory practices, the DHA integrates “available
knowledge about the historical sources and the background of the social and political

fields in which discursive ‘events’ are embedded” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, p. 35).

The DHA adheres to a complex concept of social critique, the socio-philosophical
orientation of Critical Theory (discussed below), and integrates three interrelated aspects:
a) text-immanent critique, aims to discover inconsistencies or paradoxes in text-internal
structure; b) socio-diagnostic critique, aims to demystify the latent persuasive or
manipulative character of discursive practices; ¢) prospective critique, aims to contribute
to the improvement of communication or, simply put, it is the practical or applied
dimension of the DHA (Jibid., p. 32—-34). In the DHA, the principle of triangulation seems
a priori to account for the multifarious functions of discourse, where discourse is defined
as (Reisigl & Wodak, 2009, 89):

a) A cluster of context-dependent semiotic practices that are situated within

specific fields of social action;
b) Socially constituted and socially constitutive;
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c) Related to a macro-topic;
d) Linked to argumentation about validity claims, such as truth and normative

validity.

The topic-relatedness of discourse entails that discourse is not a closed unit but rather a
fluid, dynamic, and semiotic entity that incorporates and is linked to other discourses.
This topic-relatedness or interdiscursivity accentuates the historicity of discourses
whereby temporal and spatial connections among discourses are accounted for. For
example, in the speeches analysed, Nasrallah’s anti-Zionist discourse incorporates
elements of discourses on occupied Palestine, social justice, and national unity. From a
DHA perspective, a text is a product of linguistic action, a part of discourse and assigned
to a specific genre. Reisigl and Wodak (2016) define genre as a “socially
conventionalized pattern of communication that fulfils a specific social purpose in a
specific social context” (p. 27). Texts are either directly or indirectly linked to other texts
(i.e. intertextuality) via, for example, references, allusions to a topic, event or social actor,
or the transfer of an argument from one text to another. The latter is the process of
recontextualization whereby elements of previous texts are transferred or taken out of
specific contexts (de-contextualization) and inserted into a new context to serve political

goals.?2

The interconnectedness of texts, discourses and genres underscores the role of

‘historicity’ in the production and interpretation of discourse and provides a means to

22 |In pragma-dialectical terms, the straw man fallacy is an example of recontextualization, whereby
someone’s position is intentionally misrepresented.
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explore the ways in which genres or discourses are subject to diachronic change. This
complex bundle of relations would be impossible to pin down without a multi-
dimensional approach to context, such as the one adopted by the DHA. According to
Reisigl and Wodak (2016, p. 30-31), four levels of context are integrated to account for
the mediation between discursive practices and sociopolitical structures. These are:
1) The immediate language or text internal co-text;
2) The intertextual and interdiscursive relationships between utterances, texts,
genres and discourses;
3) The social variables and institutional frames of a specific ‘context of
situation’;
4) The broader sociopolitical and historical context in which discursive practices

are embedded.

This study adopts the four-level model of context developed by the DHA. As such, it
takes into account: the historical development of Hizbollah as a Resistance movement
(sociopolitical/ historical context), specific political events which gave rise to the
speeches as well as related criticisms and debates (situational context), selected speeches
(text-internal or co-texts) and, finally, other texts, discourses, events, arguments and
counter-arguments that (might) have influenced the speeches (intertextual and
interdiscursive relations). Such an in-depth analysis that takes into account situational
frames and knowledge about the historical and sociopolitical background of political
agents/ institutions makes it possible to identify and trace the discursive mechanisms that

Nasrallah exploits to defend, justify, and promote his (and his political party’s)
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hegemonic practices. This is the main reason for selecting the DHA as one of the

analytical tools in this study.

In the DHA, five discursive strategies are involved in the construction and perpetuation of
hegemonic discourses. These strategies are: nomination, predication, argumentation,
perspectivization, and intensification or mitigation (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, p. 44-84).
What unites these strategies and dictates their linguistic realization is the overall unifying
macro-strategy of positive Self-presentation and negative Other-presentation, or what van
Dijk calls the Ideological Square (van Dijk, 1998).22 Nomination (or referential)
strategies represent and construct social actors (in-/out-groups) via references to
biological, naturalizing and/or other personal/ group characteristics. Referential strategies
are enacted via, for example, depersonalising metaphors, metonymies and synecdoches.
The main function of these rhetorical and linguistic means is to assign membership
categorizations. Predication strategies assign (positive or negative) evaluations and
attributions to the constructed groups, actors, events or actions. Predication strategies can

be realized linguistically via, for example, stereotypes and evaluative adjectives.

Argumentation strategies encompass a fund of topoi and fallacies, the aim of which is to
justify and legitimise the adoption of exclusionary actions or policies directed towards the
out-group. DHA scholars (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, p. 75-80; Wodak, 2011, p. 44) present

a list of the most common topoi used in justifying discriminatory actions. Some of these

23 Van Dijk (1998, p. 267) proposes four parameters that constitute the Ideological Square: emphasize the
positive information about Us and the negative about ‘“Them’, at the same time, de-emphasize the negative
information about ‘Us’ and the positive information about Them. Typically, in such a polarized discourse
the negative information about the behaviours, actions or policies related to the out-group are topicalized
while the negative behaviours, actions, or policies of the in-group are de-topicalized (ibid.).
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are: topos of burdening, topos of reality, topos of history, topos of numbers, topos of the
people, topos of authority, topos of threat or danger, topos of definition, topos of justice,
topos of urgency, topos of advantage or disadvantage, topos of humanitarianism, topos of

culture, topos of abuse.

Perspectivization strategies (framing or discourse representation) reveal speakers’
involvement and the way they position their points of view, e.g. through narrating,
describing, reporting etc. Finally, intensification or mitigation strategies are strategies via
which actors modify and qualify the epistemic status of a proposition. These strategies
serve either to capitalize on and magnify the negative attributions and actions of an out-
group or downplay and trivialize the negative actions of an in-group. These strategies can
be linguistically realized through adjectives, quantifiers, modals, euphemisms, vague
expressions etc. (see Chapter 4, section 2). In the following section, | elaborate on the
reasons for choosing pragma-dialectics as an overarching analytical tool to examine

Nasrallah’s speeches.

3. Pragma-dialectics

Argumentation is a verbal activity that aims to question, justify, or defend a particular
point of view.?* At the same time, it is a social activity addressed to an audience or a
second party. Moreover, argumentation is a process of reasoning whereby reasons given
in support of claims convey the presumption that a rational account is conferred on the

position advocated. Finally, argumentation arises, from a pragma-dialectical perspective,

24 In a recent publication, van Eemeren et al. (2014) prefer to define argumentation as a communicative act
complex rather than as a verbal or a linguistic act complex to account for argumentation that is conveyed by
nonverbal means.
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in contexts of opposition, disagreement, or doubt (as a minimum requirement to initiate
argumentation) where discussants presume that their standpoints are not immediately
accepted or are met with doubt; thus, they need to be supported with reasons to favour

their acceptability (van Eemeren et al., 1996, p. 2-4).

In a nutshell, argumentation, from a pragma-dialectical perspective, is “a verbal, social
and rational activity aimed at convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a
standpoint by putting forward a constellation of propositions for justifying or refuting the
proposition expressed in the standpoint” (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 1).
Based on this view, Nasrallah’s responses to accusations as @ means to refute opponents’
standpoints as well as his justification of past controversial actions and decisions are part
of an argumentative dialogue that seeks to convince the audience of the acceptability of
his standpoints.?® Therefore, pragma-dialectics provides an appropriate framework to

deconstruct Nasrallah’s argumentative discourse.

Four meta-theoretical starting points represent the methodological framework of pragma-
dialectics (van Eemeren et al., 2014, p. 523-527). These starting points highlight how the
descriptive dimension (e.g. speech act theory) and normative insights (the ideal model of
critical discussion) are integrated into pragma-dialectics. First, the principle of
functionalization amounts to making explicit the functions of speech acts performed, i.e.
the communicative function (as illocutionary acts) and the interactional function (as acts

aimed at eliciting a response from the audience). This means that, in analysing

25 In pragma-dialectics, the primary criterion for characterizing a discourse as having an argumentative
function is whether it aims, directly or indirectly, to remove or overcome genuine or supposed doubts (van
Eemeren et al., 2014; van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004).
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Nasrallah’s argumentation, various speech acts that communicate the standpoints, the
arguments advanced and the argumentative moves involved in defending and justifying

his position have to be made explicit.

Second, the principle of socialization means that argumentation is viewed as a dialogue
between a protagonist and an antagonist (whether real or projected) who are involved in a
methodological exchange (the ideal model of critical discussion) to resolve a difference of
opinion, with the protagonist defending his standpoint against (real or projected)
criticisms, doubts or objections raised by an antagonist. The principle of socialization is
pertinent to this research as it allows Nasrallah’s speeches to be contextualised as a
dialogic exchange through which he attempts to respond to criticisms and accusations
raised by his opponents. Based on the roles that participants in a dialogic exchange play
(protagonist vs antagonist), and from what they express in their discourse, it is then
possible to identify the commitments of each party for which they can be held

accountable, i.e. the principle of externalization.

Finally, the principle of dialectification points to the normative standards that govern the
critical testing of standpoints. In pragma-dialectics, a non-fallacious argumentative
exchange has to follow the dialectical procedures and rules stipulated by the ideal model
of critical discussion, whereby standards of reasonableness are observed to ensure a
reasonable exchange of speech acts that will eventually lead to a resolution of the

disagreement.?® In actual argumentative practice, however, discussants often deviate from

26 From a pragma-dialectical perspective, the ideal model of critical discussion is not an unattainable ideal
or utopia (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004). On the contrary, various qualitative (e.g. van Eemeren et
al.’s (2007) research on the clues that arguers use to indicate the functions of the various moves they make)
and quantitative research has examined the extent to which the norms of the ideal model correspond to
argumentative reality. In an empirical study carried out by van Eemeren, Garssen and Meuffels (2009), the
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these normative standards. A critical approach to analysing argumentation involves
identifying such sites of deviation or ‘unreasonableness’. The principle of dialectification
is, therefore, fundamental to this study, as the dialectical norms stipulated by the ideal
model of critical discussion (stages and rules) form the basis for reconstructing,

analysing, and evaluating Nasrallah’s argumentation.

3.1. The ideal model of critical discussion

The ideal model of critical discussion specifies the different stages that arguers have to
pass through and the ensuing dialectical obligations of the parties involved in the
argumentative exchange to arrive at the resolution of a difference of opinion.?” Moreover,
the model identifies the different speech acts constituting the argumentative moves
specific to each of the four stages outlined below and the rules that have to be observed to

check whether the standpoints are indeed tenable vis-a-vis criticism or doubt.

The ideal model of critical discussion comprises the following four stages. In the
confrontation stage, the difference of opinion or standpoints to be defended or refuted
(realized, for example, by assertives) and the respective criticisms or doubts are
externalized (communicated through, for example, commissives). In the opening stage,
the material (e.g. eliciting concessions) and procedural (distribution of roles, protagonist

Vs antagonist) starting points relevant to the initiation of the discussion are established. In

aim was to show the extent to which ordinary arguers judge the reasonableness or fallaciousness of moves
to be in accordance with the norms stipulated by the rules of the ideal model. The results of these
experiments indicate that the dialectical norms of the ideal model are intersubjectively valid among
language users.

27 From a pragma-dialectical perspective, resolution means that agreement has been reached regarding the
acceptability of the standpoint, i.e. either the antagonist has been convinced of or the protagonist has
withdrawn the standpoint as it failed to withstand the other party’s criticisms.
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the argumentation stage, arguments in support of standpoints are advanced and tested.
Finally, in the concluding stage, the outcome of the discussion is formulated. This means
that either the antagonist retracts his criticism, or the protagonist withdraws her

standpoints as they fail to withstand the critical responses put forward by the antagonist.

Thus, the ideal model of critical discussion serves as a heuristic and analytic tool based on
which an argumentative activity is reconstructed, analysed, and evaluated. As an
evaluative tool, the model of critical discussion provides a platform against which reasons
given in support of claims can be assessed as reasonable or fallacious. Assessment is the
result of checking the extent to which argumentative moves and arguments adduced
conform with the rules of critical discussion. The ideal model of critical discussion
encompasses ten rules that form a code of conduct (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004,
p. 135-157), whereby arguers’ adherence to these rules leads to a reasonable resolution of

a disagreement. The ten rules of the code of conduct are:

e Rule 1 (Freedom Rule): Discussants may not prevent each other from advancing
standpoints or from calling standpoints into question.

e Rule 2 (Obligation to Defend Rule): Discussants who advance a standpoint may
not refuse to defend this standpoint when requested to do so.

e Rule 3 (Standpoint Rule): Attacks on standpoints may not bear on a standpoint
that has not actually been put forward by the other party.

¢ Rule 4 (Relevance Rule): Standpoints may not be defended by non-argumentation
or argumentation that is not relevant to the standpoint.

e Rule 5 (Unexpressed Premise Rule): Discussants may not falsely attribute
unexpressed premises to the other party, nor disown responsibility for their own

unexpressed premises.
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Rule 6 (Starting Point Rule): Discussants may not falsely present something as an
accepted starting point or falsely deny that something is an accepted starting point.
Rule 7 (Validity Rule): Reasoning that is in an argumentation explicitly and fully
expressed may not be invalid in a logical sense.

Rule 8 (Argument Scheme Rule): Standpoints defended by argumentation that is
not explicitly and fully expressed may not be regarded as conclusively defended
by such argumentation unless the defence takes place by means of appropriate
argument schemes that are applied correctly.

Rule 9 (Concluding Rule): Inconclusive defences of standpoints may not lead to
maintaining these standpoints and conclusive defences of standpoints may not
lead to maintaining expressions of doubt concerning these standpoints.

Rule 10 (Language Use Rule): Discussants may not use any formulations that are
insufficiently clear or confusingly ambiguous, and they may not deliberately

misinterpret the other party’s formulations. (van Eemeren et al., 2014, p. 542-544)

The ideal model of critical discussion will form the descriptive and normative framework

for the reconstruction, analysis, and evaluation of Nasrallah’s argumentative discourse.

Based on this model, in some cases, Nasrallah’s argumentative moves can be judged as

reasonable if they adhere to the rules of critical discussion and, thus, allow the critical

testing of standpoints. In other instances, Nasrallah’s moves may hinder the critical

testing of standpoints, e.g. by silencing opponents through casting doubt on their

expertise or threatening them (ad hominem and ad baculum, respectively). These moves

are said to be fallacious because they represent a violation of the first rule of the ideal

model of critical discussion — the Freedom Rule; hence, they obstruct the critical testing

of standpoints.?® During an argumentative exchange, as van Eemeren and Houtlosser

28 A list of the different fallacies that violate the ten rules of critical discussion is provided in Appendix A

60



(2000) elucidate, participants are committed to simultaneously achieving dialectical
(reasonable) aims by complying with the rules of critical discussion to resolve
disagreements and rhetorical aims, i.e. to have their standpoints accepted, and the
perlocutionary effects of their speech acts serve their own strategic interests. To balance

the attainment of both goals is an instance of strategic manoeuvring.

3.2. Winning an argument through strategic manoeuvring

Parties involved in an argumentative exchange will attempt “to exploit the opportunities
afforded by the dialectical situation” in order to steer the discussion rhetorically to their
advantage (van Eemeren & Houtlosser 1999, p. 482). Conceived in this manner, strategic
manoeuvring serves as a mechanism for balancing the attainment of rhetorical aims
against the backdrop of complying with the standards of reasonableness.?® Van Eemeren
and Houtlosser (2003) maintain that the simultaneous pursuit of both aims creates
tension. Therefore, strategic manoeuvring is a reconciliatory mechanism “directed at
diminishing the potential tension between pursuing at the same time a dialectical as well

as a rhetorical aim” (p. 392).

Each discussion stage has both a dialectical aim and a rhetorical counterpart. For
example, in the confrontation stage, the dialectical aim is to formulate a reasonable
definition of the difference of opinion. Once formulated, this opens up a set of
possibilities related to presenting the confrontation in the most effective way, i.e. a

rhetorical aim (van Eemeren, 2013). While dialectical aims are grounded in the normative

29 Pragma-dialecticians prefer the term effectiveness rather than persuasiveness, because the latter only
pertains to the rhetorical effectiveness of argumentative moves advanced in the argumentation stage, while
the former encompasses the rhetorical effect of all the stages of critical discussion (van Eemeren, 2013).
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standards (rules) of critical discussion, rhetorical aims are realized by making expedient
choices concerning the three aspects of strategic manoeuvring: topical potential,
adaptation to audience, and presentational devices. As such, the analysis of strategic
manoeuvring reveals how the opportunities available at a certain dialectical stage are

exploited to favour the protagonists’ interests (van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 1999).

Topical potential represents the repertoire of options (topoi or loci) that are available at a
certain discussion stage and which form the basis for selecting moves (van Eemeren,
2010).%° Topical potential reflects the perspective, angle, or viewpoint that the arguer
takes regarding the content of her discourse (ibid.). In the confrontation stage, topical
potential amounts to making the most effective choices among the potential issues for
discussion, i.e. exploiting and restricting the ‘disagreement space’ (ibid.). This means that
the confrontation is defined in terms of the arguer’s preferences which are attained, for
example, by choosing a topic that she finds it easier to handle or by evading the burden of

giving an explicit definition of the disagreement.

In the opening stage, the arguer aims to create a broad ‘zone of agreement’ that represents
the most advantageous material and procedural starting points for the discussion. To this
end, the arguer aims to elicit helpful concessions or to secure agreement through
reference to implicitly assumed endoxa.®! In the argumentation stage, the arguer selects
the appropriate argument schemes (causal, symptomatic, comparison schemes) that best

suit her line of defence or attack. Finally, in the concluding stage, topical potential

30 A more detailed discussion of the relation between topoi, loci and topical potential is presented in Section
4.2, below.
31 Endoxa are commonly held views, beliefs and values that are culture-specific (van Eemeren, 2010).
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amounts to determining the ‘scope of conclusiveness’ related to the outcome of the
discussion by showing, for example, the implications of the positive consequences of

accepting her line of argument, or capitalising on it (van Eemeren, 2010, Ch. 4).

The second aspect of strategic manoeuvring is adapting the arguer’s moves to meet
audience preferences and frames of reference. Adaptation to the audience requires that
moves connect with the views and perspectives that are most agreeable to the audience,
so that these moves attain the widest agreement. In the confrontation stage, the arguer
aims to avoid mentioning contradictions or to limit disagreement to a non-mixed
difference in order to secure communion.®? One strategy is to present conflict over values
as being conflict over facts, because facts are easier to handle. In the opening stage,
adaptation to the audience entails referring to widely-shared values and value hierarchies
that pertain to the respective audience. The objective is to establish material and
procedural starting points that the audience is willing to accept or to appeal to those that
are already part of the audience’s value systems and beliefs, i.e. exploiting endoxa.
Reference to shared background knowledge and values, as well as adopting the other
party’s arguments (conciliatio) to support one’s position, creates empathy with the
audience since the stated premises are already part of the audience’s or the other party’s
commitments and hence need no justification. Similarly, in the argumentation stage, the
arguer may refer to arguments that conform with the audience’s interests or appeal to

sources that the audience respect and trust. In the conclusion stage, the arguer may

32 A non-mixed difference of opinion is an argumentative confrontation in which one party advances a
standpoint and the same party has the obligation to defend it. In contrast, in a mixed difference of opinion,
two parties advance contradictory standpoints and both have the obligation to defend their standpoints (van
Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992).
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emphasize the joint responsibility of accepting her standpoints and/or avoid mentioning

consequences that the audience do not favour (van Eemeren, 2010, Ch. 4).

For optimal rhetorical effect, arguments that are reframed to meet audience preferences
must be presented in such a way as to induce acceptance. This involves exploiting a range
of presentational devices. Presentational devices, such as rhetorical questions,
metonymies and metaphors, serve “the purpose of framing the argumentative move that is
made in such a way that it introduces a particular perspective” (ibid., p.126). The three
aspects of strategic manoeuvring are realized in every stage of critical discussion, where
the outcome of maintaining a balance between dialectical and rhetorical (effectiveness)

aims leads to winning the discussion in a reasonable way.

However, in certain instances of actual argumentative practice, this tension is not resolved
and the rhetorical aim is achieved at the expense of abiding by the rules of critical
discussion. In such cases, as van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2003) state, the “commitment
to the critical ideal may be neglected due to assiduity to win the other party over to one’s
own side” (p. 394). Due to this imbalance, strategic manoeuvring can derail when an

argumentative move is characterised as fallacious.

3.3. A pragma-dialectical view of fallacies

In pragma-dialectics, fallacies are derailments of strategic manoeuvring because they not
only constitute violations of the ten rules of critical discussion, but they also indicate
discussants’ failure to balance the attainment of rhetorical effectiveness with that of
reasonableness, with the balance tipping towards the former. Based on this view, the

evaluation of Nasrallah’s responses to accusations and criticisms can be considered
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reasonable if his choice, for example, in selecting a favourable definition of a difference
of opinion, in the confrontation stage, does not hinder critical testing; otherwise, it is a
fallacious move. In other words, Nasrallah needs to convince the audience of the
untenability of his opponents’ standpoints without forcing the acceptability of his
arguments through, for example, silencing or threatening opponents (i.e. obstruct critical

testing).

However, strategic manoeuvring, as van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2003) observe, takes
place in multifarious communicative practices that have become, more or less, formally
conventionalized. In their view, many communicative practices, such as the legal domain,
are formally conventionalized. Communicative practices in the political domain,
however, are less likely to be so formalized. Communicative activity types are
“conventionalized communicative practices whose conventionalization serves to meet the
institutional exigencies of the communicative domain in response to which they have
developed” (van Eemeren et al., 2014, p. 557). It is through the implementation of the
appropriate genre of a communicative activity (e.g. the genre of deliberation is related to
the political domain) that a communicative activity type, such as Prime Minister’s
question time, can realize its ‘institutional point’ (van Eemeren, 2013). The different
communicative activity types related to the political domain share the institutional
objective of preserving democracy through deliberation (van Eemeren, 2013).3 The
effect of institutional macro-contexts lies in creating preconditions and imposing

constraints on arguers’ strategic manoeuvring. This means that the rules and conventions

3 Pragma-dialecticians adopt a Habermasian view to deliberation in which formal and informal contexts,
such as ordinary citizens’ discussions, are important for rational democratic politics (van Eemeren et al.,
2014).
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of an argumentative activity type constrain arguers’ choice of topics, adaptation to
audience, and presentational devices. At the same time, institutional constraints help the
analyst to have a better account of the resources that arguers can exploit at a given point
in discourse.* van Eemeren and his co-authors (2014) note that in cases where the
argumentative characteristics of a particular speech event are the main focus of the
analysis, then, institutional constraints on arguers’ manoeuvring are excluded from the

analysis.

This is the view that I adopt in this thesis. Consequently, the analysis of Nasrallah’s
speeches will not take into consideration the institutional constraints imposed by the
macro-context on the way he strategically manoeuvres.® In the following section, |

outline points of interest that pragma-dialectics and the DHA share.

4. Pragma-dialectics and the DHA: Commonalities and shared vision

Ihnen and Richardson (2011) posit that the DHA and pragma-dialectics converge in their
interest in argumentative discourse, not only in the critical view of political discourse they
each take, but also on pragmatic and evaluative levels. In addition to the emphasis that
both approaches put on context and the conceptualization of discourse as a goal-oriented
activity, | believe that problem- solution and practical applications are further aspects of
the pragmatic orientation of both approaches. As for the context, both approaches link the

meaning of an utterance to various levels of context. In the DHA, texts are analysed in

34 Recently, three studies have examined the effect of institutional constraints on arguers’ strategic
maneuvering in specific macro-contexts (Andone, 2010; Lewinski, 2010; Mohammed 2009). In these
studies, the analyses focus on arguers’ choices in terms of being either suitable/permissible or inappropriate
in light of the rules and conventions of the argumentative activity type under scrutiny.

3% This is also because the analysed speeches belong to a variety of political (sub)genres, such as
commemorative speeches, election speeches, war speeches and so on.
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relation to four levels of context (see Section 2.1): immediate co-text, intertextual and
interdiscursive relations, social variables and institutional frames and, finally, the broader
sociopolitical and historical context. A pragma-dialectical analysis of discourse also
relates the meaning of argumentative moves to the linguistic micro-context, the
situational meso-context, the institutional macro-context and the intertextual context in
which these moves are made (van Eemeren, 2010, p. 16-19). Moreover, both approaches
acknowledge the strategic functions of language, i.e. language as a goal-oriented activity.
Speakers are, thus, expected to mobilise linguistic and non-linguistic resources in order to
get their messages accepted and achieve political goals. In pragma-dialectics,
unreasonable persuasion occurs when the pursuit of dialectical aims is overridden by
rhetorical aims. Resultant fallacies, seen as obstructions to the resolution of a difference
of opinion, lead to a “false resolution” (van Eemeren et al., 1993, p.14). From a DHA
perspective, discursive strategies are analytical categories that help the analyst to identify
the ideological dimensions of strategic discourse. More importantly, these strategies are
vehicles for persuasion. That is, they are exploited by speakers in persuading audiences of

a standpoint, policy, or action (e.g. immigration should be reduced).

A primary aim on the DHA’s critical agenda is highlighting the social effects of
discursively perpetuating hegemonic ideologies. To this end, the DHA examines texts
that contribute to the creation of specific social problems. The DHA focuses on
examining discursive forms of representations that are partly or directly responsible for
the creation of discriminatory and prejudicial attitudes towards minorities. Crucial to the
DHA is its commitment to emancipation and empowering those who are oppressed and

marginalized. By siding with those who are suffering and making explicit the discursive
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means by which they are subdued, the DHA, thus, contributes to the transformation of
existing social structures that have given rise to undesired social inequalities (Wodak,
2001). Similarly, Van Eemeren et al. (1993) assert that practical research in
argumentation aims to “empower ordinary discussants to engage in argumentation that
more closely approximates ideal standards” (p.24), as a means to foster and enhance
(deliberative) democratic practices. Therefore, arguers can, in principle, select

argumentative moves that are persuasive and reasonable at the same time.

According to pragma-dialecticians, the normative reconstruction of argumentative
discourse is not an end in itself. In other words, proposing a normative and a procedural
model — the ideal model of critical discussion — based on which an argumentative
behaviour is assessed, is not the end result of pragma-dialectical analysis. Pragma-
dialectics has a practical agenda that is directly associated with the normative standards of
the ideal model, namely, improving argumentative practice (ibid.). From a pragma-
dialectical perspective, improving argumentative practice can be achieved on both
individual and social levels. Improving individual competencies can be attained through
the “development of a discussion-minded attitude” (van Eemeren et al., 1993 p.25),
whereas at the social level, this can take the form of examining and evaluating
institutional or social structures that “can constrain an argumentative practice for good or

ill” (ibid.).

A more pronounced commitment to the “improvement of communication within public
institutions” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, p. 34) is voiced by the DHA founders. Wodak
(2001) calls for the application of results to communication problems in schools and
hospitals, in setting guidelines for avoiding sexist, discriminatory and prejudiced
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language behaviour, e.g. in writing schoolbooks (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001). In this respect,
pragma-dialectics’ commitment to improving a discussion-minded attitude echoes the
DHA'’s goal of raising critical language awareness. That is, being aware of unreasonable
arguments empowers the public to apply greater scrutiny to discourses to which they are
exposed. It might be safe to conclude that improving communication and empowering
citizens to be more involved in the discursive public sphere are shared interests of the two

approaches.

The DHA and pragma-dialectics share a further interest in evaluating or critiquing
argumentative discourse. In pragma-dialectics, the reconstruction and evaluation of the
reasonableness, or fallaciousness, of argumentative moves are carried out in accordance
with the stages and rules specified by the ideal model of critical discussion, which also
form the basis for normative critique. Following pragma-dialectics, argumentative
strategies (topoi and fallacies) in the DHA are also evaluated in terms of the ten rules of
rational arguing, since these, as Reisigl and Wodak state, “form the basis of a discourse
ethics on which a political model of discursive, deliberative democracy can be grounded”
(2001, p. 71). However, from the DHA’s perspective, the evaluation of whether an
argument scheme/ topos is reasonable or fallacious is not overtly related to specifying
violations of the ten rules of critical discussion. This is because the DHA is primarily
interested in evaluating the extent to which a specific representation justifies and
legitimizes domination, repression, marginalization etc., instead of focusing on specifying

violations of rational means of arguing.

Forchtner and Tominc (2011) claim that the DHA’s use of pragma-dialectics as a point of

reference for its normative critique is the main point of divergence, which results in
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contradictory positions. In Forchtner and Tominc’s view, in pragma-dialectics, a
discriminatory practice or policy is justified if it is supported by reasonable arguments
(ibid.). This does not fit with the DHA’s emancipatory agenda, which, in addition to the
ideal model of critical discussion, adopts a Habermasian view to critique (ibid.). In my
view, the alleged contradiction at the level of evaluation might, in principle, be valid.
However, argumentative reality provides evidence that attests to the contrary. Critical
studies of discriminatory discourse have, more often than not, revealed the fallaciousness

of the arguments deployed in the justification of preferential treatment of minorities.

This suggests that a deeper understanding of the normative and epistemological positions
of both approaches could build a bridge between them. Therefore, in the following

section, | elaborate on the theoretical conceptualizations specific to each approach.

4.1. Epistemological and normative positions

The DHA subscribes to the socio-philosophical orientation of the Frankfurt school and to
Habermas’s conception of deliberative democracy (Reisigl, 2014; Reisigl & Wodak,
2001, 2009), whereas pragma-dialectics subscribes to Popper’s critical rationalism (van
Eemeren et al., 1993; van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004). From a critical rationalist
point of view, knowledge and the approximation of objective truth can be reached
through methodological scepticism, i.e. through critical examination, testing or
falsification. Therefore, a rational approach based on procedural testing and the
elimination of mistakes will eventually improve knowledge and approximate truth. This
entails the continuous testing of hypotheses through critical discussion or debate. Based

on this view, the dialectical nature of pragma-dialectics calls for the resolution of
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contested issues through the “methodological exchange of discussion moves” (van
Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 22), i.e. the procedures formulated for the critical
testing of standpoints. It is through following the ideal model of critical discussion that
points of view are critically tested, and based on this, a conclusion as to whether these are
“defendable in light of critical doubt and objections” is reached (ibid., p. 52). Therefore, a
good argument, from a pragma-dialectical perspective, is one that withstands critical

testing.

Forchtner and Tominc’s (2012) contention relates to the integration of critical
rationalism, the main theoretical tenet of pragma-dialectics, into the DHA’s theoretical
framework. In their view, this integration leads to inconsistencies not only on the
epistemological level but also in the normative grounds informing the DHA’s critique.
According to Forchtner and Tominc, Popper’s justification of a rational attitude through
which knowledge is advanced relies, epistemologically, on “a subjective choice based on
an irrational faith in reason, a subjective preference” (p. 34). This contrasts with
Habermas’ Discourse Ethics, which is grounded on rational consensus attained through

moral argumentation.

To redeem or ground validity claims, according to Habermas (1990), means to be
engaged in an argumentative exchange with the aim of reaching rationally motivated
agreement. This communicative activity takes place against the backdrop of the
counterfactual presuppositions that form the Ideal Speech Situation: inclusivity, absence
of external constraints, freedom to agree or disagree and truthfulness (ibid.). It is a form
of communication that “rules out all external or internal coercion other than the force of

the better argument and thereby also neutralizes all motives other than that of the
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cooperative search for truth” (ibid., p. 89). According to Forchtner and Tominc (2012),
this speech situation should not be considered an unrealizable ideal but rather the
“counterfactually anticipated presupposition of every meaningful debate” (p.36). The
importance of arriving at rational consensus by all those affected is because it sets out a
platform for opening up the public sphere and promotes dialogue which, according to

Habermas, forms the essence of deliberative democracy.

Based on this view, Forchtner and Tominc (2012) suggest that overtly relating critique to
Habermas’ deliberative democracy rather than to pragma-dialectics’ critical rationalist
view would provide the DHA with a stronger basis for its emancipatory agenda. To reach
rational consensus grounded in Habermas’ Discourse Ethics means that the discussion
should not be restricted only to those who are involved in the act of arguing (protagonist
vs antagonist). Rational consensus is attained when the views of all those who are
affected by the consequences of normative claims (e.g. we ought to do X) are taken into
consideration, i.e. orientation to difference. This is the main criticism levelled at pragma-
dialectics, where the act of arguing is limited to the standpoints advanced by the
protagonist and the objections raised by the antagonist, without acknowledging the views

of other parties that might be affected by resolution of the disagreement (ibid.).

Reisigl (2014) has recently asserted that while the ten rules of critical discussion are good
normative standards, they are not sufficient to ground the DHA’s critique. In relation to
the epistemological divergence — between critical rationalism and Habermas’ deliberative
democracy — Reisigl emphasizes that the ten rules of critical discussion are not that far
removed from Habermas’ Ideal Speech Situation. In fact, Reisigl (ibid.) expounds that

some rules of the ideal model of critical discussion implicitly refer to Habermas’
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Discourse Ethics and can, thus, be taken to promote rational consensus. For example, the
first rule of critical discussion, which refers to the freedom of arguers to put forward
arguments and cast doubts, could be expanded, as Reisigl suggests (ibid.), to include the
freedom of non-present third parties who may either advance or question standpoints.
What is important here is an acknowledgment, coming from one of the founders of the
DHA, that the normative standards of the ideal model of critical discussion are good
normative standards to assess the persuasive or manipulative character of argumentative

discourse.

This does not mean that the analysis of Nasrallah’s speeches will not examine how
Nasrallah attempts to ignore and silence alternative discourses or weaken his opponents’
positions. In fact, the analysis remains faithful to one of the main objectives of the DHA’s
project, i.e. demystifying ideologies that have become naturalised or consensual (see
Section 2). Therefore, the analysis examines how Nasrallah trivialises and/or silences
opponents’ propositions (e.g. through negative Other-presentation) to sustain his
hegemony. Indeed, silencing alternatives and reducing social reality to a limited range of

cause-effect relations and solutions are characteristic of hegemonic discourses.

The above discussion shows that the DHA and pragma-dialectics are epistemologically
and normatively more closely connected — though often implicitly — than is sometimes
supposed. The notion of topoi is another point of convergence, although in each approach
they are related to different domains of enquiry. Therefore, the following section briefly

outlines the notion of topoi and various understandings of them.
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4.2. The concept of topoi

It is worth noting that the concept of topoi is a controversial topic, where consensus
among argumentation and rhetoric scholars, from antiquity onwards, as to the nature of
the concept seems to be beyond reach. This is clearly reflected in a remark by Leff (2006)
who, after spending 40 years examining rhetorical and dialectical traditions, concluded
that topoi are ambiguous and multi-faceted. Leff attributes this ambiguity to the many
referents that topoi are associated with. In his view, topoi are taken to refer to: modes of
inference, aspects of the subject, attitudes of the audience or types of issues or topics,
among others. He further explicates that this complication stems from adopting either a
rhetorical (arguments on specific topics for a specific audience) or a dialectical (abstract
argument schemes or context-independent patterns) perspective to the study of topoi.
From a DHA perspective, topoi are “parts of argumentation which belong to the required
premises. They are the formal or content-related warrants or ‘conclusion rules’ which
connect the argument with the conclusion, the claim” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2009, p. 110).
Wodak et al. (2009) reiterate that they consider “topoi’ or ‘loci’ to be highly
conventionalised parts of argumentation which belong to the obligatory elements of

argumentation and take the form either of explicit or inferable premises” (p. 34—35).

According to Zagar (2009, 2010), the DHA's characterisation of topoi as both formal and
content-related warrants is problematic, as it treats formal rules/ topoi as identical to
content-related rules/ warrants. Therefore, he proposes that the DHA should restrict the
use of the term topoi to formal schemes (rules) of argumentation. He further notes that the

DHA's definition of topoi presupposes that topoi are ready-made arguments that are
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widely used, and that the role of the analyst is limited to identifying the arguments of a

given text against the backdrop of clearly delineated lists of topoi (Zagar, 2010).

This alleged inconsistency stems from Kienpointner’s conceptualization of topoi, which
is, in Zagar’s view, a hybrid product influenced by Toulmin’s (1969) work. In
Kienpointner’s opinion, “topoi are search formulas which tell you how and where to look
for arguments. At the same time, topoi are warrants which guarantee the transition from
argument to conclusion” (1997, p. 226). According to Kienpointner (2001), topoi have a
selective function (to search for arguments) and a probative function (as an inferential
rule or warrant). Zagar (2009, 2010) argues that Kienpointner’s view of topoi does not
conform with that of Aristotle. This is because an Aristotelian view of topoi entails topoi
being of two kinds: (i) context-independent or abstract/ common topoi that can be applied
to an unlimited number of arguments (dialectical topoi); (ii) and more specific topoi
(rhetorical topoi) that are related to three genres of rhetoric (see Chapter 2, section 2.1):

judicial, deliberative, and epideictic (Boukala, 2016; Rubinelli, 2009; Zagar, 2009, 2010).

Rubinelli observes that Aristotle, in The Topics, considers topoi to be “argument schemes
of universal acceptability” (2009, p. 145). In this view, Aristotelian topoi are “general
instructions allowing a conclusion of a certain form (not content), to be derived from
premises of a certain form (not content)” (Zagar, 2009, p. 57). Similarly, Stump (1978)
notes that Aristotle’s topos has to be seen, primarily, as an abstract argument that allows
the construction of a number of specific arguments and, secondarily, as a rule or a
principle that supports a variety of arguments (van Eemeren, 2010). Zagar (2010) claims
that an Aristotelian topos, seen as a general or abstract scheme, enables the arguer to

construct an argument for a certain conclusion. This process is possible, Zagar (ibid.)
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suggests, because a topos consists of an instruction based on which a rule is formulated.
This means that the instruction guides the arguer to frame the argument based on the
relation (e.g. definition, genus, property, accident) that exists between the subject and the
predicate of a proposition, from which a rule is formulated that functions as a general

premise in an enthymeme (Zagar, 2009).3°

Using one of Zagar’s examples, the topos of opposition is first used as a general or an
abstract formula that has the following structure: If action Y is desirable in relation to
object X, then, the contrary action Y~ should be disapproved of in relation to the same
object X (i.e. instruction function). The application of this topos to a specific subject
provides the rule that serves as a general premise in an enthymeme: If it is desirable to act
in favour of one’s friends, it should be disapproved of to act against one’s friends (2010,
p. 17-18). As such, a topos, in Zagar’s view, is a “general argumentative form or pattern,
and concrete arguments are instantiations of this general form” (ibid., p. 17). Following
Zagar’s suggestion, Boukala (2016) shows how particular content-related warrants that
are identified in the DHA lists of topoi are better accounted for based on Aristotle’s view
of topoi. For example, Boukala elucidates that the topos of threat (a recurring topos in
most of the DHA lists) and the more specific topos of internal threat are instantiations or

applications of Aristotle’s abstract scheme, the topos of the consequential.

In my view, Zagar’s criticisms of the DHA’s notion of topoi, as well as his suggestions,
have clear implications for recent work by the DHA’s founders. This can be seen in the

attention that DHA’s scholars have recently given to argument reconstruction, although

3% An enthymeme is a syllogism (a deductive argument formed of a major and a minor premise, as well as a
conclusion) in which one of its premises or the conclusion is omitted.
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such reconstruction is limited to specific argument schemes (Reisigl & Wodak, 2016, p.
50-53; Wodak, 2015, p. 52). More important is the recent distinction between topoi that
are labelled as formal schemes (e.g. topos of opposites, topos of definition, topos of the
consequential etc.) and those that are labelled as content-related (e.g. topos of people,
topos of reality, topos of nature etc.) (Reisigl & Wodak, 2016, p. 35; Wodak, 2015, p. 51—

53).57

The discussion so far has focused on the Aristotelian conception of topoi; however, the
DHA also relates topoi to Cicero’s loci. According to Rubinelli (2009), Cicero, in De
Inventione, is interested in specifying the steps that orators have to follow in order to
construct a persuasive speech. These parts are the: exordium (the introduction, which
announces the subject and the purpose of the discourse); narrative (an account of what
has happened or what is the case); partition (a presentation of the issues that will be
discussed); confirmation (putting forward arguments in support of a claim); refutation
(answering the counterarguments of opponents); and finally, peroration (conclusion).
Moreover, in De Inventione, as Rubinelli notes, Cicero uses the term ‘locus’ to refer to
different things: topic or theme, subject-matter indicator, argument scheme (or warrant)

and ready-made arguments known as locus communis (2009, p. 101-107).

37 From a different perspective, Charteris-Black (2014, p. 135-136) considers the DHA’s formal topoi to be
equivalent to Toulmin’s treatment of warrants, while the more specific content-related topoi pertain to the
content of an argument. In his view, formal abstract formulations or warrants allow arguments to be
evaluated based on their underlying structure, while content-related topoi are descriptive and do not identify
logical structures. It seems that his treatment of the DHA’s content-related topoi echoes Zagar’s (2009;
2010) criticism, i.e. the DHA’s content-related topoi are simply themes or topics, thus, they do not have an
argumentative function. In Charteris-Black’s view, the topos of finance, the topos of uselessness and the
topos of burden provide the contents of arguments; however, the aggregate of these cause-effect relations
leads to the identification of a formal warrant, i.e. the warrant of causality, which serves as an inferential
rule.
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Rubinelli argues that Cicero’s locus communis should not be equated with Aristotle’s
topoi, for the latter has universal applicability while the former is mainly effective in
judicial, deliberative and epideictic contexts. Rubinelli maintains that locus communis
does not have an argumentative function as it does not add information. Instead, it is
“used to put the audience in a favourable frame of mind by presenting evaluations and
interpretations of the facts at issue” (ibid., p. 107). Similarly, van Eemeren (2010)
maintains that Cicero’s loci do not always have an argumentative function as they are

used to identify the contents of different parts of a persuasive speech (mentioned above).

In pragma-dialectics, the three aspects of strategic manoeuvring (see Section 3.2) are the
counterparts of three concepts in classical rhetoric: topical selection relates to topoi or loci,
adaptation to audience relates to the notion of endoxa, and presentational means refer to
stylistic devices. Topical potential or system, according to van Eemeren et al. (2009), refers
to the range of topical choices that are available at a given point in discourse where its
function is “similar to that of the topoi or loci in the classical rhetoric of inventio” (van
Eemeren, 2010, p. 96). Following Cicero’s classification of parts of a speech and his
concept of loci, van Eemeren asserts that topoi or loci are not limited to the argumentation

stage because there are:®

Topoi pertaining specifically to the exordium (e.g. to underline the importance of

the subject of the speech), the narratio (e.g. to establish a certain perception of the

38 Cicero identifies five tasks which an orator has to fulfil in preparing a speech (officia oratoris). These are:
invention (inventio), arrangement (dispositio), style (elocution), memory (memoria) and delivery
(pronuntiatio) (Reynolds,1993). The different parts of a persuasive speech mentioned in van Eemeren’s
quote constitute the invention (inventio) task.
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course of events), and the peroratio (e.g. to incite pity with the accused in the jury
of a law case), so too in argumentative discourse there are specific topical options
to choose from for every single stage of the process of resolving a difference of

opinion on the merits. (2010, p. 98)

Based on this view, van Eemeren concludes that the scope of the rhetorical topical system
in pragma-dialectics is “by no means limited to the argumentatio [argumentation] but
covers also other parts of the oratio [oration] that have different aims, such as the exordium
[introduction] and (especially) the peroration [conclusion]” (ibid., p. 107). Boukala (2016)
claims that the DHA’s inconsistent treatment of topoi stems, on the one hand, from the
DHA’s identification of topoi as warrants, and in considering Aristotle’s topoi as equivalent
to Cicero’s loci, on the other. Consequently, she proposes that the DHA’s characterization
of topoi has to be confined to Aristotle’s view of topoi, thus suggesting, erroneously, that

pragma-dialectics only follows the Aristotelian tradition.

The aim of this thesis is certainly not to get involved in this highly controversial issue.
However, the various points of view surveyed above have specific implications for my
treatment of topoi in this research. First, since pragma-dialectics is taken as the main
analytical framework for the reconstruction and evaluation of Nasrallah’s speeches, it is,
thus, reasonable to align with pragma-dialectics’ notion of topical potential, which
comprises Aristotelian and Ciceronian conceptualizations of topoi, among others. Second,
where the DHA provides the other overarching analytical approach, | propose that the
DHA'’s topoi that have clear counterparts in pragma-dialectics, or those that can be shown
to fall under Aristotle’s abstract schemes, should be identified as such. For example, what

the DHA identifies as the topos of people (Wodak, 2015) — if it has an argumentative
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function, it can be reconstructed as an argument — can be regarded as an instance of
argumentum ad populum. Similarly, following Zagar’s and Boukala’s suggestions, the
DHAs topos of threat or topos of danger are instantiations of Aristotle’s abstract scheme
of the consequential (Boukala, 2016), or causal argumentation in pragma-dialectical
terms. I also suggest that the DHA’s topos of illustrative example(s) echoes the argument
scheme from example (van Eemeren et al., 2002), which falls under symptomatic

argumentation in pragma-dialectics.®®

Fairclough and Fairclough (2012) in their proposed model for integrating argumentation
theory and CDS choose not to work with the concept of topoi, despite favouring an
Aristotelian treatment of the concept. In the following section, | will summarise the main
theoretical assumptions of Fairclough and Fairclough’s practical argument model and

mention reasons for the inefficacy of their model for the purposes of this research.

5. The practical argument approach

Fairclough and Fairclough (2011, 2012) advocate an analytical framework for the
analysis of argumentative discourse, which represents a shift from CDS’s prime focus on
the analysis of representation to the analysis of political action and decision-making. In
their view, political discourse is fundamentally argumentative in nature and primarily
involves “practical argumentation, argumentation for or against particular ways of acting,

argumentation that can ground decision” (2012, p. 1). To reach a decision on ‘what ought

3% Three main categories of argument schemes are distinguished in pragma-dialectics. These are:
symptomatic (or of the token type) argumentation, comparison (or of the similarity type) argumentation
and, finally, causal (or of the consequence type) argumentation (van Eemeren et al., 2014, p. 547-548). All
the argument sub-types identified in the argumentation literature, according to pragma-dialecticians, belong
to one of these three generic forms.
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to be done’ (a normative claim), political agents present reasons for or against following a
specific course of action, as well as for considering alternatives (ibid.). In so doing, they
are involved in practical argumentation, the main objective of which is to propose
solutions capable of transforming the current political or economic malaise into an

imagined future state of affairs (ibid.).

A practical argument scheme is made up of the following premises: a circumstantial
premise, which presents the problem or the current context of action; a goal premise,
which articulates a future state of affairs; a means-goal premise, which articulates a
proposed action that will presumably lead to the goals aspired to; and a value premise,
which invokes the values, concerns or desires that inform the action. The outcome
(conclusion) of this chain of reasoning leads either to favouring or disapproving of the
adoption of the proposed action or policy. The integration of argumentation theory —
Walton’s practical reasoning scheme as well as aspects from pragma-dialectics — within
Fairclough’s dialectical approach to CDS aims, on the one hand, to introduce
argumentation analysis and evaluation into the analytical toolkit of CDS, and to

strengthen CDS’s explanatory and normative critique, on the other (ibid.).

On the explanatory level, as the authors explain, the selection of a certain representation
of the context of action — the political or economic problem tackled — is tied to a
particular ideology. Similarly, the values and political commitments invoked to legitimize
the goals and actions are related to naturalising a specific ideology that serves the
interests of dominant social groups (ibid.). In other words, the analysis of practical
arguments reflects the way ideologies, beliefs and values are configured as premises for

action. In this view, the analysis of practical arguments, according to Fairclough and
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Fairclough (2012), feeds into the critique of ideology, and as such it gives CDS greater
explanatory power in terms of critiquing the social structures and causes that perpetuate

and maintain hegemonic ideologies (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013).

From a normative perspective, the critical evaluation of arguments might explain how
biased and one-sided argumentation influences specific audiences. The normative
evaluation of arguments, attained through a set of critical questions designed to evaluate
practical arguments, cannot “help but naturally connect with the social explanatory
critique” (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013, p. 341). A normative critique attempts to
clarify why arguments that “draw on dominant discourses and ideologies”, i.e. are
“grounded in unreasonable and rationally indefensible values and goals” (ibid., p. 81), go
unchallenged and are accepted by respective audiences. For example, the evaluation of
practical arguments questions the validity of a proposed action or policy in light of
alternative means of action that have been backgrounded or ignored. The evaluation also
brings to the fore the negative consequences of the proposed action or policy that have
been ignored or subject to silencing. Such an evaluation, according to Fairclough and
Fairclough (2012), explains how dominant ideologies shape practical arguments and how
agents drawing on dominant discourses maintain and (re)produce unequal power relations

through impartial representations and biased argumentation.

This thesis calls for a systematic integration of pragma-dialectics into the theoretical and
methodological toolkit of the DHA, and as such it also holds that pragma-dialectics can
strengthen the DHA’s explanatory and normative critique. In this respect, the evaluation
of Nasrallah’s argumentation stretches beyond evaluating the fallaciousness or
reasonableness of the adduced arguments to showing how the different tenets of the
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resistance ideology are configured as premises that feed into perpetuating Nasrallah’s

hegemony.

The above discussion might give the impression that Fairclough and Fairclough’s model
is a plausible one to follow. However, due to the nature of the data and the set objectives
of this thesis (see Chapter 1, section 6,7), the practical argument model, despite its
obvious advantages, is unable to account for retrospective argumentation (i.e. justifying
already taken courses of action). This is mainly due to the deliberative nature of the
political sphere that the authors are interested in evaluating (e.g. UK public debates over
the global financial crisis), which favours deliberating over issues of public concern. This
is, unfortunately, not the case in Lebanon where ‘consensus democracy’ (i.e. agreement is
secured among different political factions and religious sects prior to action) is the main
vehicle for political action. Moreover, the speeches analysed are primarily concerned with
defending and justifying controversial past actions or decisions. Nasrallah’s speeches, as |
claim, are attempts to (re)establish the legitimacy of problematized actions or decisions.
As such, a model that is predominantly built on weighing the reasons for future-oriented

actions does not align with the purposes of this study.

The above discussion only hints at the persuasive nature of fallacious arguments. The
proceeding section discusses the persuasive and/or manipulative character of

argumentative discourse in more detail.

6. Manipulation versus persuasion

There is consensus among scholars interested in the perlocutionary effects of discursive

messages that one of the main features that distinguishes persuasion from manipulation is
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the degree of control exerted over recipients’ mental states. Persuasion is legitimate
because “interlocutors are free to believe or act as they please, depending on whether or
not they accept the arguments” (van Dijk, 2006a, p. 361). Similarly, O’Keefe (2002)
perceives persuasion as “a successful intentional effort at influencing another’s mental
state through communication in a circumstance in which the persuadee has some measure
of freedom” (p. 5). This means that recipients of persuasive messages enjoy some degree
of cognitive flexibility, which allows them to arrive at an epistemic evaluation by
questioning the veracity of representations and assessing the rationality of the arguments
advanced (van Dijk, 2006a; Jowett & O’Donnell, 2006; O’Keefe, 2002; Reardon, 1991),

thereby making resistance possible and acceptable (Perloff, 2010).

In contrast, manipulation has a negative connotation, as it limits recipient’s choices
“through deceptive tactics” (Reardon, 1991, p. 2) aiming to “mislead the recipient by
delivering an overt message that belies its true intent” (Perloff, 2010, p.24). In contrast to
persuasion, a manipulative attempt seeks to constrain recipients’ cognitive processes and
induce them to arrive at the manipulator’s preferred interpretation (van Dijk, 2006a;
Maillat & Oswald, 2009, 2011; Oswald, 2014). The process of inducing addressees to
entertain a certain belief is achieved, as Galasinski elucidates, through controlling access
to other relevant information. For Galasinski, “withholding information, controlling it, is

the essence of deception in general” (2000, p. 22).

However, scholarly interest has recently shifted from studying manipulation as a speaker-
oriented phenomenon to examining how manipulation succeeds in constraining and
controlling the cognitive processes underpinning message comprehension. In the

following sections, | outline how manipulation and persuasion are conceptualized in
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pragma-dialectics, the DHA and cognitive pragmatics, as these fields of enquiry are

directly related to the theoretical assumptions adhered to in this thesis.

6.1. Manipulation and persuasion in pragma-dialectics

There is significant variation among argumentation scholars regarding the place of
persuasion in argumentation theory. The controversy stems from whether argumentation
can be defined in terms of its perlocutionary effect or in terms of the communicative
means employed (Nettel & Roque, 2012), i.e. ends versus means. Argumentation
scholars, such as Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969), Walton (2007, 2009) and van
Eemeren and his co-authors (2009, 2014), consider persuasion to be a fundamental

dimension of argumentative discourse.

In pragma-dialectics, argumentation is perceived as a communicative and an interactional
complex act. This means that the speech acts performed in argumentative discourse have
a dual function. The communicative function aims to bring about the illocutionary effect
of understanding, whereas the interactional function attempts to bring about the
perlocutionary effect of acceptance (van Eemeren, 2013). In van Eemeren’s view,
convincing is the associated perlocution of arguing, by which he means using
argumentation to get an addressee to accept a standpoint based on a constellation of
reasons advanced in support of claims. In other words, participants who engage in an
argumentative activity uphold the presumption of reasonableness, and consequently
presume that they are being convinced based on the reasonableness of the arguments

adduced.
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In actual argumentative practice, however, arguers will not only try to sustain the
impression that they are playing within dialectical permeates (reasonableness), but they
will also seek to “stretch the use of these means so much that the fallacious manoeuvring
concerned is also covered” (van Eemeren, 2013, p. 149). Thus, committing a fallacy does
not only mean that one or more rules of critical discussion have been violated, it also
indicates that the commitment to rhetorical aims is at the expense of maintaining
reasonableness or dialectical aims. To put it differently, the presumption of
reasonableness that is “conferred in every discussion move will also be operative when a
particular strategic manoeuvre is in fact fallacious” (ibid., p.149).%° Therefore, the
deceitful character of fallacies, according to van Eemeren (ibid.), can be attributed to
exploiting the presumption of reasonableness where addressees, unwittingly, assume that
the communicator is convincing them within the domain of reason which is, apparently,
not the case. Fallacies, as van Eemeren asserts, “often manifest themselves as strategic
manoeuvres that seem to comply with the critical discussion rules although in fact they do

not” (ibid., p. 149).

To conclude, van Eemeren maintains that manipulation seeks to “intentionally deceive
one’s addressees by persuading them of something that is foremost in one’s own interest
through the covert use of communicative devices that are not in agreement with generally

acknowledged critical standards of reasonableness” (2005, p. xii). As mentioned earlier

40 From a different perspective, Habermas (1984) argues that whenever we say something meaningful we
raise or commit ourselves to claims of truth, normative rightness and truthfulness. That is, recipients
counterfactually presuppose that what is being communicated to them is true, right and truthful. Thus,
strategic action — manipulation or deception — is only possible because of these ‘reciprocally anticipated
conditions’.
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(see Section 4.1), DHA scholars (Reisigl, 2014; Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, 2009, 2016)
adhere to pragma-dialectics’ conception of fallacies as violations of the ten rules of
rational discussion. However, the DHA’s analysis of the persuasive or manipulative
character of discourse is embedded within a more ideological framework. In the
following section, | summarise the notion of ideological manipulation as perceived in the

DHA.

6.2. Manipulation and persuasion from the DHA’s perspective

Persuasive or manipulative discourses in the DHA are examined in terms of the
ideological and the social effects that these discourses have in (re)producing and
sustaining social power relations (Wodak, 2011; Reisigl,& Wodak, 2001; Wodak &
Meyer, 2009). In the DHA, manipulation or persuasion is enacted through the five
discursive strategies involved in the creation of in/out-groups, guided by the ideological
macro-strategy of positive Self-presentation and negative Other-presentation. However,
Reisigl and Wodak (2001, pp. 70-71) distinguish between discursive attempts that aim to
convince through rational means, i.e. rational persuasion or convincing argumentation,
and manipulative attempts to persuade or suggestive procedures of persuasion (i.e.
irrational persuasion).*! Under conditions of suspended rationality, achieved via non-
argumentative means, such as emotionalization, propaganda, threatening and so on,
acceptability is attained by “repressing the ability of rational and logical judgement”

(ibid., p. 70).

41 It seems that Reisigl and Wodak’s distinction between the two types of persuasion echoes the conviction-
persuasion dichotomy that permeates classical argumentation scholarship. In this tradition, conviction seeks
to influence understanding through rational means, while persuasion seeks to influence the will through
evoking emotions to promote behaviour (O’Keefe, 2012).
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Rational persuasion refers, as Reisigl and Wodak (ibid.) explicate, to securing
intersubjective consensus or reaching rationally motivated agreement, which takes place
against the backdrop of the counterfactual presuppositions forming the ‘Ideal Speech
Situation’ (see Section 4.1) (Habermas, 1990). Therefore, Habermas’ Discourse Ethics
and his theory of Deliberative Democracy are further sources of normativity that inform
the DHA’s critique, i.e. the normative standards based on which manifest or latent
persuasive or manipulative attempts are evaluated (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, p. 263-266).
In light of this view, Reisigl (2014) has recently called for stronger theoretical links to be
made with Habermas’ theories as well as a more systematic adherence to principles of
justice and equality. As such, the delineation of the persuasive and/or the manipulative

character of discursive practices is more theoretically justified.

From a cognitive point of view, manipulation is a form of mind control that involves the
formation, activation and modification of recipients’ personal mental models and social
representations (van Dijk, 2006a). In van Dijk’s view, manipulation restricts recipients’
freedom in such a way as to lead them to activate the mental models that the manipulator
wishes them to activate. In this sense, manipulation is characterised as the “illegitimate
hindering or biasing of the process of discourse comprehension” (ibid., p.366). The actual
comprehension processes involved in such cognitive control are not explicitly described
by van Dijk. One recent model that seeks to explain such cognitive control is based on

cognitive pragmatics and is the main topic of the following section.
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6.3. Manipulation in cognitive pragmatics

From a cognitive perspective, manipulation is possible because it exploits the same
cognitive processes and inferential mechanisms used in interpreting the non-strategic use
of language (Maillat & Oswald, 2009). In cognitive pragmatics, the study of manipulation
focuses on how a speaker attempts to intentionally constrain addressees’ cognitive
mechanisms so as to “attain a perlocutionary effect the speaker is covertly pursuing”
(Oswald, 2014, p. 99). Research in cognitive pragmatics partially draws on relevance-

theoretic assumptions. Thus, it is necessary to outline the main tenets of this theory.

6.3.1. Relevance Theory

Relevance Theory (henceforth, RT) stipulates that the human mind tends to be geared to
the maximisation of relevance, where relevance is a “property of inputs to cognitive
processes which makes them worth processing” (Wilson & Sperber, 2012, p. 62). RT
assumes that the presumption of optimal relevance is conferred on every ostensive
stimulus. Optimal relevance is defined in terms of the best ratio between the effort
required to process an utterance and the expected cognitive effects, i.e. the optimal
cost/benefit ratio (Sperber & Wilson, 1995). A stimulus is relevant, according to Wilson
and Sperber (2002), when it connects with an addressee’s available background
knowledge or existing contextual assumptions to yield positive cognitive effects. Positive
cognitive effects take several forms, including: (i) accepting new beliefs that are
deducible from the input and context together (contextual implications); (ii) modifying
the strength of contextually activated beliefs; or (iii) revising contextually activated

beliefs in cases where the new information contradicts those beliefs (2000, p. 251-252).
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In a relevance-theoretic framework, two dimensions determine the relevance of an input:
the greater the positive cognitive effects achieved in processing an input, the greater is its
relevance; and the greater the effort required for processing an input, the less relevant it
is.? In RT, comprehension is regarded as an inferential process, which starts by decoding
linguistic stimuli and gradually enriching the context with relevant assumptions to arrive

at the speaker’s intended meaning.*®

RT claims that inferential meaning involves the performance of subtasks, each of which is
guided by the principle of optimal relevance (the optimal effect/effort ratio). Therefore, to
arrive at the speaker’s intended meaning, recipients have to: (i) construct an appropriate
hypothesis about the explicit content (explicatures) — achieved through decoding,
disambiguation, reference resolution and so on; (ii) construct an appropriate hypothesis
about the intended contextual assumptions (implicated premises); and (iii), construct an
appropriate hypothesis about the intended contextual implications (implicated
conclusions). Consequently, interpretation is a multi-layered process through which the
derivation of explicit and implicit meaning follows a path of least effort (maximise
cognitive effects for the least cognitive effort), until the resulting interpretation meets the
addressee’s expectation of relevance, which in turn is taken to be compatible with the

speaker’s intended meaning (Wilson and Sperber, 2002).

42 These constitute the extent conditions of relevance. Extent condition 1: an assumption is relevant in a
context to the extent that its contextual effects in this context are large. Extent condition 2: an assumption is
relevant in a context to the extent that the effort required to process it in this context is small (Sperber &
Wilson, 1995, p. 125).

% In RT, understanding is achieved when the speaker’s communicative intention (the intention to inform
the audience of one’s own informative intention) is fulfilled, which means that the audience has recognized
her informative intention. The informative intention is the intention to produce a certain response in an
audience (Sperber et al., 2010, p. 365; Wilson & Sperber, 2002).
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The Relevance-guided comprehension heuristic (Sperber & Wilson, 1995; Wilson &
Sperber, 2012) assumes that the derivation of the speaker’s meaning is achieved through
following a path of least effort in calculating cognitive effects. This means that the
representation which is most easily accessible (in terms of effort) or yields more cognitive
effects (by being reliable and epistemically strong) will be part of the contextual
assumptions against which an utterance is interpreted. The interpretation of the speaker’s
meaning is, thus, a function of achieving the best effort/effect ratio. According to Wilson
and Sperber (2000, p. 254-255), a manipulative attempt involves the speaker’s covert
intention to guide addressees to select the first interpretation that satisfies their

expectations of relevance or the optimal effort/effect ratio.

Following this line of thought, Maillat and Oswald (2011) perceive manipulation as a
form of communication that exploits “the inherently fallible and heuristic-based ways in
which the human mind processes information” (p. 66). Due to constant pressures seeking
efficiency, the human cognitive system has evolved with an automatic tendency to select
the most relevant stimuli, activate relevant assumptions and process them in the most
productive way (Wilson & Sperber, 2002). Among the tasks that recipients have to
perform (explained above) to arrive at the speaker’s meaning is the process of
constructing the appropriate context — contextualization — against which an utterance is

processed and interpreted (Sperber & Wilson, 1995).4

4 From a cognitive perspective, context refers to the set of relevant assumptions that recipients select while
processing information (Maillat & Oswald, 2011).
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6.3.2. The contextual selection constraint model

Context selection is a gradual process that permits the inclusion of different sets of
contextual assumptions, provided that the level of optimal relevance is not reached
(Maillat & Oswald, 2009). Certain contextual assumptions, as Maillat and Oswald (2009,
2011) argue, will be selected if these are made more accessible, i.e. they are less effortful
to activate. Accessibility is one dimension that ensures the inclusion of certain
assumptions in the addressee’s cognitive environment.*® The second criterion which
might guarantee the inclusion of contextual assumptions is related to the epistemic
strength of a representation (Oswald, 2014; Oswald & Hart, 2013). Epistemic strength
indicates that the stronger the assumption or representation, the more chances it has to be
selected, and hence it becomes part of the addressee’s cognitive environment. Therefore,
accessibility and epistemic strength define the dimensions according to which the

dynamics of the Contextual Selection Constraint (henceforth, CSC) model are described.

The function of these inclusion rules is to ensure that an utterance is interpreted within a
limited subset of contextual assumptions. Therefore, a manipulative move tends to be

successful if;

On the one hand, it tries to make sure that every information set that is
mobilised in the process is compatible and coherent with the target deceptive
utterance, while on the other it strives to keep critical information sets that

would defeat the deceptive attempt concealed (i.e. so as to leave them

%5 The cognitive environment is the set of assumptions that are manifest to an individual at a given time.
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unprocessed or to get the cognitive system of the addressee to dismiss them).

(Oswald et al., 2016, p. 523)

In this view, successful attempts at manipulation or deception, as Oswald (2014)
elaborates, necessitate that critical or contradictory information that would lead the
addressee to question the veracity of the message or the speaker’s motives and intentions
must not be accessed during processing.*® This is because mobilisation of these critical
information sets would yield a different cognitive effect or a different modification to the

hearer’s cognitive environment (Ozols et al., 2015).

From a different perspective, constraining information selection is influenced by
cognitive shortcuts or heuristics that affect judgement and therefore lead to biased
processing (Maillat & Oswald, 2009, 2011; Oswald & Hart, 2013; Hart 2013). Cognitive
heuristics are rules of thumb that help us take decisions and make judgements in a cost-
effective way (Hart, 2013; Oswald & Lewinski, 2104). Fallibility is a core feature of
cognitive heuristics, due to the fast and frugal way in which information is processed, i.e.
yielding results with the minimal allocation of cognitive resources (Oswald & Lewinski,
2014). Building on findings from evolutionary psychology, which claims that under the
constraints of efficiency some cognitive processes involved in thinking, memory,
perception, decision-making and judgement are subject to errors, Maillat and Oswald

(2009, 2011) suggest that the activation of shortcuts and heuristics during processing

46 More recently, the term deception has replaced manipulation (Oswald, 2014; Ozols et al., 2015) for fear
that the latter could be taken for its literal meaning — operating or using an object (Oswald, 2014). However,
for the sake of being consistent with the terminology used by the main theoretical frameworks adopted in
this research, the DHA and pragma-dialectics, | prefer to retain the term manipulation when analysing and
discussing the results of the analysis.
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deviates addressees’ attention from selecting relevant and critical information and thus
leads to judgemental errors. Cognitive shortcuts and heuristics, as Oswald and Hart

(2013) argue, lead to errors at the level of epistemic judgement.

Cognitive biases play a pivotal role in making certain contextual assumptions more
salient than others; and by virtue of the dynamics of optimal relevance, they eventually
become part of the limited subset against which an argument is interpreted and evaluated
(Maillat & Oswald, 2009, 2011; Oswald & Hart, 2013). Fallacies, as Oswald and
Lewinski (2014) maintain, “block access to critical resources” (p. 326) because of their
ability to trigger cognitive biases and heuristics, making some representations cognitively
inescapable from being selected. The information contained in these representations is
devoid of any critical and relevant information to evaluate the argument (Maillat &
Oswald, 2011). Consequently, the fallaciousness of the argument is unnoticed. For
example, the ad populum fallacy exploits the strategy of strengthening-by-repetition
(Maillat, 2013) or the validity effect.*” This cognitive bias means that validity and
epistemic strength are a function of repetition. The more a representation is repeated, the
more valid it becomes, which in turn increases its cognitive strength. Therefore, it
becomes more salient, gets selected during processing and eventually prevents the
addressee from questioning the validity of the assertions attributed to the majority
(Maillat & Oswald, 2011). In this sense, the ad populum fallacy exploits two forms of

cognitive bias: the validity effect which correlates validity with frequency, and the

47 The ad populum fallacy, as suggested by Oswald and Hart (2013), operates in relation to a conformity
bias, which is driven by favouring what the majority generally accepts and values.
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mechanism of optimal relevance which tends to select the most salient representations

(ibid.).

The Contextual Selection Constraint (CSC) is one mechanism that manipulative
communicators can exploit, namely, the dynamics of the comprehension module, which is
geared to maximise relevance. Moving from comprehension to believability, i.e. how
addressees accept incoming representations as true, is a process governed by another

cognitive mechanism: epistemic vigilance (or the logico-rhetorical module).

6.3.3. Epistemic vigilance

Communication, according to Grice (1989), is essentially cooperative. However,
cooperation, as Origgi and Sperber assert, is “vulnerable to free-riding, which, in the case
of communication, takes the form of manipulation and deception” (2000, p. 161).
Therefore, for communication to remain advantageous, as Sperber et al. argue, humans
have developed a “suite of cognitive mechanisms for epistemic vigilance, targeted at the
risk of being misinformed by others” (2010, p. 359), i.e. a defence mechanism against the
risk of deception. Epistemic vigilance is a cognitive mechanism that caters for the
calibration of trust towards the source and filters incoming content. Epistemic vigilance,
as Cruz (2012) states, denotes a “captious alertness to the believability and reliability” (p.
368) of the communicated message and to the one who dispenses it. Epistemic vigilance
directed at the source checks for evidence related to the trustworthiness of the speaker in
terms of competence, benevolence, credibility, and reliability. As for the content,
epistemic filters monitor the logical consistency of the message and the degree of its

coherence with addresses’ background knowledge and beliefs (Sperber et al., 2010).
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The believability of the newly communicated message, as Sperber et al. (2010) iterate,
relies on a subset of background knowledge and beliefs that are activated during
comprehension. The authors maintain that the “same background information which is
used in the pursuit of relevance can also yield an imperfect but cost-effective epistemic
assessment” (p. 374). In this respect, the accessed subset of contextual information
(selected through the mechanisms of the CSC), which is devoid of any critical or
contradictory information, forms the basis for meaning derivation and evaluation
processes (Oswald & Lewinski, 2014, p. 323-325).%8 Recall that for an utterance to be
relevant in a context of existing beliefs, it has to yield one of the following contextual
effects: acceptance of contextually implied beliefs, modification of the strength of beliefs
or revision of existing beliefs. The assessment of this inferential output leads to various
judgements depending on whether or not the recipient trusts the communicator.
Assessment can lead to one of these possibilities: (i) rejection of new beliefs, if the source
is not trusted,; (ii) correction of existing beliefs, if these are not held with much
conviction, given that the addressee acknowledges the communicator’s competence and
authority; and (iii) revision of background beliefs or reducing confidence in the source if

the addressee has strong convictions in both (Sperber et al., 2010).

Following this line of thought, Oswald and Hart (2013) argue that addressees’ failure to
spot and assess the fallaciousness of ‘source-related fallacies’, such as ad populum, ad

verecundiam and ad hominem, can, on the one hand, be attributed to the type of cognitive

“8 This view is based on the mechanisms of the argumentative module, proposed by Mercier & Sperber
(2009, 2011), which plays a role in the production and evaluation of arguments. At the production level, the
module allows communicators to construct arguments so as to satisfy or exploit addressees’ epistemic
filters. At the evaluation level, it is responsible for evaluating the validity of the arguments adduced, i.e.
identifying the type of relation between premises and conclusion (Oswald & Hart, 2013).
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constraints that these fallacies exert on argument processing, which prevent addressees
from accessing critical content and hence increase acceptability. On the other hand, these
fallacies manage to circumvent addressees’ epistemic vigilance by providing apparently
satisfactory evidence, therefore preventing addressees from questioning the credibility
and/or reliability of the source to whom the information is attributed (ibid.). In ad
populum and ad verecundiam, as Oswald and Hart (ibid.) elucidate, the epistemic strength
of the conclusion is derived from the perceived trustworthiness of the source and from the
widespread endorsement of the belief, respectively. In contrast, ad hominem works by
inducing addressees to reject the conclusion by casting doubt on the legitimacy and
credibility of the source. Source-related fallacies manage to satisfy addressees’ epistemic
filters by presenting supporting evidence for the claims advanced, such that the cognitive
system is not alerted to invest the more complex processing mechanisms that could point

to their fallaciousness.

These fallacies are examples of accepting claims based on the perceived trustworthiness
and credibility of a third party. A revision of beliefs is triggered when new information is
inconsistent or incoherent with contextually activated beliefs or existing background
knowledge. This is because, when these “inconsistencies and incoherencies occur, they
trigger a procedure wholly dedicated to such assessment” (Sperber et al., 2010, p. 376). It
follows that in cases where the communicator suspects that her addressee will not accept
her words out of confidence and trust but will, as Sperber et al. (ibid.) elucidate, exercise
some vigilance to check whether her representation coheres with his own beliefs, she then
must satisfy or overcome the epistemic defences of her addressee in order to convince

him.
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When an addressee is reluctant to accept a representation that is incoherent with his
background beliefs, the communicator has to induce him to access less highly activated
beliefs that weigh in favour of the representation if these are taken into account (ibid.). To
put it differently, the communicator will induce the addressee to expand his activated set
of contextual assumptions or background knowledge so as to include a set of beliefs that
cohere with her claims. To this end, as Sperber et al. (ibid.) argue, the communicator can
remind the addressee of these background beliefs or provide other information that the

addressee will accept out of trust.

Perceiving a source as trustworthy means that addressees regard what this source is
telling them as epistemically strong (Oswald & Lewinski, 2014). It might be safe, then, to
deduce a reciprocal relation between the degree of trust ascribed to the communicator and
the believability of claims: the more an addressee trusts the speaker, the less vigilant he
tends to be, and the less trustworthy is a speaker, the more vigilant her addressee tends to
be. One implication of this line of thought for my thesis is related to the nature of the
audience that Nasrallah addresses. Nasrallah is primarily interested in convincing the 14%
of March audience, who are expected to be reluctant towards accepting his claims out of
trust — presumably, due to the actions and decisions that Nasrallah has taken against them
and their leadership, and which have negatively affected them.*® Therefore, their
epistemic defences are expected to check whether his justifications and claims are

consistent and cohere with their existing beliefs and convictions. To get past these

4 In pragma-dialectical terms, Nasrallah is addressing primary and secondary audiences. The secondary
audience encompasses those who directly affiliate with Hizbollah as well as supporters and sympathisers
from different political groups. However, due to the nature of the charismatic bond that relates this audience
to Nasrallah, they tend to take his words on trust (see Chapter, section 3.1). Meanwhile, much discursive
work is needed to convince the opposition’s audience, Nasrallah’s primary audience, that the actions and
decisions taken against them are acts of heroism and patriotism (as the analysis will show).
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defences, as I claim, Nasrallah attempts to induce the audience to expand the activated set
of contextual assumptions in order to make them access a less highly activated set, which
consists of undisputable and generally accepted background knowledge and beliefs that

cohere with his justifications.

At this point, | believe, it is possible to suggest a relation between the construction of
charisma and epistemic vigilance. More specifically, salvation/ rescue narratives (see
Chapter 2, section 3.1), which are part and parcel of charismatic discourses and via which
actions or decisions already taken are reframed in terms of rescuing and saving a
community, might provide the link. In other words, in his attempt to justify past
controversial actions or decisions, Nasrallah reframes them via salvation or rescue
narratives in order to make them cohere with generally accepted moral values and

nationalist views, despite the opposition audience’s beliefs to the contrary.

The above discussion is related to vigilance towards content. In what follows, | elaborate
on the mechanisms of vigilance directed at the source. Epistemic trust directed at the
source can be driven by general impressions of trustworthiness, such as the
communicator’s reputation, or by context-specific considerations (Sperber et al., 2010).
The latter means that the allocation of trust, as Sperber et al. (ibid., p. 369-370) explicate,
depends on the topic, the nature of the audience and the circumstances. A communicator
is deemed reliable and trustworthy if she meets two conditions: competence and
benevolence. This means that the calibration of trust is a function of the communicator’s
character (ibid.), inasmuch as epistemic filters do not provide evidence that points to the
contrary. Sperber et al. (ibid.) also note that granting trust to the source of information can

be the result of a successful attempt to “project an image of trustworthiness” (ibid., p.
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370) that is discursively mediated. The assessment of trust is, therefore, a function of the

discursive construction of ethos.

Avristotle (1959) considers ethos to be one of the influential means of persuasion — along
with logos and pathos — and defines it in terms of the moral character of the speaker. In
the Aristotelian tradition, the moral character of the speaker is primarily constructed
through speech, while reputation and authority are considered ‘extrinsic’ to the art of
persuasion (Zmavc, 2012). It follows that ethos is discursively constructed, whereby a
trustworthy image of the speaker as benevolent, virtuous and competent is reflected in
discourse. It is through discourse that a speaker constructs a “kind of a mask which is
socially acceptable and even desirable” (Danler, 2013, p. 40), even if it does not represent
the speaker’s actual personality (Zmavc, 2012). It seems that the concept of ‘image’ is the

modern equivalent of Aristotle’s ethos (Szczepanska-Wloch, 2013).

From a different perspective, Cockcroft and Cockcroft (2005) argue that the construction
of ethos is not only contingent on the creation of the speaker’s image, but also dependent
on the speaker’s stance and her level of engagement with the audience. Ethos, then, is not
a “fixed set of traits” (Danler, 2013, p. 41) but is, rather, a matter of how these can be
differentiated to best suit the topic and audience demands (Szczepanska-Wloch, 2013).
According to Danler (2013), ethos is the result of linguistic-discursive construction,
whereby ideology, religion, culture and philosophical trends, among others, form the
content of discursive texts that eventually convey the facts, truths, values and assumptions

of the respective culture.
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Two implications can be derived from this view. First, the construction of ethos is
inherently linked to the discursive construction of charisma (see Chapter 2, section 3.1,
3.2). This is because the construction of a proper image (personal presence or magnetism)
is considered one of the traits that define a charismatic personality (Eatwell, 2006a). The
validation of charisma partially relies on projecting an appropriate image of the self,
which, according to Wodak (2011), is realized through footing and narrating (see Chapter
2, section 3.2). Through the construction of charisma, Nasrallah aims to provide the
audience with palpable evidence that attests to his trustworthiness and competence (see
below) in order to satisfy audiences’ epistemic defences directed towards the source.
Another aim is to provide the audience with evidence that satisfies their vigilance directed
towards the message. Both aims are realised through the construction of charisma. The
first objective is achieved via the construction of a proper image, whereas the second is

achieved via rescue or salvation narratives.>®

The second implication is related to the linguistic means via which the construction of
ethos is mediated in discursive texts, i.e. the type of linguistic evidence that constructs the
image of the source as trustworthy, competent, and benevolent. Therefore, the next
section outlines the linguistic means that speakers employ to influence addressees’

epistemic stance.

50 This is not to say that coherence is the only criterion for acceptability. The members of the 14" of March
audience are also expected to check the logical consistency of his claims and arguments. However, | assume
that coherence will most likely be the overriding criterion for believability, as Nasrallah’s speeches are
attempts to respond to opponents’ criticisms, counter-claims and arguments which underscore the
inappropriateness and undesirability of Nasrallah’s actions and decisions because they destabilize and
jeopardize Lebanon’s security.
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6.3.4. Legitimation of assertions

Epistemic vigilance, as Sperber (2001) maintains, is a cognitive mechanism that checks
the internal and external coherence of the message. It is designed to “help audiences
decide what messages to accept, and to help communicators produce messages that will
be accepted” (Sperber 2001). For this constructed account of reality to be taken as true, it
has to be supported with “evidence, authority and truth” (Chilton, 2004 p. 23). Strategies
underpinning the legitimation of assertions, as Chilton (2004) and Hart (2011) point out,
are means through which speaker’s guard against the epistemic vigilance of recipients by
offering them evidence regarding the truthfulness, rightness and authority of their claims.
These strategies, then, tend to satisfy addressees’ epistemic filters through displaying
aspects of internal and external coherence that they expect addressees to check for (Hart,
2010, 2011). In other words, it is through the stance that speakers take towards the
validity of their assertions that aspects of their competence, reliability, and credibility are
communicated. Epistemic stance expressions index the way speakers position themselves
with regard to the validity of their assertions, as well as their level of engagement with
addressees (Marin-Arrese, 2013). Epistemic positioning counts as an attempt by the
speaker to influence addressees’ epistemic stance towards their assertions through

satisfying addressees’ epistemic filters, thereby inducing acceptance (Hart, 2011).

Epistemic stance resources include modal auxiliaries and evidentials, which serve the
function of displaying external coherence. Through evidential expressions, speakers
display external coherence by providing evidence regarding the source of their
information. This can be achieved either by providing evidence about the basis of their

own knowledge or by attributing this knowledge to experts, specialists etc. through
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source-tagging. In Hart’s (2011, p. 759—760) analysis of anti-immigration media reports,
he demonstrates that speakers may invoke sources belonging to different domains of
evidence. Perception offers directly attested sensory forms of evidence. Proof and
Obviousness are indirectly derived inferences based on results and reasoning. Public
Knowledge is evidence sourced from indirectly reported folklore, and Expert Knowledge
from reported hearsay. Finally, Epistemic Commitment indicates evidence that is based

on the speaker as a source of authority on the topic.

A second way of providing evidence is through the attribution of assertions to a third
party. This is realized linguistically through source-tagging in the form of indirectly
reported Hearsay or Mindsay (Hart, 2010), i.e. by reference to what someone else has
said, felt or knows. Source-tagging, then, can meta-represent previous public speeches
(Hearsay) or meta-represent other mental representations (ibid.). Therefore, source-
tagging provides assessments regarding the reliability and credibility of the sources
invoked, which in turn convey the degree of the speaker’s attitude towards the validity of
her assertions. Evidentiality is, as Hart (2010, 2011) suggests, a legitimising strategy of
objectification because it offers addressees the possibility to check the reliability,
credibility, and authority of the assigned source. Epistemic modality is a second strategy

involved in the legitimation of assertions (ibid.).

Epistemic modality offers a subjective form of legitimation that depends on the degree of
certainty the speaker attributes to events (Hart, 2010), i.e. a strategy of subjectification.

Epistemic resources include modals conveying various degrees of certainty, such as must,
will and can, as well as zero-marked modality. High certainty indicates a strong epistemic

commitment to the truth of a proposition. Therefore, epistemic modality can be
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conceptualized as a form of epistemic scale that shows varying degrees of commitment,
ranging from certain through probable to possible (ibid.). Marin-Arrese (2011) holds a
similar view to the function of epistemic modality and its linguistic resources. In contrast,
she classifies evidential markers into experiential (e.g. it is evident, obvious, clear),
cognitive (e.g. | know, that means) and communicative evidentiality (e.g. | say to you,
that suggests). The reliability of these evidential markers varies from high to low. Despite
categorical differences, both authors consider the function that epistemic positioning
strategies have on addressees’ exercise of vigilance and in the construction of the
speaker’s image. In this study, the legitimation of assertions is embedded within the
macro-functions that Nasrallah’s speeches are expected to serve, i.e. responding to
accusations and legitimating past controversial actions. In this respect, the legitimation of
assertions is seen as a preliminary step leading to the acceptance, or otherwise, of
Nasrallah’s claims and arguments or, as Hart (2011) puts it, “[t]he successful justification
of action, [...] requires that the hearer accept the justifying assertion as true in the first

place” (757).

7. The pragmatics of accusations

Accusations are, undoubtedly, face-threatening acts, as they can have a destructive impact
on the accused’s perceived image, reputation, credibility etc. Typically, an accusation is
an assertion in which the accuser claims that someone (X) has performed a certain action
(A). The act of accusing entails that: (X) is deemed responsible for doing (A) and that (A)
IS wrong as it is seen as an infringement of some norms, values or principles of action.

The speech act of accusing serves the communicative purpose of making a charge or an
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accusation (illocutionary effect) and the interactional function of eliciting a response from

the accused related to the charge raised (perlocutionary effect) (Searle, 1969).

For an accusation act to be successful in achieving both functions, Kauffeld has
formulated felicity conditions. The accuser has to: (i) state her charges that some party
(A) did (X); (i) demand that the accused answer the charges through denials, admissions
of guilt, excuses, justifications etc.; and (iii) act as if she intends that the charge and her
demand provide the accuser with reasons to respond to the accusation (1986 p. 252). In
Kauffeld’s view, accusations are designed to impose on the accused the obligation to
respond to allegations (Kauffeld, 2003). Responses to accusations can take several forms,
such as denials, justifications, excuses, admissions of guilt or apologies. It is also possible
for the accused to simply ignore the need to respond to charges, i.e. evade the burden of

proof.

Responding to accusations, as Austin (1956) notes, involves either defending one’s
conduct by showing that (A) was a good thing and that it was carried out for good
purposes, i.e. admit responsibility, or admitting that (A) was wrong but it is not fair to be
accused of doing (A), i.e. deny responsibility. In the former, the objective is to legitimise
the action by giving reasons that support the claim: (A) was right. In this case, the speaker
attempts to exploit legitimation strategies (see below) to justify the rightness of the action.
In the latter, the agent admits that the action was wrong but denies partial or full
responsibility (ibid.). In this case, the speaker resorts to denial strategies (see below) to

support the claim: (X) did not do (A).
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As mentioned above, the accused has an obligation to explain why he acted as alleged.
That is, there is a burden of proof conferred on the accused by the performance of the
speech act of accusing (Kauffeld 1989, 2003). This is the view taken in this study. The
fact that the opposition accuses Nasrallah of doing wrongful actions or taking incorrect
decisions is highly damaging to his image. Therefore, Nasrallah is expected to employ
strategies related to image repair, such as denying accusations, shifting blame and
legitimising actions or decisions, among others. Therefore, the following sections discuss

the various legitimation and denying strategies that have been identified by CDS scholars.

7.1 Responding to accusations through denials

Within CDS, van Dijk (1992, p. 92) considers strategies of denying racist or prejudiced
attitudes towards minorities to be part of constructing a positive image of the in-group.
These strategies are:

e Act-denial (‘I did not do/say that at all”)

e Control-denial (‘I did not do/say that on purpose’, ‘It was an accident’)

e Intention-denial (‘I did not mean that’, “You got me wrong’)

e Goal-denial (‘I did not do/say that, in order to ---")

Disclaimers, such as ‘we are tolerant, but’, as van Dijk maintains, are forms of denial
strategies that aim to promote a positive image of the in-group whilst articulating at the
same time negative attributes to those discriminated against. Moreover, offering
justifications, excuses, blaming the victim and victim-perpetrator reversal are other forms
of denial. In denying racism, the last two strategies are considered the strongest forms

because they are used to identify the group that should receive the blame (ibid.). In
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contrast, van Dijk notes that mitigation strategies, such as downtoning and euphemisms,

are used to trivialize one’s negative actions and hence evade blame.

In her analysis of Austrian politicians’ attempts to deny anti-Semitic rhetoric and
prejudices, Wodak (2105) observes that most of these denial strategies are used. In the
context of denying anti-Semitism and constructing blame-takers, Angouri and Wodak
(2014) assert that blaming and denying employ various justification strategies. These
strategies include: denying direct responsibility, redefining and reformulating actions in
terms of accepted moral values, providing fallacious generalizations and false analogies,
providing causal explanations, narrating, drawing on collective memories, claiming
victimhood, constructing scapegoats, shifting the blame onto others and blaming the
victim, etc. The cumulative function of these strategies is to turn blame into credit
(Wodak 2006, 2015). Moreover, various argumentation strategies are used to justify and
legitimise negative actions taken by the in-group, as well as to delegitimise the actions
and policies advocated by the out-group. For example, ad verecundiam, ad populum and
false analogies are used to justify and maintain a positive representation of the Self,
whereas tu quoque, ad baculum, ad hominem, ad misericordiam and the straw man
fallacies are used to construct a negative image of the Other. The latter set is most likely
employed in creating scapegoats onto whom responsibility is shifted, i.e. victim-

perpetrator reversal (tarjectio in alium, Reisigl & Wodak, 2001).

Wodak (2015) posits that the construction of a conspiracy is another discursive strategy
involved in denying and avoiding blame. In her view, the construction of a conspiracy
serves the creation of scapegoats, who are identified as the original culprits, thus shifting
the blame onto them, whereas the accused is portrayed as the victim of these
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conspiratorial scenarios. In his innovative typology — which synthesizes the different
strategies identified for blaming and denying in discourse analysis, politeness research
and argumentation theory — Hansson (2015) maintains that ways of framing events
through narratives constitute one of the main strategies for creating scapegoats, thereby

legitimising shifting blame onto others.

Following Lakoff (2008), Hansson asserts that, through narratives, in particular Rescue
narratives, speakers attempt to avoid blame by portraying themselves as performing good
and praiseworthy deeds, i.e. construct themselves as saviours, while simultaneously
constructing villains/ scapegoats to whom blame is attributed.>* Rescue narratives,
according to Lakoff (2008), have specific semantic roles, such as Hero, Villain, Victim
and Helpers. The actions that structure a Rescue narrative are as follows: the Villain
harms the Victim, the Hero struggles against the Villain, the Helpers together with the
Hero defeat the Villain, the Victim is rescued, the Hero is rewarded and the Villain is
punished. Lakoff (ibid.) considers Self-defence narratives to be a variant of the Rescue
narrative in which the Hero is the Victim, i.e. the Hero rescues himself. Victimisation or

claiming victimhood and defence, then, are the basic elements of Rescue narratives.

To escape blame, accused parties can attempt to reframe events in terms of rescue
narratives via which blameworthy deeds are turned into heroic acts. It is through these

narratives that the Other/ Villain is constructed as posing an imminent threat, signalling

1 Hansson also emphasizes the function of the Bad Apple narrative in finding a target to be blamed.
According to Lakoff (2008), the Bad Apple narrative is based on the proverb: ‘one bad apple spoils the
barrel’, which evokes a simple moral: get rid of the bad apple and the rest of the barrel will be saved.
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that an action of some kind should be taken to alleviate the danger. The evil in these
narratives catalyzes the binding of a community or nation around a common desire to
fight the threat, provided that the path proclaimed by the leader is followed (see Chapter

2, section 3.1).

In this study, | propose that rescue narratives play a role in legitimating

actions, inasmuch as these narratives appear as premises in arguments, such as argument
from fear appeal and argument from negative consequences (see Chapter 4, section 4.2).
The justification of practices and policies is not limited to strategies involved in denying
and avoiding blame. Justification also employs the full range of legitimation strategies
(Hansson, 2015). Responding to criticisms and accusations through legitimation strategies

is the subject of the next section.

7.2 Responding to accusations through legitimation strategies

The aforementioned strategies serve the macro-strategy of denying full or partial
responsibility. In other instances, however, political actors choose to accept
responsibility, but simultaneously use a variety of legitimation strategies to provide
answers to the following question: ‘“Why should (or did) we do this in this way?’ (van
Leeuwen, 2007). Legitimation, a major objective of political discourse (Cap, 2008), is a
complex process that involves “providing good reasons, grounds or acceptable
motivations for past or present action that has been or could be criticized by others” (van
Dijk, 1998, p.263). Two things can be deduced from this definition. First, it presupposes
disagreement, opposition and doubt, which are necessary to initiate self-defence

responses (van Dijk, 1998; van Leeuwen & Wodak, 1999). Second, it presupposes moral
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and normative grounds based on which the action is legitimated, i.e. to gain normative
approval (Rojo & van Dijk, 1997). The performance of a legitimation act, as Cap asserts,
has to be “grounded in an implicit claim, on the part of the speaker, to inhabit a particular

social or political role, and to possess a particular authority” (2008, p. 22).%2

Discursive legitimation, as Van Leeuwen and Wodak (1999) state, offers explanations,
justifications and reasons as to why social practices are or are expected to be conducted in
the manner proclaimed by the communicator. To this end, the authors identify four types
of strategies involved in the legitimation of practices (van Leeuwen, 2008; van Leeuwen
& Wodak 1999). Authorization is legitimation achieved via reference to the authority of
tradition, custom, law and persons in whom institutional authority is vested. The latter can
take the form of referring to experts, opinion leaders, role models or specific people who
enjoy a defined social status or role. Moral evaluation is legitimation realized by
reference to value systems. Abstractions, analogies and evaluations (evaluative
adjectives) are some forms of moral legitimation. The objective is to associate ‘Our’ good
practices with publicly shared values or common sense cultural knowledge, thereby
transferring the positive values to the proclaimed action or policy. Rationalization is
legitimation achieved by reference to the goals, uses and effects of social practices
(instrumental rationality), or to the knowledge that a given society has constructed
regarding the natural order of doing things (theoretical rationality). Finally, mythopoesis

is legitimation achieved via reference to moral narratives (e.g. protagonists are rewarded

52 This clearly relates to the construction of the speaker’s ethos or image, which is part of the construction
of charisma and can be partially realised linguistically through strategies pertaining to epistemic positioning
(see Section 6.3.4)
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for their good deeds while villains are punished) or cautionary tales that highlight the

negative consequences of actions or their inconformity with social norms (ibid.).

Reyes (2011) has recently proposed another typology in which emotions, hypothetical
future scenarios, rationality and voices of expertise and altruism (the common good) are
identified as strategies serving the legitimation of social practices. As can be seen, there
are some commonalities between the two frameworks, such as reference to expertise,
theoretical rationalization and moral evaluation. However, this thesis is interested in
legitimation achieved through hypothetical future scenarios via which a potential threat or
danger is constructed. Typically, this is achieved, as Reyes (ibid.) explicates, via the use
of conditional sentences, whereby a sense of urgency and fear is projected onto the

actions of the ‘Other’.

The different legitimation and justification strategies outlined above overlap with some of
the argument schemes and fallacies that are part of the DHA’s argumentation strategies.
As Fairclough and Fairclough (2012, p. 109-110) observe, some of the legitimation
strategies that are identified in the DHA seem to offer explanations and clarifications
rather than reasons that appear in premises for arguments. Hence, the terms ‘legitimation’
and ‘justification’ are used interchangeably. In Fairclough and Fairclough’s view, a
justification that attempts to legitimize an action has to invoke “publicly shared and
publicly justifiable, and sometimes even highly formalized, codified, institutional systems
of beliefs, values, and norms, in virtue of which the action proposed is considered
legitimate” (ibid., p. 109). As such, an action gains legitimacy if it conforms to widely
shared values, beliefs, norms, customs and traditions that are themselves publicly

recognised and justified.
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This thesis aligns itself with this line of thought. To this end, | adopt a definition of
legitimation that is consistent with Fairclough and Fairclough’s observation.>®
Legitimation, as Suchman (1995, p. 574) argues, is: “a generalized perception or
assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some
socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions”. Moreover, holding
the perception that judgements of legitimacy are based on shared value systems and
beliefs conforms with my earlier claim: reframing events via salvation or rescue
narratives necessarily entails drawing on nationalist and populist ideologies or widely
held moral values and ideological beliefs (see Chapter 2, section 3.1). In the Lebanese
case, this means tapping into the ideological constructs of the Resistance (see Chapter 1,

section 4,5).

From a different perspective, CDS scholars interested in the study of legitimation have
repeatedly emphasised that legitimation is inherently linked to argumentation (Fairclough
& Fairclough, 2012; Hart, 2010; Reyes, 2011). Indeed, it is only through argumentation
that reasons are given in support of claims that need justification (Fairclough &
Fairclough, 2012). However, some of the legitimation strategies outlined above include
narratives (mythopoesis), explanations and moral evaluations that do not act as arguments
and hence they attempt to justify rather than legitimise actions (Fairclough & Fairclough,
2012). As such, these strategies are not part of the analytical framework followed in this

thesis. However, rescue narratives are an exception because, as | propose, they have an

%3 In fact, Fairclough and Fairclough (2012) follow a politically oriented view of legitimation. In political
theory, as the authors expound, legitimation is an argumentative process that involves the public exchange
of reasons where a decision concerning ‘what ought to be done’ is the result of public deliberation, i.e. the
decision gains democratic legitimacy.
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argumentative function, i.e. they appear as premises in arguments. Legitimation strategies
that act as arguments, such as argument from authority (and its fallacious variants),
argument from negative consequences, argument from moral values and ad populum, are
also included in the analysis since these are part of the analytical toolkit of pragma-

dialectics.

8. Conclusion

In this chapter, | have presented the overarching theoretical frameworks that inform this
study, in particular, the DHA and pragma-dialectics. | have shown that although there are
some divergences between these two paradigms, which should not be ignored, there are
also commonalities which make their combination a fruitful and felicitous endeavour. |
have elaborated on other frameworks based in cognitive pragmatics, including relevance
theory and epistemic vigilance. | have also attempted to outline the relationship between
epistemic vigilance and the construction of charisma. | claim that salvation or rescue
narratives, as a salient feature in the discourse of charismatic leaders, are a means of
reframing events in such a way so as to make them cohere with or satisfy audiences’
epistemic filters. Moreover, | have suggested that the strategies which speakers exploit to
legitimise their assertions feed into the construction of charisma, i.e. by constructing a
trustworthy image of the speaker. The next chapter will attempt to synthesize these

different concepts into one coherent framework which | operationalize in my analysis.
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Chapter 4

Proposal for integrating pragma-dialectics and the DHA, methodology and

analytical frameworks

1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, | presented the main theoretical frameworks and analytical tools
that inform this study. This chapter further elaborates on how these frameworks will be
applied in the present study. It explains the mechanisms of implementation and the
particular analytical tools sourced from each discipline. It continues to develop the
argument for the need to incorporate pragma-dialectics into the analytical framework of
the DHA. It also explains in detail how this integrated model is to be applied, including

the procedural steps followed, in my analysis of Nasrallah’s speeches.

2. The DHA and its implementation

One of the main aims of the DHA is to deconstruct the hegemonic character of dominant
discourses that tend to establish and perpetuate asymmetrical power relations (Reisigl &
Wodak, 2001, 2009). To reveal the ideological underpinnings of hegemonic discourses,
DHA scholars propose a multi-dimensional analytical framework that constitutes textual
meanings and structures. The analytical categories are the topics, discursive strategies
and linguistic means of realizations. Following this model, the analysis of Nasrallah’s
speeches starts by identifying the main topics or contents of selected speeches; then,

discursive strategies are investigated; and finally, the linguistic means of realization are
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examined (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, 2009, 2016).>* In chapter 3, section 2.1, | discussed

the five discursive strategies involved in the production and perpetuation of

discriminatory practices and their means of realization. Figure 4.1, below, gives a more

detailed view of the functions of these strategies and possible linguistic means of

realization.

Strategy

Objectives

Devices

REFERENTIAL/
NOMINATION

discursive construction of
social actors, objects,
phenomena, events,
processes and actions

» membership categorization devices,
deictics, anthroponyms, religionyms,

ideologonyms etc.

* tropes such as metaphors,

metonymies
and synecdoche (pars pro toto, totum
pro parte)

« verbs and nouns used to denote
processes and actions etc.

PREDICATION

discursive qualification of
social actors, objects,
phenomena, events,
processes and actions
(positively or negatively)

* (stereotypical) evaluative attributions
of negative or positive traits (e.g. in
the form of adjectives, appositions,
prepositional phrases, relative clauses,
conjunctional clauses, infinitive

clauses and participial clauses or

groups)

« explicit predicates or predicative

nouns/ adjectives/ pronouns

* collocations

* comparisons, similes, metaphors
and other rhetorical figures (including
metonymies, hyperboles, litotes,
euphemisms)

« allusions, evocations, presuppositions/
implicatures etc.

ARGUMENTATION

justification and
questioning of claims of
truth and normative
rightness

* topoi (formal or more content-related)
« fallacies

PERSPECTIVIZATION

positioning speaker’s or
writer’s point of view and
expressing involvement or
distance

* deictics

« direct, indirect or free indirect speech

* quotation marks, discourse markers/
particles

> A typical DHA analysis of a given discourse specifies the various topics as well as their interrelatedness.
However, this is not the procedure followed in this study. This is because, in pragma-dialectics, topics that
are not directly related to resolving a difference of opinion are excluded from the analysis.
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* metaphors
« animating prosody etc.

INTENSIFICATION modifying (intensifying or | « diminutives or augmentatives

OR MITIGATION mitigating) the + (modal) particles, tag questions,
illocutionary force and thus | subjunctive, hesitations, vague
the epistemic or deontic expressions etc.
status of utterances * hyperbole, litotes,

« indirect speech acts (e.g. question
instead of assertion)
« verbs of saying, feeling, thinking etc.

Table 4.1: Discursive strategies and means of realisation, adopted from Reisigl and Wodak (2016, p. 33)

Through these strategies, the identities of social actors are constructed and the categorical
distinction between in- and out-groups is maintained. More important, however, is the
justification and legitimation of discriminatory and exclusionary policies achieved
through the DHA’s argumentation strategies.>® This thesis adheres to the DHA’s
principles and aims, and as a consequence, it adopts the DHA’s discursive strategies and
their respective means of realization as an analytical apparatus to examine the means by
which Nasrallah manages to simultaneously construct a solidified in-group (the 8" of

March coalition) and a disintegrated/ traumatized out-group (the 14" of March coalition).

The construction of in-/out-groups is also enacted via the construction of national
identities. Thus, the contours of who belongs to ‘Us’ (i.e. share similar ideologies, moral
values and beliefs) versus who are outsiders (i.e. have different values and beliefs) are

marked by the discursive formation of identities. Wodak and her co-authors (2009, p. 33—

55 Although the DHA conceptualisation of argumentation strategies draws, partially, on pragma-dialectics,
pragma-dialectics provides a more regimented analytical apparatus for the analysis of argument schemes
and fallacies. In this study, topoi that correspond to specific argument schemes, as identified in pragma-
dialectics, are included in the thesis’s analytical framework (see Chapter 3, section 4.2).

116



42) propose four macro-strategies that are employed in the discursive formation of
national identities. These are: constructive strategies, strategies of perpetuation,
transformation and dismantling or destructive strategies. Each of these macro-strategies,
as Wodak et al. (ibid.) observe, incorporates a set of sub-strategies, topoi and fallacies, as

well as respective means of realization.>®

Constructive strategies attempt to construct and establish a certain national identity by
promoting unification and solidarity, as well as differentiation between ‘Us’ and ‘Them’.
This macro-strategy might be realized through sub-strategies, such as assimilation/
inclusion strategies (emphasis on sameness and similarity), singularisation strategies
(emphasis on national uniqueness), autonomisation strategies (emphasis on national
autonomy and independence) and a strategy of avoidance. Moreover, strategies of
unification, cohesivation and heteronomisation serve the macrofunction of constructing
national identities. The strategies of unification and cohesivation place emphasis on
unifying common features and worries, as well as on the need to unite and cooperate
against an external threat. Heteronomisation strategies emphasize the dangers of extra-

national dependence and thus aim to warn against the loss of national autonomy

Strategies of perpetuation attempt to maintain a threatened national identity and are
attained through the sub-strategies of positive Self-presentation, continuation (emphasis
on positive political continuity) and defence strategies (emphasis on an imminent threat
and negative consequences of certain actions). Transformation strategies attempt to

transform an established identity into another identity, the contours of which the speaker

%6 At this point, | need to clarify that I will only mention the macro- and sub-strategies that occur in the
data; Wodak’s typology offers a more detailed account.

117



has previously defined. Several sub-strategies can be deployed, including autonomisation,
heteronomisation and dissimilation/ exclusion.” Finally, dismantling or destructive
strategies aim to dismantle parts of an existing national identity without providing a new
model to replace the old one. Strategies of assimilation, heteronomisation and
dissimilation, among others, can serve the social macrofunction of dismantling a national

identity construct (Wodak et al., 2009, p. 33-42).

The macro-strategies involved in the discursive formation of national identity also serve
as a guide to examine the strategies that Nasrallah deploys in the construction and
promotion of Resistance as a national identity, i.e. as a means to unify the Lebanese. This
identity-constituting rhetoric is clearly seen in rescue narratives, via which controversial
actions or decisions are reframed in order to comply with Resistance ideology tenets. In
the proposed model, these strategies are incorporated within the analytical toolkit of

pragma-dialectics.

3. Pragma-dialectics and its implementation

In pragma-dialectics, the ideal model of critical discussion is a template that guides the
reconstruction, analysis and evaluation of argumentative discourse (see Chapter 3, section
3). Applying the ideal model of critical discussion means that the discourse is
reconstructed and interpreted in terms of argumentative moves that are relevant to the
resolution of a difference of opinion (van Eemeren et al., 2014). To resolve a difference

of opinion, arguers must pass through four discussion stages (see Chapter 3, section 3.1)

57 The authors explicate that the same sub-strategy can serve different functions based on the social
macrofunction that the sub-strategy aims to realize (construction, perpetuation, transformation or
dismantling).
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and perform speech acts that are relevant to each move. Based on this view, Nasrallah’s
responses to the accusations and criticisms raised by opponents are reconstructed as part

of an argumentative confrontation.

From a pragma-dialectical perspective, the result of this reconstruction process is an
analytic overview that takes on board only those parts of the discourse that are relevant to
resolving a difference of opinion and excludes those that are not pertinent to this goal.
This means that speech acts that are irrelevant to the resolution of a difference of opinion
are not part of the analysis, whereas implicit premises and indirect speech acts that play a
role in the resolution of the disagreement are identified and therefore included in the

analysis (cf. van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004).

Argumentative reality, as Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (2004) observe, does not
correspond to the ideal model of critically resolving a difference of opinion in either
content or structure. As far as the content is concerned, this can be attributed to the
complicated nature of actual argumentative activities during which some parts that are
relevant to the goal of resolving a difference of opinion are absent, left unexpressed or
presupposed, and they are, therefore, not fully represented in discourse (ibid.). For
example, as the authors illustrate, the definition of a difference of opinion, the distribution
of discussants’ roles and/or the starting points for discussion are most often not stated or
expressed explicitly in discourse. On the level of structure, the beginning of a new
discussion stage, the relation between different arguments advanced in support of a
standpoint, is often left unexpressed (van Eemeren et al., 2014). In other instances, some
premises are presupposed as they are presented in disguise in the form of rhetorical

questions.
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Argumentative reality, moreover, does not follow a linear progression. That is, it does not
strictly and explicitly follow the order of the four stages of the ideal model that
discussants have to pass through to ensure a reasonable resolution to a difference of
opinion.*® It is, therefore, the analyst’s task to recover these elements through the process
of reconstructing argumentative discourse, taking the ideal model as a template (van
Eemeren et al., 2007).>° In carrying out such a reconstruction, four types of analytic
operations, known as reconstruction transformations, are used to identify the parts of
discourse that are relevant to the resolution of a difference of opinion (van Eemeren &
Grootendorst, 2004, p. 103-104). The first type involves the deletion of all the elements
of the discourse that are not relevant to resolving the difference of opinion, such as
discussion related to other topics or repetition.®® The second transformation requires the
addition of relevant elements that are implicit, indirectly expressed or presupposed. The
third type is substitution, which consists of reformulating, unequivocally, relevant parts of
the discourse that are ambiguous or vague. Finally, permutation involves rearranging
parts of the discourse and argumentative moves in a way that shows their relevance to
resolving the difference of opinion, i.e. rearranging them to conform to the four stages of

the ideal model.

58 According to van Eemeren (2010), the fact that in argumentative reality some stages are absent or are left
implicit does not mean that the ideal model can be characterised as unrealistic because the dialectical
insights concerning the requirements for resolving a difference of opinion contradict such a conclusion (see
Eemeren et al., 1993, Ch. 3).

9 According to van Eemeren et at., the demarcating criteria based on which a discourse is expected to have
an argumentative function or not is whether the discourse, directly or indirectly, aims at overcoming doubt
(2014, p. 534).

0 As I mentioned earlier, the analysis of Nasrallah’s speeches will only include the topics that are relevant
for the resolution of disagreement even though they are relevant from a DHA’s perspective.
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A faithful reconstruction of argumentative practice should lead to an analytic overview
that encompasses all the elements of discourse that are relevant to the resolution of a

difference of opinion. Therefore, the analytic overview must address the following points:

1. The standpoints at issue in the difference of opinion;

2. The positions adopted by the parties and the procedural and material starting points;

3. The arguments that have been explicitly or implicitly advanced by the parties for each
standpoint;

4. The argumentation structure for the whole argument advanced in defence of a
standpoint;

5. The argument schemes used to justify a standpoint in each of the individual arguments
that together constitute the argumentation;

6. The outcome of the discussion claimed by the parties.

(van Eemeren et al., 2014, p. 536)

The ideal model of critical discussion — comprising the four stages involved in critically
testing standpoints and the associated rules of the code of conduct (see Chapter 3, section
3.1), as well as the different transformation operations involved in the reconstruction
process, will form the basis on which Nasrallah’s speeches are reconstructed, (partially)
analysed and evaluated.®! However, before | elaborate on the procedure for conducting

the analysis, | have to lay out the reasons and underlying assumptions based on which the

51 In pragma-dialectics, the ten rules constituting the code of conduct provide the dialectical norms that are
pertinent to the resolution of a difference of opinion and outline all the fallacies that might hinder this
process.
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proposed model for incorporating pragma-dialectics into the analytical framework of the

DHA is founded. This model forms, as | claim, a main contribution of this research.

4. Research proposal

4.1. Proposal for integrating pragma-dialectics and the DHA

The main starting points for the integration of pragma-dialectics within the analytical

framework of the DHA are as follows:

First, this research adheres to Fairclough and Fairclough’s (2012) conceptualization of
political discourse as fundamentally argumentative in nature. Such a view also conforms
with the DHA’s view of discourse (see Chapter 3, section 2.1), where discourse is linked
to argumentation about validity claims, such as truth and normative rightness, and
involves social actors with different perspectives (Reisigl and Wodak, 2009: 89). Despite
the DHA interest in the argumentative dimension of discourse, it remains limited to
identifying argumentative strategies, in terms of topoi and fallacies, with no attention paid
to the rules of rational discussion that these fallacies violate. Moreover, a typical DHA
analysis does not require the reconstruction of arguments (Zagar, 2009, 2010), neither is
there a clear procedure that describes how such a reconstruction can be operationalised
within the DHAs analytical toolkit.®? For example, Reisigl and Wodak (2001) in their

analysis do not spell out the various premises, explicit or implicit, involved in

52 One of the main criticisms levelled at the DHA is the absence of argument reconstruction that forms the
basis for analysing and evaluating argumentative texts (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012; Zagar, 2009, 2010).
In response, recent works by DHA scholars (Reisigl, 2014; Reisigl & Wodak 2016; Wodak, 2015) exhibit
attempts to reconstruct argument schemes; however, the reconstruction remains confined to single argument
schemes without providing a reconstruction of the whole argumentation.
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constructing arguments, with no reference to pragma-dialectics or to other forms of

argument reconstruction, such as Walton et al. (2008).

In the DHA, the argumentative function of a discursive event, e.g. defending, justifying,
criticizing or refuting (as macrofunctions) a political position, proposal or policy etc., are
not taken as playing a role in (re)producing, maintaining or transforming social conditions
and realities. In the DHA, the emphasis is on ways of representing and how these function
in establishing the domination of powerful groups and perpetuating prejudices. However,
dominant and hegemonic ideologies do not only constitute representations. It is also in the
ways of arguing, i.e. in the ways political actors choose to defend, justify and/or refute
their political positions and proposals, that these ideologies are disseminated and, more
importantly, gain legitimacy. Indeed, ideologies, van Dijk iterates, form “the basis of
specific arguments for, and explanations of, specific social arrangements” (1998, p.19).
Thus, | propose pragma-dialectics as a theoretical construct to compensate for these
shortcomings. This is because pragma-dialectics offers a theoretical apparatus that
accounts for the different moves, stages and elements (implicit premises, arguers’

commitments etc.) that constitute argumentative discourse (Ihnen & Richardson, 2011).

Second, taking pragma-dialectics as the overarching framework for the reconstruction of
Nasrallah’s speeches presumes that resolving disagreement is the primary function of
Nasrallah’s argumentative discourse. Through the social activity of justifying and
criticising claims, other functions, | argue, are also realized, e.g. the representation
function. In this respect, | claim that the representation and legitimation functions of
discursive events are linked. This research does not agree with the representation versus

argumentation dichotomy and attempts to show the representation function of (some)
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argumentative schemes and moves as well as the significance of the DHA’s

representation strategies in constructing premises for arguments. In Fairclough and

Fairclough’s (2012) view, representation strategies are subordinate to argumentation

designed to deliberate over possible courses of action. However, | do not adhere to this

position. In my view, representation and argumentation are linked for the following

reasons:

a)

b)

Some argument schemes and fallacies, such as arguments from positive and
negative consequences, arguments from positive and negative values (Walton &
Macagno, 2010), argument from character to action or from action to character,
argument from fear appeal (Walton et al., 2008), the three variants of ad hominem
attacks (abusive, tu quoque, circumstantial), slippery slope, straw man fallacy,
post hoc ergo propter hoc, ad populum, among others, have concomitantly an
argumentative and representation function. In fact, it is hard to envision these as
only providing reasons in support of claims and ignore that these also serve

positive Self-presentation and negative Other-presentation.

Argumentation consists of a constellation of propositions advanced in defence of a
standpoint. These propositions are composed of subjects and predicates which
assign qualities or properties to subjects (van Eemeren et al., 2014). In other
words, these can be referred to as nomination/ referential and predication
strategies that construct arguments and standpoints. Therefore, | propose that the
DHA'’s representation strategies — nomination/ referential, predication,

intensification and mitigation — and perspectivisation strategies (see Section 2)
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play a pivotal role in constructing arguments and argumentative moves. In his
analysis of anti-immigration discourse, Hart (2010) illustrates that predications
tend to operate as premises in topoi. Reisigl and Wodak (2001) suggest that
predications appear as the first part of conclusion rules. More recently, DHA
scholars have shown that nomination/ referential and predication strategies
construct premises for arguments (Reisigl 214; Reisigl & Wodak, 2016; Wodak,
2015). However, | extend this view to incorporate perspectivization,
intensification and mitigation strategies, suggesting that these too play a role in
constructing premises for arguments. Therefore, | consider the four discursive
strategies involved in the representation of social actors and actions necessary for

a discourse to attain its argumentative function.

As far as the legitimation function of discourse is concerned, | reiterate that | follow the
position that considers legitimation (see Chapter 3, section 7.2) to be enacted through
argumentation (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012; Hart, 2010; Reyes, 2011). A further
fruitful suggestion that this research aligns with is the “potential of strategic manoeuvring
for enriching the strategic analysis of DHA” (Ihnen & Richardson, 2011, p. 237). For
Ihnen and Richardson, such an analysis should go beyond the analysis of strategic
manoeuvring at the argumentation stage (arguments given in support of claims) to include
strategies pertaining to strategic manoeuvring in the confrontation, opening and
concluding stages. Such an analysis might reveal how particular issues related to the
disagreement are highlighted, while others are ignored via defining the difference of
opinion in an advantageous way (confrontation stage). It might also show how, in the

opening stage, presuppositions and starting points are falsely presented as accepted points
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for the discussion (ibid.), all of which feeds into demystifying and deconstructing

hegemonic ideologies.

letcu-Fairclough (2007, 2008) argues that the analysis of the three aspects of strategic
manoeuvring — topical potential, orientation to audience and presentational devices,
which manifest themselves in every stage of critical discussion — brings additional
insights to the processes of legitimation and recontextualization. In other words, the ways
in which arguers strategically manoeuvre to steer the result of argumentation to their
advantage underscore what aspects of the disagreement, as well as which arguments
resonate well with the audience or are already accepted by the audience, are
recontextualized in the argumentation. This research fully endorses this view and further
proposes that the three aspects of strategic manoeuvring are also realized through
referential, predication, intensification, mitigation and perspectivization strategies. What |
am suggesting is that the resolution of a difference of opinion, achieved through the wise
management of strategic manoeuvring, depends on the strategic use of representation
strategies. Representation strategies, thus, contribute to realizing the macro-legitimation
function that strategic manoeuvring is expected to serve. Figure 4.2, below, summarizes

the argument so far.
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Figure 4.2: Legitimation enacted via strategic Manoeuvring and representation strategies

4.2. Integrating charisma and epistemic vigilance into the model

The integration of cognitive insights into the theoretical framework of this study builds on

a body of research that has already established a relation between cognitive pragmatics

and argumentation theory. This type of research is interested in explaining the cognitive

mechanisms involved in interpreting and evaluating fallacies (Maillat & Oswald, 20009,

2011, 2013; Oswald & Hart, 2013; Maillat, 2013). Other fruitful insights are taken from

research conducted by Hart (2010, 2011). Based on the former, the rhetorical

effectiveness of ‘source-related fallacies’ (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3) is interpreted in

terms of addressees’ failure to spot their fallacious character due to the type of cognitive

constraint that these fallacies exert over argument processing, typically, by satisfying

addressees’ epistemic defenders. Concerning the latter, the calibration of trust directed
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towards a source is achieved via the evidence that communicators provide to attest to

their trustworthiness, benevolence and credibility (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.4).

These strategies, as | claim, are part and parcel of the successful construction of charisma
(see Chapter 3, sections 3.1, 3.2). Thus, the construction of charisma, as it pertains to this
study, plays a role in satisfying addressees’ epistemic filters through: (i) the construction
of a proper image or ethos via strategies that underscore the credibility and
trustworthiness of the source (i.e. legitimation of assertions); and (ii) the construction of
rescue narratives via which representations that do not cohere with addressees’
background knowledge are reframed so as to make them compatible with their nationalist
beliefs and values. In other words, this thesis claims that through the construction of
charisma, Nasrallah attempts to induce addressees to expand their activated set of
contextual assumptions in order to make them access undisputable and generally accepted
background knowledge, beliefs and values (i.e. access a less highly activated set). This is,
therefore, one type of legitimation that clearly exploits moral values and culture-specific
beliefs. In the following section, I elaborate on Nasrallah’s retrospective argumentation

strategy.

4.3. Retrospective argumentation

Political communication, within the field of argumentation, belongs to the deliberative
genre, i.e. it is future-oriented. However, van Eemeren has recently asserted that “political
theorists recognize that the argumentation put forward in political discourse is also often
about past performances and requires a retrospective account” (2013, p. 28).

Retrospective critique in the DHA tradition aims at an informed understanding of the
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discursive reconstruction of the past and its influence on the present (Reisigl & Wodak,
2001). Therefore, some studies focus on the narration of success stories (Heer et al., 2008;
Wodak et al., 2009) and the effects of these in promoting unification. Other studies
examine apologetic narratives and the effects that these have on the discursive

construction of a more inclusive ‘We’ (Forchtner, 2014).

This study is mainly interested in legitimating controversial past actions and decisions.
Past events in this study are not historical events, as in the aforementioned studies, that
have become part of the collective memory of a nation. Instead, the past actions and
decisions of concern to this study are those that belong to the immediate past and whose
social and political effects are still in the making. The data analysed in this study refer to
unilateral past actions and decisions taken by Nasrallah (or on behalf of his political
party) and that were met with controversy, criticism and discontent. More specifically,
this thesis analyses Nasrallah’s strategic use of retrospective argumentation, not only as a
means to legitimise past actions and decisions but also as a defence strategy to rebut
opponents claims. His speeches are, thus, attempts to redeem a problematized validity
claim to rightness in order to restore the legitimacy (Habermas, 1990) of already taken

actions or decisions.

Fairclough and Fairclough (2012) note that argumentation advanced to justify past actions
develops “in relation to a counter-argument, whose claim was that the action should not

be performed, because it would lead to negative effects” (p.134). Accordingly, the arguer
has to show that negative effects, predicated by opponents, have not materialized and that
the intended goals behind the action have been achieved. Consequently, the claim that the

action was right is empirically verified (ibid.). Fairclough and Fairclough’s proposal for
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justifying past actions entails criticisms, in terms of negative consequences, were put
forward prior to the doing of the action (deliberation over possible courses of action). The
arguer, then, embarks on justifying the criticized past action by showing that the cited
negative consequences have not materialized, and in case they have, they have not

undermined the intended goal.®

Hassan Nasrallah’s retrospective argumentation takes a different path. First, Nasrallah’s
criticized actions or decisions were taken unexpectedly and unilaterally. There has been
no prior deliberation concerning the nature of the action or decision, the reasons and
motivations underlying them, nor the goals that these actions or decisions are expected to
achieve. Second, opponents’ arguments and claims are advanced only after concrete,
rather than anticipated, negative consequences have emerged and have, in many respects,
undermined the goal. Nasrallah’s strategy for legitimating a past action or decision can be
seen to have the following dimensions: (i) downplaying and trivializing the impact of
negative consequences of the action, i.e. showing that the goal is more important than the
materialized negative consequences; (ii) capitalizing on emerging positive consequences
to show that these outweigh the negative ones cited; and, (iii) magnifying the negative

consequences of failing to act via the construction of a hypothetical future scenario.

This set of positive and negative consequences is embedded within an overall legitimating

strategy of referring to publicly shared moral values and beliefs, on the one hand, and

®3 From a different perspective, Walton (1990, 2003) maintains that retrospective reasoning is often used in
legal and ethical argumentation. In the legal domain, the retrospective use of practical reasoning starts from
the agent’s actions and reasons backwards to determine what might have been the agent’s real intentions
and commitments that led to the action. Similarly, retrospective ethical reasoning aims to judge whether a
past action can be justified as being right or wrong, taking from the facts or known circumstances a starting
point to arrive at a moral/ ethical evaluation (Walton, 2003).
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group-specific (Hezbollah’s immediate audience) religious duties and commitments that
motivated the action/ decision, on the other. This is, in my view, one of the main
functions of Nasrallah’s charismatic discourses, via which rescue narratives are exploited
to unify a disintegrated nation around a threat to national unity. Based on this moral
legitimation, the negative consequences of doing an action or taking a decision are
provisionally accepted, given the moral and religious values that motivate the criticised
actions or decisions. The conclusion of this chain of reasoning is: doing or deciding (A)
was right. This, in turn, allows Nasrallah to rebut the oppositions’ claim — that doing or
deciding (A) was wrong. The overall structure of Nasrallah’s retrospective argumentation

is presented in Figure 4.3, below.

Opponents’ Counterclaim: Doing (A) was |:> Rebut Counterclaim: Doing (A) was right

wrong
wk a

| |
Negative Relatively Negative Positive
Consequences Accepted Consequences of Consequences
of Doing (A) Negative Failing to Do (A) of Doing (A)
Consequences
of Doing (A)

Figure 4.3: Provisional structure of Nasrallah’s retrospective argumentation

Before concluding this section, | have to elaborate on the nature of arguments from
positive and negative consequences advanced by Nasrallah, since these are predominantly
used in his retrospective argumentation. The figure above shows that Nasrallah defends a
descriptive standpoint (action A was right) using a normative or evaluative argument, i.e.
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premises that point to the (un)desirable consequences of carrying out an action or
adopting a policy or a plan. The combination of a descriptive standpoint and a normative
argument, as van Eemeren et al. (2009) explicate, leads to an inappropriate use of the
scheme of causality. In this case, Nasrallah is using ad consequentiam. van Eemeren et al.
(2009) identify two variants of this fallacious scheme. The first mimics the argument
scheme from positive and negative consequences, while the other mimics the argument
scheme reductio ad absurdum.®* This means that Nasrallah’s arguments from positive and
negative consequences amount to the first variant of ad consequentiam. The negative
consequences that Nasrallah enumerates as being a result of failing to act amounts to the
second variant of ad consequentiam (the argument points to the negative consequences of

the contrary to of the standpoint).

In this section, | present my model for integrating pragma-dialectics within the DHA’s
analytical framework. In the next section, | outline the procedure followed in

implementing the proposed model.

4.4. Procedure for implementing the model

This research embraces Reisigl’s (2014) recent comments in which he acknowledges that

the DHA’s analytical framework should include more explicit and detailed reconstruction
of arguments. Following Reisigl, the thesis offers a detailed reconstruction and analysis of
Nasrallah’s argumentative discourse based on the critical discussion model proposed by

pragma-dialectics. Such a detailed and rigours reconstruction of argumentative texts can

8 In pragmatic argumentation (argument scheme from positive and negative consequences), a normative
standpoint is defended by stating the negative or positive consequences of adopting a certain plan, policy or
action. In reductio ad absurdum, a standpoint is defended by pointing out that a consequence of the
contrary to the standpoint is an undisputable falsity (van Eemeren et al., 2009, p. 172-174).
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enrich and strengthen CDS’s explanatory critique by adding another source of
normativity. That is, it supplements the DHA with further evidence regarding the
manipulative character of hegemonic discourses. The analysis of speeches adheres to the

following procedure:

e At the level of contextualising argumentative discourse: The criticisms, objections
and accusations forwarded by Nasrallah’s opponents, i.e. the immediate context
which gave rise to the confrontation, are presented in the first section of each of
the analysis chapters (i.e. speech context). Thus, the speech context section
outlines the speech occasion and the related claims and arguments associated with

differences of opinion.

e At the level of locating arguments: This research follows argumentation scholars’
differentiation among argumentation, explanation and narration (Fairclough and
Fairclough, 2012; Reisigl, 2014; Walton, 2006). In their view, argumentation is
related to justifying and defending controversial claims with the aim of convincing
or persuading. Explanation aims to make something more comprehensible for the
objective of clarifying or specifying things, i.e. the starting point of an explanation
is accepted and not contested. Finally, narration can overlap with argumentation
when narrative episodes are employed to back up a claim, e.qg. illustrative
argumentation schemes (Reisigl, 2014). This distinction is important because
Nasrallah’s speeches have many instances of narration and explanation tied to

argumentation. In this case, the parts of speeches that are not related to the
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resolution of disagreements are excluded from the analysis. This is presented in

the preparatory section of each of the analysis chapters.

At the level of identifying and recovering argumentative content: The four
reconstruction transformation operations (see Section 3) are applied to ensure a

faithful reconstruction of Nasrallah’s argumentation.

At the level of reconstruction: The ideal model of critical discussion is the guiding
framework for the reconstruction of Nasrallah’s argumentation, based on which
the different stages of confrontation are reconstructed (confrontation, opening,
argumentation and concluding stages). A further guide is the set of
(argumentative) linguistic indicators (van Eemeren et al., 2007) that signal the

beginning, the various argumentative moves and the ending of each stage.

At the level of reconstructing argument schemes: In pragma-dialectics,
symptomatic, causal and comparison argumentation are the three generic types of
which all other argument schemes are sub-types. The analysis also refers to some
argument schemes that are identified by Walton et al. (2008), such as argument
from values, argument from sacrifice, argument from fear appeal, argument from
character to action and from action to character, which all fall under pragma-
dialectics generic types. Reference to the aforementioned schemes intends to

facilitate the reconstruction of arguments.
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At the level of evaluating arguments: The evaluation proceeds in the following
manner. First, following pragma-dialectics, the different argumentative schemes
are evaluated based on whether, or not, they conform to the ten rules of critical
discussion. Therefore, the evaluation specifies the types of violations involved and
their effects in derailing the critical testing of standpoints. Second, the rhetorical
effectiveness of some of these fallacies is assessed based on insights from
cognitive pragmatics. The objective is to show whether the acceptability of a
given representation depends on satisfying, or otherwise, audiences’ epistemic
vigilance. Third, the evaluation takes into account the effects of strategies
underpinning the legitimation of assertions regarding audiences’ epistemic
assessments (Hart, 2010, 2011), which, as I claim, are part of the discursive
construction of charisma. Figure 4.4, below, summarises the steps followed in the

implementation of the proposed model.
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Preparatory step: Follows the reconstruction transformation operations

!

Reconstruction: a) Follows the ideal model of critical discussion and linguistic indicators
b) Identifies argument schemes

!

Analysis: a) Shows how representation strategies enact the three aspects of strategic
manoeuvring and argument schemes
b) Identifies fallacies
¢) Shows how rescue narratives appear in premises for arguments
d) Identifies strategies pertaining to denying, shifting blame and legitimation

!

Evaluation: a) Evaluates fallacies as violations of the code of conduct
¢) Evaluates effectiveness of fallacies based on cognitive pragmatics
d) Evaluates charisma and its effects on audiences’ epistemic vigilance:
1. The construction of ethos (legitimation of assertions) and epistemic
vigilance
2. Rescue narrative as a tool to overcome audiences’ epistemic defences

Figure: 4.4 Steps for implementing the proposed model

5. Conclusion

In this chapter, | have presented the main premises for incorporating pragma-dialectics
into the DHA’s analytical framework. The model perceives the representation and
argumentative functions of discourse as linked, rather than dichotomous. | propose that
the DHA’s representation strategies are involved in the construction of argument schemes

and in formulating the three aspects of strategic manoeuvring. | also propose that strategic
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manoeuvring has a macro-function that goes hand in hand with resolving a difference of
opinion to one’s own advantage, i.e. a legitimation function. Moreover, I suggest that
rescue narratives have an argumentative function, inasmuch as elements of these
narratives are configured in premises for arguments. The chapter also provides a detailed
description of the steps followed in implementing the proposed model. My next
endeavour is to show the applicability of this model to the selected data and its efficacy in
offering appropriate answers to the thesis’s research questions. Therefore, the following

chapters attempt to implement the proposed model on four speeches given by Nasrallah.
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Chapter 5

July 2006 Speech: The Israeli war on Lebanon

1. Speech context

On 12 July 2006, and after a few hours of Hizbollah’s sudden military operation — ‘the
sincere promise’ — during which Hizbollah kidnapped two Israeli soldiers, Nasrallah held
a press conference. In it, Nasrallah declared that 12 July marked ‘loyalty day’ for three
Lebanese prisoners who had been held captive in Israel for several years (one of them had
been imprisoned for more than 25 years) and for ‘all Arab brothers who are captives and
prisoners in the occupation prisons (Israel)’.®> Nasrallah declared that this operation was
the ‘only available means’, which was ‘not only capable of releasing the three Lebanese
prisoners, but also shed light, at the international level, on the enormous suffering,
humiliation and tragedy that thousands of Arab, Palestinian and Lebanese prisoners and
their families had endured for years’. That is, he emphasised the nobility of the goal
(freeing prisoners) and the moral values that motivated the action (kidnapping Israeli

soldiers).

Warning his opponents against voicing their objections at such a critical time, he
announced that ‘any debate concerning the rightness or wrongness of the action” would
have to be postponed since ‘now is the time for solidarity and cooperation (due to the

expected Israeli retaliation)’. Moreover, Nasrallah confirmed that any countermeasures

55 These direct quotes are taken from Nasrallah’s press conference, which can be retrieved from Hizbollah’s
website: www.english.alahednews.com.lb
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taken by Israel would not succeed in freeing the Israeli soldiers and the only possible way

to release them was through ‘indirect bilateral negotiations to swap prisoners’.

Within a few hours of Nasrallah’s press conference, Israel waged war on Lebanon. The
main objectives of this military assault, according to an Israeli press release, were to free
the Israeli prisoners and dismantle Hizbollah’s military power. Within the first few days
of the Israeli aggression, hundreds of Lebanese civilians were killed, some were buried
under rubble, thousands were injured, hundreds of thousands were displaced, the national
airport was attacked, some bridges and power plants were destroyed. As the Israeli
aggression increased in its severity and brutality, opponents’ (the 14" of March party)
criticisms and objections to the kidnapping of the Israeli soldiers dramatically intensified.
The opponents’ main claim (counterclaim) — kidnapping Israeli soldiers was not the right
action — is substantiated by the following reasons:

e The action instigated open war with Israel;

e Nasrallah’s monopoly on the decision to wage war (informing neither the cabinet
nor parliament) gives him the political and moral responsibility for the decision
and ensuing repercussions (death toll, injuries, destruction etc.);

e The cost of freeing three prisoners was extremely high compared with the
treacherous consequences;

o Nasrallah ignored alternative actions that could have been taken, such as seeking
international diplomatic efforts to swap prisoners — as had been successfully done

before.

5 These arguments are taken from newspaper editorials and news reports concerning the progress of the
war, and the political statements of opposition leaders (see Chapter 2, section 5).
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On 25 July 2006, after two weeks of Israeli aggression and the controversy that the
kidnapping of the Israeli soldiers spurred was exacerbating, Nasrallah gave a speech to

respond to those criticisms and to clarify the reasons that motivated him to take action.®’

2. Speech analysis

2.1. Preparatory step

The analysis will only focus on the political aspects of the speech that are directly related
to differences of opinion (see Chapter 4, section 4.4). The parts related to diplomatic
efforts to bring about ceasefire (lines 104-125), the latest developments on the battlefield
(lines 126-154), such as the types of weaponry used, the names of cities under siege or
attack, the types of military fighting taking place on either side of the conflict, and the
effects of the psychological war launched by Israel (lines 155-177) are not included in the

analysis as they are not relevant to the resolution of disagreements.

This speech is an attempt, by Nasrallah, to restore the legitimacy of a controversial past
action, the consequences of which, whether positive or negative, are still in the making. It
is an attempt, on the one hand, to rebut the opposition’s counter-claim (kidnapping Israeli
soldiers was not the right action) by formulating arguments that endow the action with
normative legitimacy, and to defend himself against the accusations raised by his
opponents, on the other. Given the nature of the charismatic bond that relates Nasrallah to
his followers, i.e. they are more likely to be inclined to accept his claims out of trust (see

Chapter 3, section 6.3.3), it seems reasonable to suggest that Nasrallah’s focus is on the

57 The translated English version of the speech can be found in Appendix B and the original Arabic version
in Appendix C.
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14™ of March audience, who are swayed by their leaders’ untenable arguments and unfair
criticisms (lines 6-10). He is, thus, addressing his opponents’ audience at a time when the

sovereignty of the state is under direct attack.
2.2. Reconstruction and analysis
Confrontation Stage

The speech is divided into two parts. The first is an indirect response to the opposition’s
accusations and criticisms (lines 1-58), while the second part aims to legitimise and
defend the rightness of kidnapping Israeli soldiers (lines 59-103, 178-189). The objective
of the quasi-juridical part is to deny Nasrallah’s direct responsibility for instigating war
with Israel, to absolve himself of moral responsibility for the ensuing human suffering,
and to shift the blame onto others, i.e. to show that Nasrallah is not to be blamed. The
second part is an attempt to justify the rightness of his action through a series of
argumentum ad consequentiam. As for the quasi-juridical part, Nasrallah strategically
manoeuvres by leaving implicit the main accusations he aims to defend, as these are
highly damaging to his image. In this respect, Nasrallah selects from the ‘disagreement
space’ an issue which is easy to handle (topical potential). Thus, he presents the
disagreement as if it were a conflict over facts and the appropriate interpretation of them.
The 14" of March audience expected Nasrallah to explicitly address the accusations
raised against him, especially the cost of freeing three Lebanese prisoners, i.e. the
morality of the action. However, he shifts the discussion to the factual basis of his
opponents’ position and manages to cast doubt on their credibility. Nasrallah formulates

his arguments and argumentative moves utilizing the DHA’s representation strategies (see
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Chapter 4, section 4.1). | will refer to examples of referential, predication,
perspectivisation and mitigation strategies in the analyses. However, the main discussion
of intensification strategies is presented in Chapter 9, section 5. Where possible,

representation strategies are identified using the key presented in Table 5.1, below.

Referential strategies Single lines
Predication strategies Double lines
Perspectivization strategies Dashed lines
Important phrases or clauses Bold lines

Table 5.1: Key for identifying representation strategies

We have to know and understand the true reality of this war and the background to the

information, from political speeches, public statements either from officials in the
American administration or the Zionist enemy, or from those who rotate within their

the march. (lines 6-12)

Nasrallah presents the purpose of addressing the audience in a highly abstract form: ‘there
are things that I need to comment on’ (line 3—4), ‘things are much clearer now’ (line 7),

“facts which will all lead to the one obvious conclusion’ (line 10), ‘If we know which war we are

now fighting, we can know how to continue the march’ (line 12). This high level of abstraction
permits Nasrallah to implicitly refer to accusations and to portray members of the
audience as sensible and rational allies who are entitled to know the ‘true reality of this
war’ (line 6). As for the former, Nasrallah is referring to the accusation of instigating an
open war with Israel and suggests that there are facts and information that can verify
Israel’s responsibility. This new information that Nasrallah is about to disclose, which

contradicts the 14" of March audience’s background knowledge, will lead the audience to
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arrive at the ‘one obvious conclusion’; i.e. Israel is responsible for instigating war. This
means that the 14" of March audience’s knowledge about the war, which mainly derives
from the 14" of March leaders’ statements, speeches, and associated media, is distorted
and impaired. As for the latter, Nasrallah suggests that once members of the 14" of March
audience have access to the real facts, they will abandon the position of their leaders and

adopt Nasrallah’s more ‘logical and moral’ standpoint.

Nasrallah manages, on the one hand, to dissociate the audience from his opponents, and
as such, he presents the mixed dispute as being a non-mixed one, i.e. Nasrallah is trying
to resolve a disagreement with his political opponents and not the audience. On the other
hand, through argumentum ad hominem, he indirectly attacks the 14" of March leaders,
who do not know the facts, and even if they did they would be unable to arrive at ‘the one
obvious conclusion’ (line 11).%8 This ad hominem supports the claim that the arguments
and accusations put forward by the 14" of March leaders should not be accepted. This
claim is premised on the inability of the 14" of March leaders to have access to the ‘real
facts’ and to arrive at an appropriate interpretation and assessment of these facts, hence
they are non-credible sources of information and their claims should be questioned (X is

of a bad character; therefore, X is not credible and hence his arguments should not be

accepted).

The conclusion that should be derived from the facts — sourced from, for example, the

political statements of the Zionist enemy and the US administration (lines 8-11) — is not

% This fallacy is a violation of Rule 1, the Freedom Rule, which aims to restrict the other party’s freedom of
action and eliminate them as rational discussants by doubting their expertise and intelligence (the first
example mentioned above) or by casting suspicions on their motives (the second example).
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revealed at this stage. It is only declared at the argumentation stage: ‘it (the war) was an
American decision’ (line 58). There is another instance of argumentum ad hominem
(circumstantial) in: ‘those who rotate within their orbit’ (line 9-10). By ‘those’, Nasrallah
refers to the leaders of the 14" of March party (Nasrallah’s opponents), who are
metaphorically presented as those who succumb to American and Israeli will and control.
Because of their overt and harsh criticisms of kidnapping Israeli soldiers and their pro-
American affiliations, they become suspects of serving the enemy’s interests, i.e. he is
doubting their motives. Through this ad hominem, Nasrallah undermines the credibility
and trustworthiness of his opponents claiming that their actions are motivated by serving
the interests of the enemy, hence their claims and accusations should not be accepted.
Therefore, the negative representation of his opponents is accentuated through ad
hominem attacks and metaphorical expressions. Moreover, ad hominem attacks serve to
alert the (14" of March) audiences’ epistemic vigilance towards the untrustworthiness of
their leaders and their lack of credibility, thereby weakening the acceptability of their

claims (see Chapter 3, section, 6.3.3).

Adaptation to the audience is achieved not only through defining the differences as a non-
mixed dispute, but also via referential strategies (see Chapter 4, section 2), such as the use
of the pronouns ‘we’, ‘you’ and the possessive determiner ‘our’, which serve as a
collectivisation strategy (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001). To establish communion and empathy
with the (opponents’) audience, Nasrallah addresses them using the pronoun ‘you’: ‘I
want to talk to you’ (line 3).%° Nasrallah presents them as allies who are ready to continue

the battle under his leadership: If we (Lebanese) know which war we are now fighting,

5 In Arabic, you (antoum) indicates familiarity and is a sign of a conversational style.
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we can know how to continue the march’ (line 11-12). With these assimilation strategies
(see Chapter 4, section 2), he positions the 14" of March audience as being part of his
defence strategy against the Israeli aggression, rather than being on the other side, i.e.
tipping the balance of the audience in his favour. He is thus appealing to the duties and
responsibilities that the audience should accept once they are confronted with the facts.
Nasrallah praises and flatters the Lebanese, who are qualified as a ‘proud and dignified

people’ (line 2), and their endurance is ‘miraculous’ (line 1).

In contrast, ideological anthroponyms (ideologonyms, see Chapter 4, section 2) used as
referential strategies (Reisigl & Wodak 2009), such as the ‘Zionist enemy’ (line 9) and
‘barbaric Zionist aggression’ (line 1), indicate the ideological position and perspective
that Nasrallah adopts. A noteworthy presentation device is the level of ambiguity and
abstraction conferred on the main issues to be tackled: ‘things to comment on’, ‘attitudes
ambiguity, which serves as a mitigation strategy, conforms with Nasrallah’s evasion
strategy, namely, avoid mentioning points of disagreement. After casting doubt on the
14™ of March party’s position and credibility, Nasrallah embarks on revealing the sources

of his knowledge/ facts.

Opening Stage

At the opening stage, the starting points of the discussion are stated, the roles of the

participants in the dispute are delineated, and concessions derived from exploiting

70 Ambiguity fallacy is a violation of Language Use Rule, Rule 10 of critical discussion, and is caused by
referential, semantic or syntactic ambiguity.
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common background knowledge and beliefs (endoxa) are established. With respect to
participants’ roles, Nasrallah is the antagonist of his opponents’ counterclaim (the
kidnapping was a wrong action) and the protagonist of his own claim (the kidnapping was
the right action) at the same time. This stage opens with Nasrallah revealing the sources
of facts which lend themselves to the ‘true reality of this war’ (line 6). Ironically, the
source of his factual basis is a statement from the US Foreign Secretary of State,
Condoleezza Rice, in which she declared the birth of the ‘New Middle East’ (the

statement was made a few days after the Israeli assault on Lebanon):

After the US Foreign Secretary of State’s statement about the new Middle East, by
which she means the American-Israeli new Middle East, can anyone believe that this
huge enormous project (the new Middle East) was born a few days after the Resistance
captured the two Israeli soldiers? (lines 13-16)

Nasrallah strategically manoeuvres by (implicitly) eliciting concessions derived from a
rhetorical question. The proposition conveyed in the rhetorical question (the new Middle
East is a pre-planned project) is, thus, taken as a common starting point for the discussion,
instead of being defended. By appealing to the audience’s common sense — no one
believes that this huge project could have been born within a few days — he presents his
claim as if it is self-evident and does not need proof. Thus, he commits the fallacy of
evading the burden of proof.”* Nasrallah further substantiates this assumption through an

explicit assertion: ‘All the evidence confirms that the preparation to launch this project

(the new Middle East) started at least one year ago’ (lines 17—18). This means that the

14" of March party advanced a false proposition; i.e. kidnapping the soldiers gave Israel a

71 Presenting a standpoint as self-evident, immunising it from criticism and giving a personal guarantee as
to its rightness are argumentative attempts by which the protagonist violates the Obligation to Defend Rule,
Rule 2 (see Appendix A).
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pretext to wage war against Lebanon is wrong. However, Nasrallah asserts that there are

obstacles that impede the implementation of the ‘new Middle East’ project.

In the new Middle East, there is no place for any Resistance Movement, so work is
needed to remove these obstacles exemplified by the Resistance Movements in
Lebanon, Palestine, Syria and Iran. (lines 21-23)

Nasrallah’s evidence for the presence of obstacles facing the project is based on

American estimations. He states: ‘According to American estimations there are obstacles

facing the new Middle East’ (line 18-19). Nasrallah’s strategic ambiguity (estimations,
obstacles) makes it hard for the audience to question and evaluate the nature of the
evidence and the source of the information. In Nasrallah’s view, what Rice means by the
‘new Middle East’ is an area that will be directly controlled by the US administration and
Israel in order to manage and exploit the region’s ‘resources and wealth’ (line 20).
Nasrallah finally reveals that the Resistance movements in Lebanon, Syria and Iran are
‘the obstacles’ that prevent the US and Israel from implementing the project. Though
Nasrallah attributes the sources of his information to Rice and American estimations (the
supposed enemy), he provides his own interpretation of what the ‘new Middle East’

project amounts to.

The question that presents itself here is whether Nasrallah misrepresents, distorts or
exaggerates the views of the group that his opponents affiliate with (the US), i.e. commits

the straw man fallacy.’? Despite the fact that Rice declared the birth of the new Middle

72 Misrepresenting, distorting or attributing a fictitious standpoint to (fictitious or real) an opponent or
referring to the views of the group to which the opponent belongs are violations of Rule 3, the Standpoint
Rule.
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East, there is no official document or statement from the US administration that clearly
defines or clarifies what is meant by it. Nasrallah’s reference to statements attributed to
American officials aims to satisfy the 14" of March audiences’ epistemic filters, due to
the latter’s overt affiliation to the US, thereby enhancing the acceptability of his
propositions. This is because by referring to an expert opinion (Rice), the likelihood of
accepting statements attributed to the source is enhanced (source X is an expert in a
specific domain that contains proposition A and X asserts that A is true; therefore, A may
plausibly be taken to be true). Another instance of adapting to the audience can be seen in
paving the way for a hypothetical future scenario presented in terms of obstacles that
should be removed (lines 22—23). By defining these obstacles as inherently linked to the
Resistance movements in Lebanon, Syria and Iran, he is appealing to common
background knowledge and beliefs, in particular, the shared ideology that Lebanon is a

Resistance country (Resistance as a binding ideology).

As for presentational devices, the ‘new Middle East’ is referred to as the ‘huge enormous
project’ (line 15) and it is negatively qualified as being under American and Israeli
control (line 19-20) and the place in which there is ‘no place for any Resistance
Movement’ (lines 21-22). Resistance movements are metaphorically portrayed as
‘obstacles facing the new Middle East’ (line 18-19), which the Americans must remove.
The metaphor is purposefully used to propagate fear, which will be further accentuated in
the hypothetical future scenario. Referential and predication strategies serve to construct a

negative representation of the ‘new Middle East’.

Finally, in this stage, Nasrallah manages to establish his credibility and objectivity by

emphasising his reliance on facts and attributing propositions to authorities whom the
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respective audiences trust (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3). To enhance his ethical status,
Nasrallah constructs himself as helping and saving the Lebanese people through a rescue

narrative, which he exploits in the argumentation stage.
Argumentation Stage

The line of defence that is related to the quasi-juridical part of the speech depends mainly
on arguments from authority (Rice’s statement) and arguments from example. Nasrallah’s
use of arguments from authority in the form of attributing propositions to Condoleezza
Rice (line 13) makes the starting point unquestionable, because the members of the 14" of
March audience consider her a credible source. The rhetorical effectiveness of this ad
verecundiam is achieved by attributing propositions to an external source whom members
of the opposition audience are expected to trust, thus satisfying their epistemic filters
(Oswald & Hart, 2013) and enhancing Nasrallah’s credibility at the same time.”® As
mentioned earlier, Nasrallah claims that the main objective of the pre-planned new
Middle East is to eliminate resistance movements in the region (in Syria, Lebanon, Iran
and Palestine) (lines 21-23). Therefore, he tries to back up a general claim by illustrating
how this is the case in Palestine (lines 24-30), using an argument from analogy."
However, drawing such a general conclusion based on evidence derived from one

example is an instance of hasty generalization or secundum quid.” To make the

3 This fallacy is a violation of Rule 8, the Argument Scheme Rule. It presents the standpoint as right
because an authority says it is right (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992, p. 213).

74 The argument from example (Garssen, 2017; van Eemeren et al., 2007) echoes the topos of illustrative
examples identified by Wodak et al. (2009). For the difference between argument from example and
argument from analogy see (Garssen, 2017 p. 35).

75 This fallacy is a violation of the Argument Scheme Rule, Rule 8. Its fallaciousness is attributed to the
incorrect application of the argument scheme of concomitance by making generalisations based upon
observations that are not representative or sufficient.
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illustrative example more convincing, it is formulated using cause-effect relations in
which one event is, supposedly, the cause of the following event.

The project started in Palestine. What was required was the termination of the
Resistance Movement in Palestine. [---] They (lIsraelis)_Killed Palestinian people,
starved them, deprived them of humanitarian aid, and they were pushing things to the
verge of internal strife. Then, the operation to capture the Israeli soldier in Gaza took
place. The importance of this operation is that it pushed away the danger of internal
strife, and returned Palestinians to their true and original battle. (lines 24-30)

According to Nasrallah, because the resistance movement (Hamas) won the parliamentary
elections, the Palestinians were punished (Killed, subject to starvation, put under siege)
and pushed to the verge of civil strife. Then, Hamas’s operation to capture an Israeli
soldier changed the scene, prevented civil strife and redirected the Palestinians back to
their original battle. This example shows the pressure that the Palestinian resistance was
subject to, despite winning the elections, and seeks to draw a lesson from Palestinians’
response to the kidnapping operation. This means that just as capturing an Israeli soldier
in Gaza united Palestinians and redirected them back to their original battle (fighting
Israel), this should have been the case in Lebanon or how the 14" of March leaders
should have reacted to Hizbollah’s operation (kidnapping Israeli soldiers). This could also
be taken as an indirect ad hominem attack on his opponents, who failed to meet the

expected measures.

With respect to the Lebanese context, Nasrallah uses the same strategy of enumerating
events in the form of cause-effect relations (lines 31-51), which pertain to the efforts
made by the US administration and Israel to find a domestic party that will terminate
Hizbollah. The objective is to deny his direct responsibility for instigating war and to find

a blame-taker, i.e. an entity that Nasrallah can blame for instigating war. For example:
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‘They (Americans and Israelis) bet, but their bets failed at the local level, for they did not
find anyone capable of terminating the Resistance Movement and ending its existence in
Lebanon’ (lines 33—-34). This is because, as Nasrallah states, the Americans ‘were
surprised by the public support that the Resistance Movement enjoys’ (line 35-36).
Therefore, they had to bet on the national army to eliminate Hizbollah (lines 36-43), but

this also failed due to the patriotism of the Army and its leaders.

Three points are worth mentioning here. First, by presenting the case as if the resistance
(Hizbollah) is facing an imminent threat, by virtue of a pre-planned project, he is
appealing to the audiences’ compassion and empathy through propagating fear. Thus, he
is defending his position using ad misericordiam.’® Second, by flattering the audience,
other political factions and the army for their patriotic and nationalist views (refusing to
take part in terminating Hizbollah), he is appealing to people’s emotions by stirring
symbols of national pride, i.e. ad populum fallacy or pathetical fallacy.”” Nasrallah plays
on the audience’ sentiments by using emotively laden language to arose emotions in
support of his position (i.e. emotions such as enthusiasm, pride, anger, or disgust are used
to express evidence for statement A; therefore, statement A is true). Third, by referring to
a set of (internal) political actors who refused to take part in terminating Hizbollah, he is
evoking elements of a conspiracy plot prepared by the Americans.’® Therefore, through

the construction of a conspiracy, Nasrallah manages to deny direct responsibility, claim

76 This fallacy violates Rule 1, the Freedom Rule, by playing on the other party’s feelings of compassion.
77 This ad populum violates Rule 4, the Relevance Rule, of critical discussion by exploiting emotions and
sentiments, i.e. using non-argumentative means of persuasion.

78 Recently, Oswald and Herman (2016) assert the argumentative function of conspiracy theories. The
authors propose a rhetorical-pragmatic model to analyse the argumentative elements embedded in
conspiracy theories.
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victimhood (victim-perpetrator reversal strategy in the DHA’s terms) and create culprits

to blame.

This series of failed attempts led the Americans to conclude that: ‘there is no local way
they can bet on to terminate the Resistance Movement and wipe out its existence’ (lines
52-56). The same is equally true for Hizbollah’s regional allies — Syria and Iran — who
refused to terminate Hizbollah (lines 48-51). Therefore, ‘1t was an American decision to
wage an Israeli war on Lebanon’ (line 58) which, according to Nasrallah, was supposed to
take place in ‘late September or the beginning of October’ (lines 61-62). As a
consequence, Nasrallah manages to shift the blame onto the Americans, who hold the

responsibility for instigating the war.

Nasrallah’s narration of this succession of events in the form of one event following
another is highly effective. This is because a cause-effect relation “suggests only a
minimum of disputable connections” (van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 1999, p. 491).
However, causal argumentation does not seem to offer a conclusive support to the claim —
the war was an American decision. To judge the fallaciousness of causal argument
schemes, van Eemeren et al. (2007) propose a set of critical questions to evaluate whether
the proposed cause does indeed lead to the mentioned (un)desirable result, or whether the
proposed effects can be caused by another cause or achieved by other means. Answering
this set of critical questions reveals the following. First, presenting the idea of punishing
the Palestinian people — which is indeed a fact — due to Hamas’s victory in the election, is
a biased representation, if not erroneous. There are other causes, such as Hamas’s desire
for autonomy after taking over Gaza and Hamas’s continuous shelling of some Israeli

villages. Secondly, Hamas’s kidnapping of the Israeli soldier was welcomed by Hamas’s
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supporters and followers, whereas other Palestinian factions criticised the action and

considered it an unwarranted escalation with Israel.

These fallacious cause-effect arguments are based on Nasrallah’s own personal
observations and understanding of events. These fallacious attempts are instances of the
post hoc ergo propter hoc fallacy.”® However, the primary function of these causal
relations is to deny his direct responsibility for instigating the war (implicitly responding
to the opposition’s accusation) and to justify the attribution of blame to another party —

the Americans are to blame.

It is at this stage that the speech shifts from an indirect response to accusations to an
attempt to legitimate the action of kidnapping Israeli soldiers, i.e. to show that the action
of kidnapping Israeli soldiers was a right action. On finally reaching ‘the one obvious
conclusion’ (line 11), that he is not to blame because the Americans had pre-planned and
prepared the war, he narrates a fictitious scenario of a presumed pre-planned war.

The plan (hypothetical scenario) entails that all of a sudden, with or without a pretext
(kidnapping the soldiers), the enemy (Israel) [---] launches a wide ground offensive to
take full control of the south of Litani region in order to prevent launching missiles.
At the same time, the Israeli Air Force strikes the homes of senior Hizbollah officials,
Hizbollah’s headquarters and institutions, and the infrastructure to cripple the
Resistance and the whole country [-----]. This (the plan) was intended to be a harsh
blow from which it is difficult to recover. This is the scenario that would have been

implemented had we not captured the Israeli soldiers. (lines 65-73)

The causal-relations of this narrative are of the means-goal type. For example, part of the

pre-planned war scenario, according to Nasrallah, is a wide ground military invasion to

9 This fallacy is a violation of Rule 8, the Argument Scheme Rule. It amounts to an incorrect use of the
scheme of causality, which leads to inferring a cause-effect relation from the mere observation that two
events take place one after the other (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992, p. 213).
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the south of the Litani region (a Hizbollah stronghold) with the goal of preventing
Hizbollah from launching missiles. Air strikes are expected to hit the homes of senior
Hizbollah officials and headquarters with the goal of paralysing Hizbollah’s military
power, and hence paralysing Hizbollah. According to Nasrallah, the kidnapping of the
Israeli soldiers ‘prevented the most dangerous plan and the worst war scenario for

Lebanon and the Resistance, and the Lebanese people’ (lines 75-77).

Through this hypothetical dreadful scenario, Nasrallah constructs the elements of a self-
defence rescue narrative (see Chapter 3, section 7.1): the villains are the Americans and
the Israelis, the victims are Hizbollah and the Lebanese people, the hero/ victim is
Hizbollah who acts to defend himself and the Lebanese nation. The hypothetical scenario
invokes fear and a sense of urgency to deal with the looming danger; therefore, it leads
the audience to the conclusion that something should be done to eliminate the foreseen
threat. The sense of fear that is propagated through the construction of a hypothetical
scenario has a dual function. On the one hand, it warns the audience against loss of
national autonomy, independence, freedom, and sovereignty. In this case he is warning
the public against heteronomy, i.e. exploiting a strategy of heteronomisation (see Chapter
4, section 2). On the other, it unites different sections of the audience in a quest to oppose
an imminent threat, i.e. using a unification strategy (see Chapter 4, section 2). From a
different point of view, the elements of the rescue narrative seem to configure as premises
in the argument from fear appeal. Adopting Walton’s et al. (2008, p. 333) scheme, the

argument from fear appeal can be reconstructed as follows:

Premise 1: If Hizbollah did not kidnap the soldiers, then the worst war scenario will
take place

Premise 2: The war scenario is very bad for the resistance and for Lebanon

Premise 3: Therefore, the scenario ought to be prevented if possible
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Premise 4: But the only way to prevent the worst war scenario is to take Israel by
surprise through kidnapping soldiers
Conclusion: Therefore, Hizbollah had to kidnap the soldiers

The rescue narrative allows Nasrallah to construct himself as a saviour or as the one
whose actions will bring salvation to the Lebanese people, i.e. the action should be
praised and not criticised. It also frames the action as serving Lebanon’s national interest,
which is in stark contradiction to opponents’ claims. Moreover, the negative effects of the
hypothetical future scenario also appear as premises for argumentum ad consequentiam.
These negative consequences highlight what would be the case had Nasrallah not taken
the action, i.e. the worst war scenario would have been implemented.®

In a single moment, the south of Litani is invaded. Homes, centres, and institutions are
raided. We (Hizbollah) would thus lose control, the ability to communicate together
and the ability to manoeuvre, as a result the Resistance is terminated. (lines 82—-85)

This chain of events that the war scenario is expected to trigger takes the form of the
slippery-slope fallacy.®! At the same time, Nasrallah defends his descriptive standpoint
(kidnapping of Israeli soldiers was right) ) by highlighting the positive consequences of
kidnapping the Israeli soldiers, i.e. argumentum ad consequentiam.®? One of the most
important positive consequences of capturing the soldiers is that the ‘Zionist enemy found
himself in a humiliating position’ (lines 78-79), which caused the Israelis to rush to war

instead of continuing their preparations until the ‘end of September or the beginning of

8 This variant of ad consequentiam is the fallacious counterpart of the argument scheme reductio ad
absurdum. The fallacy is a violation of the Argument Scheme Rule, Rule 8. It consists of pointing to the
consequences of the contrary to the standpoint (see Chapter 4, section 4.3).

81 This fallacy is a violation of Rule 8, the Argument Scheme Rule, it uses the scheme of causality
incorrectly by erroneously suggesting that by taking a course of action one will be moving from a bad
situation to a worse one.

82 This variant of ad consequentiam is a violation of the Argument Scheme Rule, Rule 8. It consists of
defending a factual or descriptive standpoint by pointing to the positive consequences, i.e. confusing facts
with value judgements (see Chapter 4, section 4.3).
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October’ (line 62). By going to war earlier than planned, Hizbollah prevented ‘the enemy
(Israel) from taking us (Hizbollah/Lebanon) by surprise’ (line 81). These positive
consequences will probably lead the audience to evaluate the action as desirable, since
they confirm to the anti-Zionist ideology that most Lebanese subscribe to. Similarly,
preventing Israel from implementing the pre-planned war scenario and saving the
Lebanese from its horrendous effects might also lead to a positive evaluation of the

action.

The second level of legitimation emphasises the moral values that informed the goal, and
based on which the action is in turn justified. In this case, Nasrallah is advancing an
argument from moral values to justify the goal (Macagno & Walton, 2010; Macagno,
2013), followed by an argument from the nobility of a goal scheme (van Eemeren et al.,
2007, van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992), to justify the means via which the goal is
realised.® In an argument from moral values, the goal (saving and protecting Lebanon
from the worst war scenario) is justified based on the moral values (Lebanon’s freedom,
sovereignty, and independence) that motivate the goal (i.e. a value is a reason to retain
commitment to a goal), whereas in an argument from the nobility of a goal, the action
(kidnapping the Israeli soldiers) is justified based on the nobility of the goal (i.e.
contributing to a noble goal is a reason for doing an action). Therefore, the action that was
classified by Nasrallah’s opponents as falling within the category of actions that ruin and
devastate the country is redefined and reframed, through a rescue narrative, as an action

that saved and rescued Lebanon and the Lebanese from the worst war scenario. It is at

8 According to van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992), the argument scheme from the nobility of a goal is a
subtype of causal argumentation. The scheme emphasises the nobility of the goal that the action is expected
to realise, thereby justifying the action/ means.
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this stage that the relation between salvation/ rescue narratives (part of the construction of

charisma) can be related to audience epistemic vigilance (see Chapter 4, section 4.2)

Members of the14™ of March audience are most likely against the action, by virtue of the
criticisms advanced by their leaders and the materialised negative consequences of the
action. Thus, they are expected to exercise vigilance towards a representation that
contradicts or is incoherent with their background information related to the action.
Therefore, to make his justification coheres with their background knowledge and beliefs,
Nasrallah induces them to access a less highly activated set of indisputable beliefs that
weigh in favour of the action (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3). This is achieved, as | propose,
through a rescue or salvation narrative. The salvation/ rescue narrative, which invokes
nationalist and anti-Zionist ideologies, might trigger members of the audience to revise

their previous assumptions or provisionally entertain the new representation.

Based on this view, the action of kidnapping Israeli soldiers, which brought war, has to be
regarded as an act of resistance and as serving the goal of saving and rescuing Lebanon
from the worst war scenario (line 102). According to Nasrallah, if the project was
implemented it would ‘bring Lebanon back under American-Israeli domination and
control’ (lines 94-95). Classifying the action as falling within the category of the praised
and honourable actions of the Resistance movement entails the action of kidnapping the
Israeli soldiers being honourable and praiseworthy. In this case, Nasrallah is advancing an
argument from classification (Macagno, 2013; Walton et al., 2008, p. 68). Nasrallah
explicitly states the conclusion of the confrontation, which is presented in value-laden

lexes that invoke national sentiments.
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prevent this war from achieving its goals and to engage in the battle of liberating the
rest of our land and prisoners and to engage in the battle of true sovereignty and true

independence [---] nor are we going to accept any formula (ceasefire) that is against
national sovereignty, interests and independence, especially after all these sacrifices
and no matter how long this confrontation lasts and no matter how huge the sacrifices

will be. Our true and basic slogan is dignity first. (lines 99-102, 113-117)

However, the second type of argumentum ad consequentiam is concerned with the
negative consequences of capturing the soldiers (lines 117-118).84 It is, therefore, an
indirect response to the opponents’ accusation related to the number of casualties and the
level of destruction. Thus, he speaks about huge sacrifices, destroyed infrastructure and
homes. Interestingly, Nasrallah refers euphemistically to the deaths of thousands of
Lebanese. Given the set of moral values which underlie the goal, these negative
consequences have to be seen as sacrifices in the battle for sovereignty and independence.
Accordingly, the negative consequences of capturing the soldiers become premises in an
argument from sacrifice (Walton et al., 2008, p. 322). Adopting Walton’s et al. argument

scheme, Nasrallah’s argument from sacrifice can be reconstructed as follows:

Premise 1: For the thing X (saving and rescuing Lebanon) sacrifice S (human
losses, destruction etc.) is made

Premise 2: If a great sacrifice S has been made for X, then the value V of X will
be greater

Premise 3: A great sacrifice S has been made

Conclusion: X (saving and protecting Lebanon) is of a great value V

In other words, saving and protecting Lebanon, as well as preserving Lebanon’s dignity,
sovereignty, and independence, is worthy of these sacrifices. Nasrallah’s line of defence
for legitimating the action of kidnapping the Israeli soldiers can be reconstructed as

shown in Figure 5.2, below.

8 This variant of ad consequentiam is a violation of the Argument Scheme Rule, Rule 8. It consists of
defending a factual or descriptive standpoint by pointing to the negative consequences, i.e. confusing facts
with value judgements.
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Opponents’ Counterclaim: Kidnapping the

Israeli soldiers was wrong

‘—{ Rebut Counterclaim: Kidnapping the Israeli soldiers was right

Negative Relatively Negative Positive Consequences
Consequences of Accepted in Consequences Had of Doing the Action:
Doing the Action: Argument from the Action not Taken -Israel was humiliated
- (Human losses) Sacrifice: Place - Israel was unable to
-Destroyed -Saving and -Worst war scenario take us by surprise
infrastructure protecting Lebanon would have been -Israel was unable to
-Destroyed homes are worthy implemented contlnue_ its war
-Resistance movement preparations
would have been -Prevented the worst
terminated war scenario

Figure 5.2: Positive and negative consequences of kidnapping the Israeli soldiers

The aforementioned arguments are formulated to suit the audience’s preferences. In the
part related to denying direct responsibility and shifting the blame, Nasrallah exploits
anti-Zionist and anti-American sentiments. Through narrating past events that took place
in Palestine and Lebanon, Nasrallah constructs a regional in-group (Lebanon, Palestine,
Syria and Iran) that is in a constant struggle to defeat American and Israeli plots. At the
national level, what caused the defeat of these plots is the unity, solidarity, nationalism,
and patriotism of the ‘dear Lebanese people’ (line 90). Similarly, in the part related to
legitimation of the action, Nasrallah constructs a horrifying and frightening scene of what
the situation would be had the action not taken place. This is also emphasised by the
negative attributions with which the plan/ project is predicated, ‘most dangerous plan’,

‘the worst war scenario’.
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In his presentation of the arguments, Nasrallah manages to construct two contrasting
scenes. The first relates to the calamities of the would-be-scenario contrasted with the
advantages gained by capturing the soldiers. Had Hizbollah not captured the soldiers and
the pre-planned scenario been implemented, a ‘wide ground offensives’ and air strikes
(line 67) would have ‘crippled’ (line 70) the resistance and made it ‘lose control’. At the
national level, the objectives of the scenario are to ‘bring Lebanon back under American-
Israeli domination’ (line 95) and to dissociate Lebanon from its ‘history, commitment,
culture and real identity’ (lines 96-97). This is immediately contrasted with humiliating
Israel, thus forcing it to start the war. Given all these invaluable gains of the action, what
the ‘Resistance did is guided by Divine mercy’ (line 93). At this level, Nasrallah alludes
to religious convictions that not only guide this action but also provide a third level of

normative legitimacy.

Concluding Stage

Nasrallah explicitly states the conclusion of the discussion, ‘We (Hizbollah) are

determined to continue fighting and to stand up to protect our dignity and our sovereignty

and our freedom’ (lines 179-181). In this assertion, Nasrallah presumes that he has
successfully refuted the accusations raised against him and presented conclusive evidence
that weighs in favour of the action. To put it differently, Nasrallah’s statement implicitly
asserts the righteousness of the action. Thus, the practical conclusion that can be drawn is
to continue along the same lines. In this case, Nasrallah commits the fallacy of making an

absolute of the success of the defence.® Nasrallah concludes the confrontation by

8 This fallacy violates the Concluding Rule, Rule 9, by concluding that a standpoint is true merely because
it has been successfully defended.
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selecting lexical terms that convey religious convictions. On the one hand, this gives
legitimacy (fighting Israel is a religious duty) to the action, and on the other it emphasises

the need for more sacrifices to attain the noble goal of saving and protecting Lebanon.

Interestingly, at the level of religious legitimation, the register shifts from the more
inclusive ‘we’, which encompasses all Lebanese irrespective of their political affiliations,
to the use of pronominals and determiners that refer only to Hizbollah fighters and their
direct community. This can be deduced from Nasrallah’s reference to ‘martyrdom’ (line
179) and the ‘promised victory’ (line 182), which alludes to the ‘Divine Promise’
(religionyms, Reisigl & Wodak 2001). In this view, martyrdom ‘creates victory’ (line
179) and “all this blessed blood must win over the sword’ (line 187—188). This means that
the Almighty has promised Hizbollah, being God’s party, victory, which is only
attainable through sacrifice, steadfastness, and patience. This is an effective way of
adapting to Hizbollah’s immediate audience. After all, it is Hizbollah’s fighters who are
on the battlefield and Hizbollah’s audience who are paying the highest price and whose

blood ‘will win over the sword’ (line 187-188).

3. Conclusion

The analysis of this speech illustrates the mechanisms that Nasrallah deploys to take
advantage of the rhetorical opportunities afforded by the dialectical situation in each
stage. Nasrallah’s strategic manoeuvring is evident through the careful selection of topical
potential, adaptation to the audience and presentational devices that he exploits in his
attempt to attain two interrelated goals: responding to accusations and restoring

intersubjective recognition of a controversial past action.
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In the confrontation stage, Nasrallah manages to manipulate the ‘zone of disagreement’
by implicitly responding to accusations and presenting differences of opinion in terms of
conflicts over facts instead of moral values. In this respect, he chooses to defend himself
against blame for instigating war with Israel, while ignoring the issue of his moral
responsibility for human losses. In dealing in an indirect way with some accusations, he is
thus using an evasion strategy that permits him to avoid contradictions with respective
audiences. In fact, flattering the audience and presenting them as rational allies who are
ready to adopt his standpoints once they are confronted with the ‘reality of things’ were

the dominant strategies in the opening stage.

Manipulating the audience’s emotions, such as fear, was fully exploited in the
argumentation stage. The construction of a hypothetical future scenario and presenting
himself (and Hizbollah) as the saviour of the Lebanese people allows Nasrallah to deny
responsibility for instigating war, and to construct blame-takers. This portrayal feeds into
a favourable evaluation of the action. In addition, the positive consequences of
kidnapping the Israeli soldiers seem to indicate that these outweigh the negative
consequences that have already materialised. Moral values, in the form of indisputable
political ideology as well as group-specific religious convictions, were also deployed to
legitimise the action. The speech concludes by reminding the audience of their duty to

defend the country and by an overwhelming assertion of victory.

However, what is omitted or subject to silencing is of equal importance from a DHA
perspective. Although the text is, in essence, a response to opponents’ criticisms, there is
no direct reference to them. Opponents are only implicitly criticised due to their lack of
facts and misreading. Nasrallah only implicitly deals with the accusations levelled against
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him, i.e. opponents as social actors and their criticisms are backgrounded. Similarly,
opponents’ claim that there is another way in which Lebanese prisoners can be released
(diplomatic efforts to swap prisoners) is absent from the discussion. Therefore,
Nasrallah’s presentation of the disagreement amounts to creating a false dilemma through
which alternative means of action are ruled out of the discussion (either A or B is true and
A is not true; therefore, B is true). Nasrallah reduces the range of options to deal with the
anticipated Israeli war to either wait for Israel to continue its preparations to wage war on
Lebanon in September/ October or take Israel by surprise and drag it into war. According
to Nasrallah, granting Israel time to continue its war preparations is not the Resistance
preferred option. Therefore, forcing Israel to start the war and preventing it from taking
the Lebanese by surprise is the right choice. This strategy feeds into justifying the

rightness of the action of kidnapping the Israeli soldiers.

The analysis shows the significance of the DHA’s representation strategies in
constructing premises for arguments as well as argumentation stages. Referential
strategies (e.g. Zionist enemy, martyrs, inclusive we etc.), predication strategies (e.g. the
orbit metaphor, evaluative adjectives and allusions) and intensification and mitigation
strategies (vague expressions and presuppositions), as well as perspectivisation strategies
(e.g. deictics, indirect speech, and intensifying adverbs), were exploited by Nasrallah
throughout his argumentation. However, a more detailed discussion of the relation
between representation strategies and their role in argumentation is presented in Chapter 9

section 5.
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Reconstruction of the argument

- Quasi-juridical defence to avoid blame:

(1.) (I/Nasrallah should not be blamed for instigating war)
1.1 We should know the facts and the true reality of war

1.1.1 Condoleezza Rice announced the birth of the new Middle East

1.1.1.1a The new Middle East project was not born within few days
of kidnapping the Israeli soldiers

1.1.1.1a.1 It was a pre-planned project

(1.1.1.1a.2) (Those who believe that the Israeli war was a response
to the kidnapping of the soldiers are wrong)

1.1.1.1a.3 The war was intended to start later this year

1.1.1.1a.4 Israel was continuing its preparations

1.1.2 The project aims to terminate Resistance movements in the region
1.1.2.1a. The project started in Palestine
1.1.2.1a.1 Hamas’s kidnapping of the Israeli soldier reunited

Palestinians
(1.1.2.1a.2) (The opposition should have embraced the action
instead of criticising it)

1.1.3 In Lebanon, the bets to find someone to terminate Hizbollah failed
1.1.3.1a No internal party is capable of terminating Hizbollah
1.1.3.1a.1 The army refused to have a confrontation with Hizbollah
1.1.3.1a.2 It was the American decision to wage an Israeli war on

Lebanon
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-Legitimation of action:
(2.) (The action of kidnapping the Israeli soldiers was right)
(2.1) (The worst war scenario should be avoided)
2.1.1 It is the worst war scenario
2.1.1.1a Hizbollah would be terminated
2.1.1.1b Lebanon would be under Israeli domination
2.1.1.1c This would jeopardise Lebanon’s safety, unity, freedom
and independence
(2.2.) (Avoiding the worst war scenario is the right thing to do)
2.2.1 We have to protect Lebanon’s freedom, independence, and
sovereignty
2.2.2 Our goal is to save and rescue Lebanon from the worst
war scenario
2.2.2.1a. (Kidnapping the soldiers is a means to achieve the goal)
(2.2.2.1a.1) (Hizbollah had to kidnap the soldiers to save Lebanon
from the worst war scenario)
2.3 The kidnapping of the Israeli soldiers is an act of resistance
2.3.1 It is against US and Israeli ploys in Lebanon
(2.3.1.1a) (Acts of resistance are honourable and praised)
(2.3.1.1a.1) (The kidnapping is an honourable and praiseworthy
act)
(2.3.1.1a.2) (The kidnapping should be positively evaluated)
(2.4) (The kidnapping of the Israeli soldiers saved Lebanon from the worst war

scenario)
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2.4.1 The kidnapping prevented Israel from continuing its war
preparations
2.4.2 Israel was humiliated
2.4.3 Israel was deprived of taking us by surprise
2.4.4 Israel was unable to continue with its war preparations
2.4.5 (The action should be positively evaluated)
2.5 Our true and basic slogan is dignity first, no matter what the sacrifices are
2.5.1 Homes and infrastructure were destroyed
(2.5.2) (Hundreds of innocent civilians were killed)
2.5.3 Martyrs from different groups paid with their lives
2.5.4 Lebanon’s dignity, freedom and independence are worthy of these
sacrifices
2.6 We are determined to continue fighting and to stand up to protect our dignity,
sovereignty and freedom
2.6.1 We have been promised victory
2.6.1.1a (The Almighty has promised us victory)
2.6.2 We will win this battle, this blessed blood will win over the

sword.
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Chapter 6

December 2006 speech: The formation of a new government

1. Speech context

The Israeli war on Lebanon (analysed in Chapter 5) ended on thel4 August 2006 with the
ratification of United Nations resolution ‘1707°. The resolution calls for the: (1)
immediate cessation of hostilities by both sides; (2) withdrawal of Israeli troops from
newly occupied territories; (3) withdrawal of Hizbollah’s fighters from the Litani zone;
(4) disarmament of all armed groups in Lebanon; (5) deployment of new UN troops
(UNIFIL) to monitor violations. On the 14 August 2006, Nasrallah gave a speech —
known as the ‘Victory Speech’ — in which he praised the Lebanese people for the unity,
solidarity, warmth, and empathy that they had shown to their fellow displaced citizens. In
the same speech, Nasrallah called for the formation of a new national unity government,
with the power of veto, with the 8" of March party (Hizbollah coalition), i.e. securing a
third of the quorum. The objective was to veto decisions that could be threatening to

Hizbollah or its regional allies.

The 14" of March party (holds a majority in Cabinet and parliament) rejected Nasrallah’s
call for the formation of a new national unity government, claiming that the current one
was the result of the 2005 democratic elections and in which all parties, including
Hizbollah, were represented based on the number of parliamentary seats gained.
Nasrallah responded by threatening the 14" of March coalition with sweeping
demonstrations and sit-ins in the centre of Beirut to topple the (pro-American, anti-

Syrian/Iranian) government or force the Prime Minister, a prominent Sunni figure, to
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resign. This was seen by the 14" of March party as an unexpected political escalation and
a Clear indication of Nasrallah’s desire to profit from Hizbollah’s victory at the domestic
level. The 14™ of March party criticised Nasrallah’s call for the formation of a new unity
government and considered it a coup that aimed at:
e Changing the current political distribution of power as stipulated by the Taif
Accord to
tripartite rule;
e Disrupting the work of the Special Tribunal for Lebanon (STL);

e Targeting the political gains that the Taif Accord had granted to Sunnis.

Amid this turmoil, the Speaker in Parliament (part of the 8" of March coalition) called
upon all parties to participate in a ‘National Dialogue’ and reach a reconciliation. After 10
days of negotiations, the dialogue reached a deadlock and ended with the resignation of
six pro-Hizbollah ministers from the Cabinet. From this point, the 8" of March coalition
officially became the anti-government party or the Opposition Front. According to
Nasrallah, the Cabinet was unconstitutional and illegitimate because a major political
party (the 8" of March party) and a major religious sect (Shiites) were not represented.
On 1 December 2006, the 8™ of March party led demonstrations and sit-ins to besiege the

Prime Minister’s headquarters.

Counter-demonstrations organised by the 14" of March coalition (the pro-government
party) were staged to support the Prime Minister, Fouad Siniora (see Chapter 1, section
5). Due to the obscene and derogatory chants and slogans raised in the Hizbollah-backed
demonstrations, riots and acts of violence spread through the streets of Beirut, which

resulted in the death of one Hizbollah follower as well as many injured on both sides.
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With the increase in violence between Shiites and Sunnis, the 14" of March party accused
Nasrallah of exploiting demonstrations to enflame intra-sectarian strife.%® As a
consequence, Nasrallah gave a speech on 7 December 2006 to respond to the 14" of
March party’s accusations and defend his decision to form a new national government

with veto power over the 14" of March party’s decisions.®’

2. Speech Analysis

2.1. Preparatory step

In this speech, Nasrallah is addressing his immediate audience (the 8" of March
audience) as well as the 14™ of March audience.® The need to address both audiences can
be attributed to the gravity of the situation and the looming threat of intra-sectarian strife,
which must be controlled because ‘all Lebanese will lose in civil war or in sectarian
sedition’ (line 160). Thus, this speech is an opportunity to examine how Nasrallah
manoeuvres to meet the frame of reference of multiple audiences and achieve multiple
goals. However, to remain faithful to the aims set for this thesis (see Chapter 1, section 7),
the primary focus will be on the strategies that Nasrallah deploys in his attempt to
persuade the 14™ of March audience. This means that the focus will be on how Nasrallah
attempts to convince members of the 14" of March audience of the rightness of his

decisions and actions taken against their leaders.

8 For the process of contextualisation, identifying events and associated debates, | consulted newspapers
that affiliate with both sides of the struggle (see Chapter 2, section 5).

87 The translated English version of the speech can be found in Appendix B and the original Arabic version
in Appendix C.

8 In this speech, Nasrallah also addresses an Arab and a wider Islamic audience (lines 237-240, 249-251)
where the majority follow the Sunni tradition. However, the analysis will only focus on the Lebanese
audience, since Nasrallah attempts to resolve a difference of opinion with them.
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In this speech, Nasrallah attempts, on the one hand, to shift the blame onto his opponents
and hold them responsible for the current dilemma, at the same time appealing to the 14%
of March audience’s (Sunni majority) emotions and moral values. On the other hand, he
attempts to mobilize his followers (Shiite majority) and galvanize support for the rallies
while denying accusations of fuelling intra-sectarian conflict. Identifying the main points
of disagreement (the decision to form a new unity government and the intra-sectarian
conflict propagated by the demonstrations) makes it possible to exclude parts of the
speech not related to the disagreement (see Chapter 4, section 4.4). This means that the
religious address at the beginning of the speech (lines 1-4) and Nasrallah’s declaration of
a fatwa, a religious order concerning Friday prayers, towards the end of the speech (lines
418-428) are not included in the analysis. Similarly, Nasrallah’s criticism of his
followers’ behaviour, such as firing guns as an expression of exaltation while giving his

speeches (lines 11-20), is also excluded.

As mentioned earlier, Nasrallah’s speech is an attempt to legitimise his decision to form a
new unity government by rebutting the pro-government party’s counterclaim (the
decision to form a new unity government was wrong). The speech is also an attempt to
respond to the 14" of March party’s accusations, in particular, that Nasrallah’s decision to
form a new unity government was a coup against the Taif Accord and his responsibility

for fuelling intra-sectarian conflict.
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2.2. Reconstruction and analysis
Confrontation Stage

This speech is divided into two parts. The first is a quasi-judicial defence against the 14"
of March party’s accusations, while the second attempts to legitimise the decision to form
a new unity government. In the first part, Nasrallah chooses to address two accusations:
the decision to form a new unity government represents a coup against the Taif Accord
and his responsibility for enflaming intra-sectarian struggle exacerbated by
demonstrations and sit-ins. Nasrallah attempts to refute the latter by: (1) showing that he
has made every effort to avoid resorting to the streets (demonstrations or sit-ins); (2)
shifting the blame onto his opponents; (3) redefining the act of demonstrating to conform

with Resistance ideology and nationalist views.

With respect to the first point, Nasrallah’s attempts to bring about reconciliation met with
‘monopoly and authoritarianism’ from the 14™ of March party (lines 124). Nasrallah
manages to shift the blame by holding the ruling party responsible for the death of one of
his supporters and propagating riot: ‘They (the 14" of March party) resorted to riot, they
sent their gangs’ (line 212). Finally, Nasrallah reframes the act of demonstrating in order
to comply with the Resistance ideology and present demonstrations as the ‘only solution
that can save and rescue Lebanon’ (line 112). Concerning the second part, Nasrallah
attempts to legitimise his decision to form a new government with the right to veto by
highlighting: the political, moral and religious values that motivated the decision; the
positive consequences of forming a new government; and finally, the negative

consequences of falling to comply with Nasrallah’s demands.
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Due to the sensitivity of the intra-sectarian topic, it seems reasonable to anticipate that
Nasrallah would refrain from explicitly mentioning points of disagreement at this initial
stage. In fact, Nasrallah manages to present the confrontation in terms of a conflict
between the political and moral values that motivate Hizbollah and those of the 14" of
March party (topical potential). Therefore, it is the 14™ of March party’s monopoly,
authoritarianism and exclusivity versus the participation, cooperation, reconciliation, and
solidarity that Hizbollah calls for (lines 34-36). This direct ad hominem attack on the 14"
of March leaders aims to construct them as unreliable politicians who cannot be trusted to
lead the country.®® The negative Other presentation conveyed through the ad hominem
attack alerts the audience to the unreliability of the 14™ of March leadership, thereby

weakening the acceptability of this group’s claims by the audience.

In the opening lines of his defence, Nasrallah greets the protestors and emphasizes the

nobility of the goals that these demonstrations are expected to serve.

Dear brothers and sisters, dear demonstrators picketing for the sake of Lebanon, for

the sake of Lebanon’s sovereignty, Lebanon’s independence, Lebanon’s dignity and

is rescuing Lebanon. (lines 5-7, 32-33)

Framing demonstrations in that way stands in direct contrast to the 14" of March party’s
accusations of fuelling intra-sectarian conflict. Moreover, Nasrallah states that
demonstrations and sit-ins are taking place ‘in one of the squares of honour and in one of

the squares of steadfastness and resistance’ (lines 7-8). Therefore, Nasrallah presents the

8 This fallacy is a violation of Rule 1, the Freedom Rule, which aims to eliminate opponents as rational
discussants by doubting their expertise, intelligence and good faith.
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act of demonstrating against the ‘illegitimate government’ (line 74) as an act of
resistance, the aim of which is to save and rescue Lebanon from the ruling party. Based
on this view, the victim, Ahmad Mahmoud, who died in a demonstrations-related riot, is

considered a martyr.

Martyr of the Resistance par excellence. He is not a martyr who gave his life in a street

fight, he is a martyr who died for the sake of defending Lebanon’s independence,

Lebanon’s sovereignty, a martyr of the public movement to rescue Lebanon.
(lines 24-27)

Presenting the death of one of the demonstrators as a price paid to rescue Lebanon,
Nasrallah is appealing to the 14" of March audience’s feelings of compassion through
argumentum ad misericordiam to win their sympathy.® In fact, rescuing and saving
Lebanon (rescue narrative) is the perspective that Nasrallah exploits in the argumentation

stage.

In terms of adapting to the audience, Nasrallah addresses his immediate audience as ‘Dear
audience (the 8™ of March audience) as members of his big family in order to establish
communion and empathy. Forms of address are perspectivisation strategies because they
indicate the degree of the speaker’s involvement or detachment from the addressees.
Demonstrators are portrayed as social actors with the highest virtuous qualities, people

who only participate in honourable and highly valued actions: ‘You (demonstrators) are

% This fallacy is a violation of the Freedom Rule, Rule 1, and aims to put pressure on the audience by
playing on their feelings of compassion.
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all’ (lines 28-29). Moreover, members of Hizbollah’s audience are denied any physical
traits that have negative qualities and are attributed with qualities indicative of the

group’s perseverance, determination and unbeatable strength (predication strategy): ‘Fear

References to members of the 14" of March party audience are restricted to their positive
role in supporting the displaced during the Israeli war: ‘You (Hizbollah’s audience) were
embraced by your fellow Lebanese from all the Lebanese districts, areas and from all
sects’ (lines 47—48). This acknowledgment aims to dissociate the 14" of March audience
from their political leadership, who are negatively portrayed and whose actions jeopardize

the national interest.

They (14" of March party) have tried during the past few days, through provocations,
riot and attacking protestors, which resulted in killing the martyr Ahmad Mahmoud,
to instil fear into your (demonstrators’) hearts, to prevent you from picketing in the
squares. (lines 37-39)

The above examples show Nasrallah’s reliance on loaded adjectives, superlatives and
quantifiers, which are used as perspectivisation strategies to reveal the degree of
Nasrallah’s involvement in his discourse. The use of the ‘yes-but’ structure intensifies the
division between Nasrallah’s party and the pro-government party: “Yes, from the first
day, they (the 14™ of March party) asked us (Hizbollah party) to surrender, but we

(Hizbollah party) refused to surrender. They bet on our defeat but we were not defeated’
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(lines 49-50). Other presentational devices are metaphors and personifications, which
also serve to widen the disparity between the two adversaries. For example, Nasrallah’s
‘honourable goal’, i.e. rescuing Lebanon, entails the restoration of Lebanon’s dignity,
pride, and freedom. Similarly, demonstrations are taking place in the squares of honour
and steadfastness (lines 7-8). There is a set of presuppositions exploited at this stage that
falsely presume agreement. For example, the proposition that demonstrations aim to save
and rescue Lebanon presupposes that Lebanon is indeed in crisis and that demonstrations
are the solution. In fact, the demonstrations and sit-ins caused the crisis. Therefore,
Nasrallah escapes the burden of proof by presenting his claim as enjoying agreement. In
the opening stage, presuppositions are also used as common starting points for the

discussion instead of being defended.

Opening Stage

In the confrontation stage, Nasrallah uses representation strategies as well as ad hominem
attacks to construct an out-group (the 14™" of March party) that is worthy of blame.
Casting doubt on opponents, scapegoating, shifting blame onto opponents and claiming
victimhood are the strategies utilised in this stage. From a pragma-dialectical perspective,
this stage is, dialectically speaking, oriented towards eliciting concessions, establishing
common starting points for the discussion and identifying participants’ roles. In this
speech, Nasrallah explicitly states the starting points of the discussion. In Nasrallah’s
view, gaining knowledge about ‘the political realities’ and ‘facts on the ground’ (lines 72)
are key factors in assessing the extent to which his decision to form a new government

fuelled intra-sectarian strife.
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Nasrallah reaffirms his role of providing the Lebanese (particularly, the 14" of March
audience) with the facts by stating: ‘1 (Nasrallah) will tell the Lebanese [---] who are the
ones pushing things to the verge of civil war’ (lines 157-158). Thus, he positions himself
as a credible source of information and implicitly suggests that the audience is ready to
reassess their position once confronted with the facts. These facts are sourced from

Nasrallah’s personal knowledge and from statements attributed to Israeli ministers.

The aim is to cast doubt on the motives and credibility of the 14" of March leaders before
Nasrallah explicitly accuses them of instigating intra-sectarian conflict. Concerning the
first point, Nasrallah claims that the ruling party is receiving direct support from the US
administration: ‘Your (ruling party) reliance on American and Western support will do
you no good’ (lines 74-75). This claim is falsely taken as a starting point for the
discussion. This is because a section of the audience (the 14" of March audience) does
not accept the ensuing implication: the 14" of March leaders favour American/ Western
interests at the expense of the Lebanese. Even though the 14" of March party is a pro-
American/ Western group, it does not follow that this group favours and realises

American interests in Lebanon — Nasrallah’s unexpressed premise.

This government [--] received support and is still receiving support from the US and
the West, which no other government in Lebanon’s history has ever received. Doesn’t
this raise doubts and evoke suspicions? Why is this American passion with this
government and its prime minister? (lines 85-88)

Nasrallah formulates his claim in a non-falsifiable way to make it immune to criticism,

i.e. no one can falsify the fact that the 14" of March party affiliates with the US and the
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West.”! However, the problem lies in the unexpressed premise, which is emphasized in
subsequent rhetorical questions. The second type of fact relies on attributing statements to

Israeli ministers in their endeavour to find means to assist the ruling party.

How can we (Israeli government) help this failing government in Lebanon. Some of
them (Israeli ministers) said that we can help them (Lebanese government) by
withdrawing from the southern part of occupied Ghajar town. Others (Israeli ministers)
said that we can withdraw from Shebaa farms to present them as a gift and as a sign of
political and psychological support for the ruling party in Lebanon. [--] Doesn’t this

American, Western and Israeli support call for contemplation? (lines 94-100)

Nasrallah presents this evidence in the form of statements attributed to Israeli ministers
during their Cabinet meetings. However, there is no evidence in the form of official
statements, press releases or news reports that confirm Nasrallah’s allegations. Falsely
attributing statements to a source amounts to committing the straw man fallacy.®? The
function of these statements is to scapegoat the ruling party, even if accusing them of
treason has significant life-threatening effects.®® As aforementioned, no one can deny the
fact that the 14" of March party is a pro-American group, but this does not necessarily

mean working against the national interest.

In this stage, Nasrallah manages to dissociate the 14" of March audience from its
leadership. In so doing, he portrays the members of this audience as potential allies who
are ready to change their positions once confronted with the facts. These facts are also

formulated to meet the frame of reference of the audience. The accusation that Israel

9 This fallacy is a violation of the Standpoint Rule, Rule 2, by which the protagonist evades the burden of
proof through immunising the standpoint against criticism.

92 Misrepresenting, distorting or attributing a fictitious standpoint to (fictitious or real) opponents or
referring to the views of the group to which the opponent belongs are violations of Rule 3, the Standpoint
Rule.

% Accusing someone of having direct or indirect contact or relation with Israel, the supposed enemy, is
punishable by the Lebanese constitution.
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supports the 14™ of March leaders aims to invoke nationalist and anti-Zionist sentiments.
This might alert the 14" of March audience to the risks of sympathising with a group
backed by Israel. It is within this anti-resistance and nationalist view that the act of

demonstrating is reframed as an act of resistance in the argumentation stage.

The use of rhetorical questions in this stage is highly effective (presentational devices).
The presuppositions conveyed in these questions help Nasrallah to falsely assume
agreement that is not in place. This covert representation of claims serves as a mitigation
strategy, the effect of which is to overcome the epistemic filters of the 14" of March
audience. If the claim (14" of March leaders serve American and Israeli interests) was
stated explicitly, this would have alerted the 14™ of March audience to the falsity of the
proposition. Referential strategies encoding distance, e.g. ‘your’ (the ruling party), are
used to emphasize the binary opposition between the two groups. Moreover, predication
strategies are used to demonise the 14" of March party leaders: “Your reliance on
American and Western support will do you no good’ (lines 74—75). The objective is to
provide the audience with conclusive evidence that points to the need to change the

government and form a new one, which complies with Nasrallah’s terms.
Argumentation Stage

In the quasi-judicial part of the speech, the primary accusation that Nasrallah aims to
defend is Hizbollah’s (and the 8" of March party’s) role in inciting intra-sectarian
conflict, propagated through demonstrations. To this end, Nasrallah selects four lines of
defence to falsify this claim. The first shows that Nasrallah has exhausted all possible

efforts to arrive at a resolution, but his attempts were frustrated by the 14" of March
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party’s monopoly and authoritarianism: ‘When the doors of dialogue were shut, and
negotiations were stopped, and we (Hizbollah’s party) were faced with monopoly and
123-125). This means that Nasrallah (and his political party) should not be blamed
because he was forced to do so. Moreover, Nasrallah assigns the identity of the blame-

taker, i.e. the 14" of March leaders should be blamed.

The second line of defence consists of revealing facts only accessible to Nasrallah. As
mentioned above, the first type of facts depends on Nasrallah’s personal knowledge and
expertise as a major political actor. Nasrallah claims that the pro-American government is
receiving support from the US administration: ‘Your (government’s/ ruling party’s)

reliance on American and Western support will do you no good’ (lines 74—-75). Instead of

providing evidence to support his claim, Nasrallah exploits his own qualities as an
authoritative and political expert: ‘This government [--] received support and is still

receiving support from the US and the West, which no other government in [.ebanon’s

history has ever received’ (lines 85-86). Therefore, Nasrallah is advancing a fallacious

ethotic argument, a variant of argumentum ad verecundiam, where the authority that he
has in the eyes of the audience — his acknowledged credibility and reverence — enhances
the acceptability of his claims.®* Nasrallah continues to warn the 14" of March leaders of
the consequences of depending on Western support, taking Iraq as an example. According
to Nasrallah, ‘failure, disintegration, sectarian war with no horizon’ (lines 81-82) are the

results of American support in Irag. The lesson (American support will do you no good),

% This fallacy violates the Relevance Rule, Rule 4, because the standpoint is defended by non-
argumentative means through parading one’s own qualities.
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which is emphasised through the Iraq example, is presented via an argument from

analogy combined with an argumentum ad consequentiam.%

Nasrallah’s claim is further asserted through rhetorical questions: ‘Doesn’t this raise
doubts and evoke suspicions? (line 87—-88), ‘Doesn’t this American, Western and Israeli
support call for contemplation? (lines 100). These questions presume that this government
is serving US and Israeli interests in Lebanon. According to Nasrallah, this is the main
reason behind the government’s refusal to comply with his demand to form a new unity
government. Nasrallah is falsely presenting the issue of serving American and Israeli
interests (the claim) as a starting point for the discussion instead of proving it. By
concealing the claim in rhetorical questions, he treats matters under debate as already

established, i.e. he commits the many questions fallacy.%

Nasrallah defends his claim/standpoint (your reliance on American and Israeli support
will do you no good) by offering premises that repeat or paraphrase the claim: ‘This
government [--] received support and is still receiving support from the US and the West,

which no other government in Lebanon’s history has ever received’ (lines 85-86). In this

case, Nasrallah presents premises that amount to the same thing as the standpoint, i.e. he
is committing the circular reasoning fallacy or petitio principii (premise A has the same
meaning as the conclusion/claim. Thus, what is to be proved has already been assumed in

the premise).®” The claim that the 14™ of March party serves Western and Israeli

% This fallacy is a violation of the Argument Scheme Rule, Rule 8. It consists of casting light on the
(un)desirable consequences of a factual or descriptive claim.

% This fallacy violates the Starting Point Rule, Rule 6, by making unfair use of presuppositions through
asking questions.

7 This fallacy violates the Starting Point Rule, Rule 6. It consists of presenting arguments that amount to
the same thing as the standpoint.
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interests is reiterated in the second type of evidence, which Nasrallah presents in the form

of statements attributed to Israeli ministers during their cabinet meetings.

present them as a gift and as a sign of political and psychological support for the ruling
party in Lebanon. (lines 94-98)

By attributing statements to a source, Nasrallah is advancing a fallacious variant of the
argument from authority — argumentum ad verecundiam.® Nasrallah claims that Israeli
ministers are discussing ways in which Israel can support the ruling party. Nasrallah’s
claim is re-emphasized through the following rhetorical question: ‘Is there something
behind this (Israeli) praise that we (Lebanese) are not aware of?’ (lines 90-91). Nasrallah
exploits the opportunity to supply the Lebanese with facts to cast doubt on the credibility
and trustworthiness of the ruling party (14" of March party). This seems to be a
preliminary step, leading to the reversal of blame (or victim-perpetrator reversal in
Wodak’s terms), i.e. the 14" of March leaders are responsible for inciting intra-sectarian

struggle. This is the main objective of the third line of defence.

In his attempt to assert the peaceful nature of Hizbollah-led demonstrations and sit-ins,
Nasrallah implicitly admits that obscene language and insults were indeed factors inciting

violence.

No insults. Some fervid demonstrators use derogatory slogans when talking about
some ministers, and we (Hizbollah party) refuse any personal insult to anyone. Any
insult, any obscene or unethical expression should not come from your sit-ins. We

(Hizbollah party) reassert the civilized and peaceful nature of our sit-ins.
(lines 143-146)

% This fallacy violates the Argument Scheme Rule 8. The fallacy entails using an argument scheme
incorrectly by presenting the standpoint as right because an authority says so.
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He immediately dismisses this admission of responsibility (obscene language and insults
incited violence) by shifting the blame onto his opponents and making them responsible
for instigating riot. In this case, Nasrallah commits the fallacy of denying an unexpressed
premise.® This means that Nasrallah retreats from holding his group responsible for
inciting violence — the unexpressed premise — which was implicitly invoked when he was

reprimanding his followers for the use of insults and obscene language.

Your movement (demonstrations and sit-ins) is a civilized one, as acknowledged by
the whole world. [---] What did they (the ruling party) do? How did they react? They

resorted to riot, they sent their gangs [---] They sent their gangs to attack you during

your return journey and kill the martyr Ahmad Mahmoud and injure others.
(lines 209-210, 212, 216-217)

Nasrallah claims that by killing one of Hizbollah’s supporters the ruling party aimed to
drag Hizbollah into civil war. Nasrallah repeatedly affirms that the 8" of March party

(Hizbollah group) refuses to be dragged into war.

We (Hizbollah party) will not be dragged into any conflict, even after you (ruling
party) have killed Ahmad Mahmoud, even if you Kkilled thousands like Ahmad

Mahmoud. We will not raise our weapons in the face of anyone. (lines 164-167)

Nasrallah supports his claim by citing evidence from past actions presented in the form of
argument from analogy. He reminds the ruling party of Hizbollah’s nonviolent reaction to
the killing of Hizbollah’s supporters in the 1993 demonstrations (lines 168-170). This
means that just as Hizbollah did not react violently to the killing of its members in the

1993 demonstrations, this will also apply to the current incident of killing Ahmad

% This fallacy violates the Unexpressed Premise Rule, Rule 5, by refusing to accept a commitment to an
unexpressed premise.
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Mahmoud. In this case, Nasrallah is supporting a general claim (we will not be dragged
into any conflict) by evidence derived from one example. This is an instance of hasty
generalisation fallacy (or secundum quid).*?° Nasrallah takes the killing of one of his
supporters (Ahmad Mahmoud) as evidence to point out the discrepancies between the 14"
of March party’s words and deeds: ‘They (ruling party) were not able to withstand the
democracy (right to demonstrate) that they claim to protect’ (line 217-218), ‘Is this

(killing and riot) democracy? Is this freedom?’ (line 220-221).

Nasrallah is referring to the set of moral values that guides the actions of the 14" of
March party. Democracy, freedom of speech and liberty are among the prophesied values
of the 14™" of March party. It follows that preserving the right to demonstrate and
protecting protestors are the direct manifestations of the commitment to these values. In
showing an inherent inconsistency between the guiding values of the 14" of March
leaders and their current actions, Nasrallah is undermining their credibility, and hence
decreasing the acceptability of their claims (X advocates argument Q, which has
proposition A as its conclusion. X is committed to the opposite of A as shown in his
actions. Therefore, X’s credibility is put into question, and hence the plausibility of X’s
arguments is decreased). Nasrallah, thus, launches an ad hominem attack of the tu quoque
type, which is contrasted with the consistency of the 8" of March party’s previous and

current actions.

100 This fallacy is a violation of Rule 8, the Argument Scheme Rule. Its fallaciousness is attributed to the
incorrect application of the argument scheme of concomitance by making generalisations based upon
observations that are not representative or sufficient.
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Assuring the audience that Hizbollah will not use its weapons at the domestic level,
Nasrallah asserts the power of the people and their sacrifices in bringing about victory:

‘With our voices we (demonstrators, Hizbollah party) defeat you (the ruling party). With

the blood of Ahmad Mahmoud we defeat you’ (lines 172-173). Therefore, through

argumentum ad populum, Nasrallah is appealing to the masses to win their support.1* A
series of hypotheses attributed to the 14™ of March leaders, followed by ad populum
fallacies, are used to mobilize demonstrators for the forthcoming rallies, on the one hand,
and to discredit opponents by showing the inappropriateness of their assumptions and

assessments, on the other.

They (ruling party) bet that with time you (demonstrators) would be weary and bored,

they are expecting screams of surrender to come out from your squares due to the cold
and rainy weather. [---] However, they have forgotten how you, in the near past (Israeli
war), endured the most violent and brutal air strikes ever seen in recent decades during
the 33-day war (Israeli war). [---] Tell them (the ruling party) that we (demonstrators,

intimidation? (lines 40-58)

Nasrallah claims that the 14™ of March leaders bet that with time exhaustion, weariness

and boredom will discourage demonstrators. Nasrallah responds by praising the audience

position, Nasrallah is using an ad populum (i.e. emotions such as enthusiasm, pride,

101 This fallacy is a violation of the Relevance Rule, Rule 4. It consists of appealing to the masses and
playing on their emotions, instead of using relevant argumentation, i.e. using non-argumentative means of
persuasion.
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anger, or disgust are used to express evidence for statement A, therefore, statement A is
true). Through references to the Israeli war in 2006, Nasrallah flatters his (immediate)
audience and commends their steadfastness and valour during that war. Thus, Nasrallah is
advancing an argument from analogy in order to show the group’s exemplary deeds
during the Israeli war. This means that what Hizbollah’s members and audience expect to
face while demonstrating is nothing compared to defeating the strongest army in the
region. Nasrallah’s emphasis on the demonstrators’ endurance and inexorable strength
when facing hardships seems to prepare them for the conclusion: ‘We (demonstrators and
Nasrallah as one of the group) will remain in the streets’, ‘we will not vacate the streets
before we achieve the goal (a new unity government) that rescues Lebanon’ (lines 140—
141). Despite this announcement, Nasrallah reassures the 14" of March audience of the
peaceful nature of the demonstrations. In fact, Nasrallah vows to protect them from any

harm.

The blood of every Lebanese is like ours, the honour of every Lebanese is like ours,
the money of every Lebanese is like ours, the house of every Lebanese is like ours.
This is the red line that we protect with our blood, even if you kill us, [---] and if you

want to drag us into war, we will not fall into this trap. (lines 190-195)

Through this assimilation strategy (see Chapter 4, section 2), Nasrallah aims to
promote unification and solidarity with the 14" of March audience. Nasrallah
reasserts his call for unification and solidarity with the leaders of the 14" of March
party, even though he directly accuses them of killing demonstrators: ‘They (the
ruling party) are Killing us (Hizbollah party) and yet we say to them, we want to be
with you and we want you to be with us, to be together’ (lines 175-177). Having

emphasised the peaceful nature of the demonstrations, Nasrallah moves on to
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redefine the act of demonstrating to make it comply with the resistance ideology

and nationalist views. This is the fourth line of defence that Nasrallah puts forward.

Interestingly, Nasrallah begins his speech by announcing that demonstrations are
acts of resistance that take place in one of the sites of resistance and steadfastness.
In this case, Nasrallah is advancing an argument from classification (Walton &
Macagno, 2010), which confers on demonstrations all the positive attributes related
to acts of resistance. It follows that demonstrations that were defined by opponents

as acts of resistance should be honoured and admired.

Dear demonstrators, picketing for the sake of Lebanon, for the sake of Lebanon’s

sovereignty, Lebanon’s independence, Lebanon’s dignity and Lebanon’s freedom. |
wish | were among you (demonstrators) in one of the squares of honour and in one of

the squares of steadfastness and resistance. [---] What you (demonstrators) are doing

authoritarianism and exclusivity, and this will pave the way for establishing a national
unity government to ensure participation and cooperation and achieve reconciliation
and solidarity. (lines 5-7, 32-36)

According to Nasrallah, these demonstrations are legitimate because the 14" of March-
led government is ‘the government of the American ambassador’ (line 287). In this view,
the act of demonstrating against the ‘illegitimate government’ (line 74), which is seen by
opponents as a threat to Lebanon’s stability (by inciting intra-sectarian conflict), is
reframed to conform with the overarching Resistance ideology and nationalist views that
bind the Lebanese together. Nasrallah highlights the moral values that motivate the act of
demonstrating as well as the noble goals that these demonstrations are expected to
achieve. In this case, Nasrallah is advancing an argument from moral values (Macagno &

Walton, 2010; Macagno, 2013) to justify the pursued goal (rescuing and saving Lebanon),
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combined with an argument from the nobility of a goal scheme to justify the action or

means (demonstrations) used to realise the goal (form a new government).

As for the former, the goal is justified by virtue of the moral values (preserving
Lebanon’s dignity, freedom, independence etc.) that underlie the goal (a value is a reason
to retain commitment to the goal). As for the latter, the argument from the nobility of a
goal scheme justifies the means via which the goal is realised. Demonstrations are, thus,
desirable because they contribute to the achievement of a noble goal (Hitchcock &
Wagemans, 2011; van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992; van Eemeren et al., 2007). In this
case, Nasrallah falsely presents demonstrations as a solution to the problem. In fact,
demonstrations are the cause of the current problem which Nasrallah is addressing in his
speech. By presenting demonstrations as actions that save and rescue Lebanon, Nasrallah

constructs the elements of a rescue narrative.

In this narrative, the villains are the 14" of March leaders (ruling party) who rejected
Nasrallah’s demand to form a new government. The victims are not only the Hizbollah
party, but the whole country. The hero/ victim is Nasrallah (and his political party) who
takes courageous action (demonstrations) to rescue Lebanon from a ‘state of monopoly,
authoritarianism and exclusivity’. Through this narrative, Nasrallah manages to present
the audience of the 14" of March party as victims who need to be saved from the self-
centredness of their political leadership. As a consequence, members of the 14" of March
audience, who were originally against demonstrations, are encouraged to review their
position. Members of the 14" of March audience are expected to exercise vigilance
towards a representation that is incoherent with their background information, especially

information related to the events that preceded and followed the demonstrations.

187



Therefore, to make his justification coheres with their background knowledge and beliefs,
Nasrallah leads members of this audience to access a less highly activated set of
indisputable beliefs that weigh in favour of action (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3). This is
achieved through reframing the demonstrations to conform with the Resistance ideology.
At this point, Nasrallah’s argumentation shifts from responding to accusations to
legitimating the call for the formation of a new national unity government with the power

of veto over the Hizbollah party.

In the second part of the argumentation stage, Nasrallah attempts to legitimise his
decision to form a new unity government by showing that it was a right decision. He thus
embarks on providing reasons that attest to the rightness of this decision. These reasons
are presented in the form of argumentum ad consequentiam.®? The first set of reasons
relates to the negative consequences of failing to form a new unity government (the
fallacious counterpart of reductio ad absurdum): ‘a single-party government and the
domination of one political party had always led Lebanon to a deadlock’ (lines 103-105).
However, the main negative consequence of failing to form a new unity government is
presented in the form of a hypothetical situation, based on which the ruling party is
accused of having made commitments to Israel and the US: ‘if we (Hizbollah party) were

the majority, we would give with confidence any opposition a third of the quorum

because [---] we don’t have any international or regional commitments’ (lines 119-121).

102 The first variant mimics the argument scheme of reductio ad absurdum. The second variant of the ad
consequentiam mimics the argument scheme from negative and positive consequences. Both cases are
violations of the Argument Scheme Rule, Rule 8. In the first, a factual standpoint is defended by pointing to
the negative or positive consequences of the contrary to the standpoint. In the second, a descriptive
standpoint is defended by an evaluative argument that highlights its positive or negative consequences, i.e.
confusing facts with a value judgement (see Chapter 4, section 4.3).
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This implicitly suggests that the 14" of March leaders’ refusal to form a new unity
government is due to their commitments to the US and Israel. This also suggests that a
new government with the power to veto decisions has to be formed, otherwise, the
‘government of the American ambassador’ (line 287), or the government that has made
commitments to the US and Israel, will continue to rule. In Nasrallah’s view, this is the
main reason that explains the ruling party’s preference for single-party rule. This
accusation is an implicit ad hominem attack on opponents. According to Nasrallah, ‘who
officially asked America, [--] to wage war on Lebanon’ are some leaders of the 14" of
March party (lines 202— 303). The evidence that Nasrallah provides to support his claim
(14" of March leaders’ collaboration with Israel) is taken from statements allegedly made
by the Israeli Prime Minister during the Israeli war.

Some parties in the Lebanese government contacted us (Israeli officials) and asked
us to continue our fight against Hezbollah. Olmert spoke the truth and we (Nasrallah)

know who they are (some leaders of the 14" of March party), and | hope the day
when | (Nasrallah) will be forced to disclose these names in front of the world won’t
come.  (lines 344-347)

There is no record, however, of such statements being made, neither by Olmert (Israeli
prime minister) nor by any other Israeli official. Nasrallah enhances the acceptability of
his claim (14" of March leaders collaborated with Israel) by attributing statements to an
authoritative and expert source (source X is an expert or authority in subject domain S
containing proposition A. X asserts that proposition A is true; therefore, A may plausibly
be taken to be true). Through argumentum ad verecundiam, Nasrallah attributes a
fictitious standpoint to an authority, i.e. committing the straw man fallacy. The
cumulative effect of these statements is to hold the 14" of March leaders responsible for

the Israeli war and depict them as those who totally disregard the national interest.
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Therefore, a new unity government, with the third of the quorum to the Hizbollah party, is
needed to monitor decisions of the would-be government. Based on this view, Nasrallah

asserts that the new unity government is the only way to prevent foreign tutelage.

We (Hizbollah party) want a national unity government because it is the only way_to
prevent any foreign tutelage. Let the whole world know that we want a Lebanese
government to be led by Lebanese leaders and to take decisions based on Lebanon’s
interests. This is what we are looking for and this government will be the guarantee

that secures ILebanon’s safety. future, security, stability, prosperity and unity.
(lines 106-111)

The proposition that Lebanon will be under foreign tutelage aims to propagate fear in all
sections of the audience. Via this assertion, Nasrallah alludes to the French mandate in
Lebanon which ended in 1943. On the one hand, it reminds the audience of the atrocities,
sorrows and oppression that the French occupation caused. On the other hand, it evokes
nationalist sentiments related to the fear of losing national autonomy and jeopardising
Lebanon’s stability. In this case, Nasrallah is utilising a strategy of heteronomisation (see
Chapter 4, section 2), by which he warns the audience of the dangers of foreign
domination. The threat of losing national autonomy also serves to unify different sections
of the audience around the desire to elevate the danger, i.e. a unification and cohesivation
strategy (see Chapter 4, section 2). Indeed, the construction of a threat and the
propagation of fear are means that charismatic leaders employ to unify a community
around their rescue missions (see chapter 2, section 3.1). As mentioned earlier, Nasrallah
presents the decision to form a new unity government as the ‘only way to prevent any
foreign tutelage’. To put it differently, a new government with the right to veto decisions
will rescue Lebanon from foreign domination. This new government will, in turn, secure

Lebanon’s safety, stability and unity.
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Nasrallah is, therefore, constructing the elements of a second rescue narrative. The
villains are some leaders of the 14" of March party, because they participate in realising
foreign domination and interests. The victims are the Lebanese, whose national autonomy
is threatened. The hero is Nasrallah (and his party) who will save the country through
veto power in the would-be government, which will in turn safeguard Lebanon’s interests.
Moreover, elements of the rescue narrative configure as premises in an argument from

fear appeal (Walton et al., 2008, p. 333). Nasrallah’s argument can be reconstructed as

follows:

Premise 1: If a new government is not formed, then Lebanon will be under foreign tutelage
Premise 2: Foreign tutelage is very bad for Lebanon

Premise 3: Therefore, foreign tutelage ought to be prevented if possible

Premise 4: But the only way to prevent it is to form a new government with veto power over

government’s decisions
Conclusion: Therefore, a new government has to be formed

Through a rescue narrative, Nasrallah induces the audience to reinterpret the decision to
form a new government within nationalist views. Therefore, members of the 14™ of
March audience, who are against forming a new government because it represents a coup
against Taif (threatens the Sunni leadership of the country) are encouraged to envision
this proposal as a guarantee of Lebanon’s security and stability. Preventing foreign
tutelage is one of the positive consequences of forming a new government. Securing
Lebanon’s safety, security, stability and unity are the other positive consequences cited
(line 111). Finally, Nasrallah claims that the new government will ‘ensure participation,
cooperation [---] reconciliation and solidarity’ (lines 35-36), thereby ending monopoly,

authoritarianism and exclusivity (line 34). In this case, Nasrallah is defending his decision
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through argumentum ad consequentiam (a variant that mimics the argument from positive

consequences).

As aforementioned, the decision to form a new unity government, with a third of the
quorum to the Hizbollah party, was criticised because it was a coup against the Taif
Agreement (it threatens the Sunni leadership of the country). Nasrallah refutes this claim
by saying that it is a ‘slur and a lie’ (line 245). In other words, it is not true that a third of
the quorum is a coup because it is a lie. Nasrallah’s refutation is also a direct ad hominem
attack on opponents (portraying them as liars), which is immediately followed by ad
baculum.1% Nasrallah threatens the 14™ of March leaders with taking more coercive
measures if they do not comply with his demands. That is, either the government
immediately agrees to form a unity government with a third of the quorum going to the
Hizbollah party, or Nasrallah’s party will topple the government, call for early elections
and assign a pro-Hizbollah Sunni figure to lead the new government (lines 401-407).
Nasrallah’s threat amounts to creating a false dilemma, because his representation reduces
the range of possibilities that can be taken to reach a resolution to only two options:

acceptance or sanctions.

One of the most significant strategies in this speech is Nasrallah’s oscillation between
threatening opponents and showing clemency. Towards the end of the speech, Nasrallah
states that the 14™ of March leaders are ‘traitors who have to be taken to trial” (line 380).

Despite the dire consequences of this accusation (death sentence), Nasrallah uses

103 This fallacy is a violation of the Freedom Rule, Rule 1. It amounts to putting pressure on opponents by
threatening them with sanctions.
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unification and cohesivation strategies to soothe their worries. To this end, appeals to

cooperation, pulling together and solidarity are used.

Work with us (Hizbollah party) to change this government to a national unity
government, we (the 8" of March party) want to be with you (ruling party) and we
want you to be with us [---], we will continue to ask them (the ruling party) to cooperate
with us to form a national unity government (lines 175-176, 297—-298).

This emphasis on the will to unify is due to the moral and religious values to which the
group subscribes: ‘the world will be surprised, we (the Hizbollah party) are the offspring

of these values and this culture (Shiite Islam), a culture that calls for unity, forgiveness

and love’ (lines 381-382). Nasrallah is appealing to group-specific values, emotions and
beliefs. This ad populum is combined with the argument scheme from action to character
(Walton, 2006 p. 194).1%* According to Nasrallah, the group’s actions can be described as
forgiving, loving and unifying; therefore, they are forgiving, caring and aim at
unification. Nasrallah concludes his argumentation by restating the moral values that
motivate the decision to form a new government as well as the noble goal that this

decision is expected to achieve.

We (Hizbollah party) will remain in the squares until we form a national unity
government, which represents a guarantee for Lebanon, for all Lebanese, which will
rescue Lebanon, [---] We will make them hear that we insist on our goal, and we will
continue no matter what the sacrifices are. (lines 437-443)

In Nasrallah’s view, rescuing Lebanon is a morally virtuous act and the price (loss of

human lives) of realising it can be religiously justified. Therefore, the Hezbollah party is

104 According to Walton, the scheme for the argument from action to character is as follows: (1) agent A did
something that can be classified as fitting a particular character quality, (2) therefore, A has this character
quality.
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ready to pay what is deemed necessary to rescue Lebanon from domination and

monopoly by the ruling party: ‘we (Hizbollah) remain faithful to our cause (a new

government with a third of the quorum), to our nation and to our people, and for whom

we sacrifice our blood, our souls and our children’ (lines 271-272). In this respect,

Nasrallah is advancing an argument from sacrifice that can be reconstructed as follows:

Premise 1:
Premise 2:

greater
Premise 3:

Conclusion: Rescuing Lebanon is of a great value V

For X (rescuing Lebanon) sacrifices S (human losses) are made
If a great sacrifice S has been made for X, then the value V of X will be

A great sacrifice (human losses) has been made

The argumentation that Nasrallah puts forward to legitimise the decision to form a new

government with the power to veto decisions can be reconstructed as shown in Figure 6.1,

below.

Opponents’ Counterclaim: The decision to
form a new unity government was wrong

f

Negative
Consequences of the
Decision:

- It is a coup against
Taif Agreement

- Loss of human lives

Figure 6.1: Positive and negative consequences of forming a new government

l Rebut Counterclaim: The decision to form a new unity government

was right

1

I I 1
Relatively Negative Consequences Positive
Accepted in of Failing to Form a Consequences of
Argument from Unity Government the Decision
Sacrifice: - Single-party rule leads - It prevents foreign
-Saving and Lebanon to a deadlock tutelage

rescuing Lebanon

- Guaranteeing
Lebanon’s security,
unity

194

- The government of the
American ambassador
will continue to rule

- Lebanon will be under
foreign tutelage

-It ends monopoly
and
authoritarianism

- It secures
Lebanon’s security,
safety, unity, etc.




In his attempt to adapt to members of the 14" of March audience, Nasrallah dissociates
them from their unreliable and untrustworthy leadership. Nasrallah gives them every
assurance that his decisions and actions do not target them. Nasrallah implicitly flatters
them when he acknowledges their role in embracing the displaced during the Israeli war.

Nasrallah even vows to protect them from harm: The blood of every Lebanese is like

ours, the honour of every Lebanese is like ours [---] This is the red line that we protect

with our blood’ (lines 190-192). This sense of solidarity is reiterated through unification
and cohesivation strategies, the aim of which is to unify the Lebanese against the threat of
a foreign mandate. This is achieved via a rescue narrative that Nasrallah exploits.
Through this strategy, Nasrallah manages, on the one hand, to portray members of the
14™ of March audience as victims of their own leadership. On the other hand, Nasrallah
presents his rescue mission (a new government with veto power) as serving the common
good and the welfare of the Lebanese nation, instead of serving group-specific goals. To
this end, Nasrallah frames his responses to accusations, and the arguments via which he
legitimises his decision to form a new government, so as to be in conformity with

resistance principles and nationalist views.

In his presentation of the arguments, Nasrallah manages to construct a profile of his
enemies to whom acts of resistance (demonstrations) are directed, and which is contrasted
with positive Self-presentation. This is achieved through referential, predication,
perspectivisation and intensification/ mitigation strategies. The 14" of March camp are
portrayed as those who always make wrong choices and decisions and rely on false
assumptions. In contrast, the Hizbollah party is portrayed as those who have a noble cause

and whose actions are governed by moral and religious principles. Nasrallah relays on
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personal pronouns, demonstratives and possessive pronouns, which serve as referential
strategies as well as value-laden words, and also superlatives which serve as predication
strategies. The 14" of March party is predicated with negative attributes and the 8™ of
March party with positive qualities. For example, ‘they (14" of March leaders) resorted to

riot’, ‘they sent their gangs’, ‘you (14" of March party) have killed Ahmad Mahmoud’,

‘traitors who have to be taken to trial’, ‘those who sat down with the Americans and
requested Israel to wage war on us (Hizbollah party)’. Nasrallah mentions that the 14" of
March leaders are traitors, but refrains from giving specific names. This strategic

vagueness aims to cast doubt on each leader in the 14™ of March party.

In contrast, Nasrallah’s group holds the most admired qualities: ‘you (Hizbollah audience/

party) are a diligent and inexorable nation’, ‘we (Hizbollah party) are stronger than

rockets’, ‘we are stronger than war’, ‘you endured the most violent and brutal air strikes

ever seen in recent decades’. Moreover, through pronouns, Nasrallah distances himself
from the out-group and at the same time creates communion and empathy with the in-
group. In this case, pronouns serve as a perspectivisation strategy. The exaggeration in
attributing positive qualities to Nasrallah’s group also serves to underpin intensification
strategies. Rhetorical questions, allusions, referential vagueness and indirect speech are
also presentational devices used in this stage. These devices also serve as mitigation
strategies, inasmuch as they are forms of covert representation. Finally, Nasrallah ends
this stage by invoking group-specific religious and moral values that are accentuated in

the concluding stage.
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Concluding Stage

Nasrallah concludes his defence by emphasising the moral values that underlie his
decision and the goal that it is expected to serve: ‘we (Hizbollah party) will not surrender,
we will remain in the squares until we form a national unity government that represents a
guarantee to Lebanon, to all the Lebanese, which will rescue Lebanon, which will defend
Lebanon’ (lines 437-440). This assertion has a dual function. On the one hand, it
implicitly suggests that the decision (forming a new government with veto power) was
right. On the other hand, it states the practical conclusion that should be derived from
Nasrallah’s defence, namely, that demonstrations will continue until the goal is achieved.
This statement also suggests that Nasrallah has conclusively rebutted his opponents’
claims and accusations. Therefore, Nasrallah is making an absolute of the success of his
defence. He is thus committing the fallacy of concluding that a standpoint is true because

it has been defended successfully.1%

The moral argumentation that Nasrallah advances in the previous stage made it clear that
the decision to form a new government is morally virtuous and that the price paid to
achieve it is religiously justified. In this respect, Nasrallah confers a higher-order level of
legitimacy on his decision. It is sacrifices that will bring victory: ‘by Allah’s (the
Almighty’s) will you (demonstrators) will be victorious. And as | used to promise you
victory before, I again promise you victory’ (lines 444—445). In this stage, Nasrallah
addresses his direct community, thus he selects lexical terms that convey group-specific

religious convictions, such as ‘martyrdom’, ‘promised victory’ and ‘sacrifice’
9 9

195 This is a violation of the Concluding Rule, Rule (9). It amounts to meddling with the conclusion by
emphasising that a standpoint is true because it has been defended successfully.
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(religionyms, see Chapter 4, section 2). This victory is the result of a battle which is
metaphorically presented as a ‘battle of defending Lebanon’s identity, unity and safety’

(line 446).
3. Conclusion

In this speech, Nasrallah attempts to achieve multiple goals: deny the accusation of
inciting intra-sectarian conflict, shift the blame onto opponents, mobilise supporters for
future rallies, and appeal to the 14™ of March audience’s emotions and convictions. These
goals are achieved within the macro-strategies of responding to accusations and
legitimating the decision to form a new government with veto power over the 14" of
March party’s decisions. Nasrallah takes advantage of the rhetorical opportunities
afforded in each argumentation stage. In the confrontation stage, Nasrallah chooses to
limit the ‘zone of disagreement’ by presenting the conflict in terms of conflicting moral
values, i.e. rescuing and defending Lebanon, vis authoritarianism and monopoly. As such,
Nasrallah evades mentioning the main points of disagreement to avoid evoking
unwarranted contradictions with the 14" of March audience. In the opening stage,
Nasrallah indirectly flatters the 14" of March audience and manages to dissociate them
from their untrustworthy leadership. In both stages, Nasrallah relies on representation

strategies and ad hominem attacks to disparage and vilify the 14" of March leaders.

In the argumentation stage, Nasrallah attempts to shift the blame onto his opponents and
defend the rightness of his decision. With respect to the latter, a rescue perspective is
exploited via which Nasrallah manages to: deny accusations, construct himself (and his

group), as well as the 14™ of March audience, as victims, and create scapegoats. His
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defence of the decision rests on identifying the positive consequences of forming a new
government as well as the negative consequences of falling to do so. This represents the
first source of normativity against which the decision is legitimated. Moreover, moral
values, nationalist views and religious convictions are other sources of normativity. With
respect to the former, a set of arguments from authority and arguments from analogy, via
which facts are presented, are utilised to construct a negative representation of
Nasrallah’s opponents. The concluding stage presents an image of the ‘promised victory’
that aims to dispel any doubts regarding the rightness of the decision. During the analysis,
I have identified some of the referential, predication, perspectivisation, intensification/
mitigation strategies that play a role in constructing arguments and argumentation stages.
A more detailed discussion regarding the role of the DHA’s representation strategies in

advancing arguments is presented in Chapter 9, section 5.
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Reconstruction of the argument
- Quasi-juridical defence to avoid blame:
(1) (Nasrallah and his party should not be blamed)
(1.1) (Nasrallah and his party should not be blamed for enflaming intra-sectarian struggle)
1.1.1 All efforts were made to avoid going into the streets
1.1.1.1a These were faced by the monopoly and authoritarianism of the
ruling party
1.1.2 Lebanese should be acquainted with the political realities and the facts on
the ground
1.1.2.1a | will tell Lebanese who is pushing things to the verge of civil war
1.1.2.1a.1 The government’s reliance on American and Western
support will do it no good
1.1.2.1a.2 No government in Lebanon’s history has
received this amount of support
1.1.2.1a.2.1a This support raises suspicions and doubts
(1.1.2.1a.2.2a) (The government is serving US and
Israeli interests in Lebanon)
1.1.2.1b. Take Iraq as an example
1.1.2.1b.1 Failure, disintegration and civil war are
the outcomes of Bush’s support in Iraq
1.1.2.1b.2 This is the fate of any country that bets on
American support.
(1.1.2.1b.3) (The US support for the 14™ of March party

will lead to similar outcomes)
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1.1.2.1c Israeli ministers are discussing ways to support the
government during their cabinet meetings
1.1.2.1c.1 Some ministers propose withdrawing from
Shebaa or Ghajar Farms
1.1.2.1c.2 There is something behind the Israeli praise for
this government
(1.1.2.1¢c.3) (The government is serving Israel’s interests)
1.1.3 Our demonstrations and sit-ins are peaceful and civilised
1.1.3.1a They resorted to riot, sent their gangs and killed the martyr
Ahmad Mahmoud
1.1.3.1a.1 We forgive them and ask them to cooperate with us and
form a new government with us
1.1.3.1a.2 We are the offspring of this culture
(1.1.3.1a.2.1a) (We are a forgiving and caring group)
1.1.3.1b They wanted to drag us into civil war
1.1.3.1b.1 We refuse to be dragged into war just as we did in the
1993 demonstrations
1.1.3.1b.2. We will protect Lebanese with our blood
1.1.3.1c We insist on remaining in the streets despite their bets
1.1.3.1c.1 They bet on our weariness and being tired
1.1.3.1c.2 The Israeli war is an example of our endurance and
steadfastness
(1.1.3.1c.2.1a) Demonstrations are nothing compared to

rockets
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1.1.4 (Demonstrations are honourable and admirable)
(1.1.4.1a) Demonstrations are acts of resistance
(1.1.4.1a.1) (Acts of Resistance are honourable and praiseworthy)
1.1.4.1b Demonstrations serve an honourable and national goal
1.1.4.1b.1 Our goal is to rescue Lebanon from the ruling party’s monopoly
and authoritarianism
1.1.4.1b.1.1a We have to defend Lebanon’s dignity, pride and
freedom
1.1.4.1b.1.2a Demonstrations are a means to achieve the goal
1.1.4.1b.1.3a Demonstrations will continue until the goal is
achieved
1.2 A new government with veto power over government’s decisions is not a coup against
the Taif Agreement
1.2.1 Thisis a lie and a slur
-Legitimation of Decision:
(2) (The decision to form a new government with veto power over government’s
decisions was right)
2.1 Depriving Hizbollah from the power to veto decisions is not desirable
2.1.1 A single-party role will lead Lebanon into a deadlock
2.1.2 This is the government of the American ambassador
2.1.2.1a The government has made commitments to the US and Israel
2.1.2.1a.1 Olmert’s statements during the Israeli war prove this
(2.1.2.1a.2) (The government should not continue to rule)

2.1.3 Lebanon will be under foreign tutelage
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(2.1.3.1a) (Foreign tutelage is very bad for the Lebanese)
(2.1.3.1a.1) (The French mandate was horrible)
(2.1.3.1a.2) (Foreign tutelage in the future should not be allowed)
2.1.3.1a.3 A new government is the only way to prevent such
tutelage
(2.1.3.1a.4) (The decision to form a new government should be
positively evaluated)
2.2 The formation of a new government will save Lebanon
2.2.1 1t will prevent foreign tutelage
2.2.2 1t will secure Lebanon’s security, safety, unity and stability
(2.2.3) (The decision to form a new government should be positively evaluated)
2.3 The formation of a new government is not a coup against the Taif Agreement
2.3.1 We insist on achieving the goal despite the sacrifices
2.3.2 Ahmad Mahmoud paid his life
2.3.3 We are ready to make more sacrifices
(2.3.4) (Lebanon’s stability, security, safety and unity are worthy of these
sacrifices)
2.4 We will continue the battle to defend Lebanon’s safety and unity
2.4.1 | promise you victory

(2.4.2) (We will win this battle)

203



Chapter 7

May 2009 speech: The invasion of Beirut

1. Speech context

Demonstrations and sit-ins in the centre of Beirut’s financial and business centre (see
chapter 6, section 1) lasted from 1/12/2006 until the ratification of the Doha Agreement
on 21/5/2008. What gave rise to this agreement was a series of systematic assaults, the
most significant of which was the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. This operation was carried out by
Hizbollah against highly populated Sunni areas in Beirut (Shiites are a minority in Beirut)
and other co-inhabited cities. The ‘Invasion of Beirut’ was Hizbollah’s response to two
decisions taken by the (pro-American) government on the 5 May 2008. The first decision
was the expulsion of the Director of Airport Security Apparatus (affiliated to Hizbollah)
after reports accusing Hizbollah of monitoring the airport with private cameras, i.e.
Hizbollah was tightening its security control over the national airport. The second
decision is related to dismantling Hizbollah’s illegal telecommunications network. These
decisions were seen by Hizbollah as a declaration of war. Nasrallah gave a speech, on 6
May 2008, in which he gave the government two options: reverse these decisions or war

(known as the ‘Invasion of Beirut’).

In Nasrallah’s view, the government’s decision to sack the Director of Airport Security
Apparatus was an attempt to ‘target the Shiite community’ and, more importantly, ‘to

facilitate the government’s plan in making the airport a base for American and Israeli
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intelligence services’.1%® Similarly, the dismantling of Hizbollah’s telecommunications
network exposed Hizbollah’s officials and military leaders to being tracked by Israel, and
hence their assassination. Nasrallah warned the government that if the two decisions were
not reversed, ‘arms would be used to defend arms’. The government did not comply with
Nasrallah’s request. As a result, Nasrallah declared the start of war (the ‘Invasion of
Beirut’) on 7 May 2008. This miniature civil war resulted in besieging the capital and
attacking financial and media institutions and residential areas of prominent figures of the
14" of March party. Street fighting broke out between highly populated Sunni districts

and Shiite ones and lasted for almost two weeks, leaving 71 dead and hundreds injured.

The devastating nature of this war led the Arab League to propose a political initiative in
order to arrive at a peaceful resolution to the conflict. This initiative resulted in the
signing of the Doha Agreement on 21 May 2008 by both parties. Based on this
agreement, the two decisions taken by the government were reversed, the siege over the
capital and other facilities was lifted, demonstrations and sit-ins were brought to an end, a
president of the republic was elected, a new law for June 2009 elections was adopted, the
use of Hizbollah’s armoury at the domestic level was prohibited, and a new government
with veto power over the 8" of March party was formed. From the moment of signing the
Doha Agreement, both parties were involved in a blame-game relating to the
responsibility of each in causing the escalation (Invasion of Beirut). The 14" of March
party considered the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ a coup that aimed at:

e Seizing power,;

106 For the purposes of contextualisation, identifying events and associated debates, | consulted newspapers
that affiliate with both sides of the struggle (see chapter 2, section 5).
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e Undermining state sovereignty;
e Changing the current power sharing formula to tripartite rule;
e Promoting intra-sectarian cleansing;

e Serving the interests of the Resistance axis, Syria and Iran.

The ‘invasion of Beirut’ and its aftermath became the foci of electoral campaigns and
speeches of both parties. Each party presented its election campaign based on the
conviction that the ‘Other’ was part of a foreign project, thereby unworthy of holding
office or gaining control. During the 14" of March party campaign that coincided with the
first commemoration of the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ (7 May 2009), the leader of this coalition
declared that Hizbollah’s ‘Invasion of Beirut’ was a ‘trap to lead Lebanon to civil war’
and a preamble leading to ‘recalibration of the Taif Accord’. In other words, the ‘Invasion
of Beirut’ aimed to change the power-sharing formula from Muslim-Christian parity, as
the Taif Accord stipulates, to a tripartite (Sunni-Shiite-Christian) division of power. On
15 May 2009, Nasrallah gave a speech to respond to the accusations raised by the 14" of

March party and to announce his party’s electoral programme.%’

2. Speech analysis
2.1. Preparatory step

Nasrallah gave this speech during the graduation ceremony of 2,883 university graduates

who were members of Hizbollah. In the speech, Nasrallah exploits the ceremonial nature

107 A translated English version of the speech can be found in Appendix B, and the original Arabic version
in Appendix C.
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of the event to achieve the following interrelated goals: mobilize voters for forthcoming
elections, publicize his party’s electoral programme, respond to the 14" of March leaders’
accusations, and legitimise the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. The speech is divided into three
overlapping parts. In the ceremonial part, Nasrallah greets the graduates and applauds
their academic success (lines 1-79). In the part related to elections, Nasrallah announces
his party’s political programme (lines 111-351); thus, he addresses the Lebanese public at
large. Finally, the third part relates to responding to accusations and defending the
rightness of the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ (lines 80-110, 356-525). The first and second parts
of the speech are not included in the analysis as these are not directly linked to the main
point of disagreement. This means that neither part plays a role in resolving the difference
of opinion related to the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. However, I will briefly mention the main

topics of these two parts.

Nasrallah’s electoral manifesto highlights his futuristic outlook of the would-be state with
a detailed description of the different political measures that should be taken to ‘build a
strong and a fair state’ (line 113). Nasrallah’s political agenda consists of a set of
measures that would eventually guarantee the establishment of a strong and capable state.
These measures are: the adoption of a new election law based on proportionality to ensure
fair representation (line 214), the formation of a new government with veto power over
the 14™ of March party (lines 272—289), and reformation of the juridical system (lines
233-247). In the part related to greeting the graduates and praising their academic
achievement, Nasrallah extends his gratitude to the graduates’ families due to the
financial, social and psychological burdens they had had to endure (lines 32—41).

Moreover, Nasrallah’s praise of academic achievement is presented within the
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perspective of religious duties and obligations. Thus, educational achievement amounts to

‘jihad in the path of the Almighty” (line 29-30).1%®

In the third part, Nasrallah attempts to rebut the 14" of March party’s accusations and
defend the rightness of the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. This part is in turn divided into two
sections. The first section is an indirect response to accusations and an attempt to shift the
blame onto opponents. According to Nasrallah, the 14" of March party should be blamed
for the causes which led to the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ — the two decisions taken by the
government. The second section relates to justifying the rightness of the action that was
severely criticized, i.e. an attempt to restore intersubjective agreement regarding

Hizbollah’s ‘Invasion of Beirut’.
2.2. Reconstruction and analysis
Confrontation Stage

As aforementioned, the argumentative (i.e. third) part of the speech is divided into two
sections. In a quasi-judicial section, Nasrallah chooses to respond to two accusations:
enflaming intra-sectarian conflict that spread with the ‘Invasion of Beirut’, and changing
the power-sharing formula to tripartite rule. As for the former, Nasrallah indirectly refutes
it through creating and promoting a correct image of Hizbollah and shifting the blame
onto opponents. To this end, Nasrallah highlights the moral values that govern the actions
of Hizbollah, as well as the noble goals that these actions realize (lines 82-91). As for the

latter, Nasrallah falsifies it (changing the power-sharing formula) by denying full

108 Jihad in the Islamic view is the constant striving of the self for improvement at all levels, while military
jihad against invasion or enemies has only one form.
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responsibility using act-denial (see Chapter 3, section 7.1). In the second section of the
argumentation part, Nasrallah chooses to defend the rightness of the ‘Invasion of Beirut’

through a set of argumentum ad consequentiam.

The main standpoint that Nasrallah attempts to defend in this section is not explicitly
announced in the confrontation stage. It is, however, implicitly stated towards the end of
the argumentation stage, where Nasrallah declares that the 7™ of May (Invasion of
Beirut) was a glorious day’ (line 486—487). This statement implicitly suggests that the
‘Invasion of Beirut’ was the right action. As for the first section, the standpoint that
Nasrallah aims to refute remains largely implicit throughout his argumentation. This
evasion strategy permits Nasrallah to present the confrontation as if it were a conflict over
two contrasting visions and images (topical potential), i.e. Hizbollah’s (and his party’s)
views, aims and actions versus the 14" of March party’s views, anticipation and actions.
Taking advantage of the occasion (a graduation ceremony), Nasrallah claims that the
graduation of Hizbollah’s members is a faithful and genuine representation of Hizbollah’s
true image, i.e. as educated and well-informed citizens whose actions are guided by moral
values. This image stands in direct contrast to the image that Hizbollah’s opponents are
promoting — killing other Lebanese. As such, it is an indirect response to the accusation of

enflaming intra-sectarian strife.

This large number of male and female graduates from the heart of this faithful
procession of Jihad presents to Lebanon and to all the world one of the true faces of
this procession and one of the shining faces that reflects the Resistance march in
Lebanon, and its faith, humanitarianism and patriotism, its sincerity and dedication, its
diligence and perseverance, its knowledge and labour. (lines 80-85)
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To support his claim (Hizbollah and its members are humane, civilised, moral and well-
informed), Nasrallah compares the actions of Hizbollah with those of other resistance
movements. To this end, Nasrallah brings to mind the actions of the French resistance
after its success in ending the Nazi occupation of France and compares them to those of

Hizbollah after the latter’s success in liberating most of Lebanese occupied territories in

2000.

We did not do what other Resistance movements did. All Resistance movements in
history held trials and punished collaborators and traitors, nationals of their own
homeland except the Resistance in Lebanon. [---] | said to the French ambassador that
the Resistance in Lebanon is much more civilized. humane and moral than the French
resistance because yours back then held field trials, executed thousands of French
nationals without trial, those who were charged with collaborating with the Nazi army,
while we (Hizbollah) in Lebanon did not even kill a chicken from Antoine Lahad's
Army (a brigade that split from the national army and collaborated with Israel during
the civil war). (lines 248-260).

Through this analogy, Nasrallah depicts Hizbollah as a peaceful, tolerant and
benevolent group that does not seek vengeance. This is an indirect response to the
accusation of killing other Lebanese during the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ (intra-sectarian
conflict). This constructed image of Hizbollah is juxtaposed with the image of
the14™ of March leaders. They are portrayed as those who rely on false assumptions
and arrive at inaccurate assessments. For example, Nasrallah claims that his
opponents are doubtful about Hizbollah’s ability to rule Lebanon, should Hizbollah
(and its party) win the forthcoming elections. Nasrallah asserts that the graduation
ceremony is the best response to these doubts. Thus, this is another instance of
exploiting the occasion.

You (graduates) also present a strong scene and send a clear message to all those (14"
of March party) who doubted the power of the opposition party (Hizbollah’s party) to
manage Lebanon’s affairs in all fields and disciplines, [---] If you (14" of March party)
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are betting on the failure of the opposition (Hizbollah’s party), the only answer is this
(graduation ceremony), and this is one out of many ceremonies and one stage out of
many stages, with 2,883 graduates in all fields of specialization. (lines 91-94, 99-101)

Academic achievement, as exemplified by the graduation ceremony, attests to Hezbollah
having the necessary competence, knowledge and expertise to rule the country.
Nasrallah’s response also implies that the 14" of March party’s wrong expectations stem
from their failure to arrive at a proper assessment of Hizbollah’s points of strength and
capabilities; i.e. doubting the intelligence and expertise of his opponents. Nasrallah
supports his claim (Hizbollah is capable of ruling the country alone) with evidence from

the last Israeli war.

The hearts, minds, souls, willpower and determination (of Hizbollah), which

-], are more than capable of managing a country a hundred times larger than Lebanon
[---] and as we (Hizbollah) were able with our Lebanese minds and hearts, with our

Lebanese willpower and sacrifices to liberate our land and prisoners and protect our
country, we are able yet the most able [---] to build our country and nation and
promote development.  (lines 101-110)

The reference to the Israeli war, on the one hand, insinuates that lessons should be
derived from this experience. The call to learn lessons from history promotes a negative
representation of Nasrallah’s opponents, as it portrays them as incapable of arriving at the
right conclusions. As such, it is another instance of ad hominem attack on opponents. On
the other hand, reference to Hizbollah’s victory over Israel is further evidence that

supports the image that Nasrallah is constructing.

The religious perspective that Nasrallah begins his speech with also extends to the
confrontation stage. This perspective aims to meet Hizbollah’s audience frame of

reference. To this end, Nasrallah selects lexical terms that refer to Islamic convictions.
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These religious anthroponyms serve as referential strategies (religionyms, see chapter 4,
section 2), e.g. ‘sacrifices’ (line 108), ‘by Allah’s (the Almighty’s) will’ (line 109),
‘asceticism and modesty’ (line 96). The last set refers to religious values that are only
reached through a high level of unblemished commitment to Islamic ideals. The negative
representation of the 14™ of March coalition is emphasized through predications that

attribute negative qualities to them: ‘those (14" of March party) who doubted the power

of the opposition’ (lines 92-93) and ‘they (14" of March party) bet on the opposition’s
(Hizbollah party’s) failure’ (line 94). Furthermore, Nasrallah refers to his opponents using
the demonstrative ‘those’ and the pronoun ‘they’. These indicate spatial distance, and as
such serve to realize a perspectivisation strategy. In contrast, Nasrallah’s party and his

immediate audience (the 8" of March party) are predicated as those who ‘defeated the

strongest army and the strongest country (Israel) in the region’ (lines 101-103) and who
are ‘more than capable of managing a country a hundred times larger than Lebanon’

(lines 103-104).

Nasrallah manages to establish communion with his immediate audience through
pronouns, such as ‘you’ and ‘we’, to indicate proximity; thus, they serve referential as
well as perspectivisation strategies: ‘Today you (Hizbollah audience) also present a
strong scene’ (line 92), ‘we were able with our Lebanese minds and hearts’ (line 107). In
contrast, (in)direct references to the 14" of March audience are completely absent in this
stage. However, there are ample references to the 14" of March audience, especially to
citizens of Beirut, where the dramatic actions took place, in the argumentation stage. This
is because, in this stage, Nasrallah aims to convince them of the rightness of the violent

actions taken against them (‘Invasion of Beirut’).
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One of the salient presentational devices in this stage is the use of quantifiers that indicate
exaggeration, such as ‘more’ and ‘most’. Exaggeration is also realized through the use of
comparative and superlative adjectives: ‘the strongest country’, ‘the strongest tyrant in
this world’ (lines 102—103), ‘a country a hundred times larger than Lebanon’ (lines 103—
104). Moreover, exaggeration is also achieved through the use of personification, e.g.
‘willpower and determination which defeated the strongest army’ (line 102), ‘Lebanese
willpower’ (line 108). Exaggerations realised through adjectives and personifications
realise both intensification and perspectivisation strategies. Nasrallah’s reference to the
Israeli war is used to elicit concessions (due to the widespread belief that Hizbollah
defeated Israel in the 2006 war). In the opening stage, more concessions and common

starting points of the discussion are laid out.

Opening Stage

In the opening stage, Nasrallah intensifies the binary opposition between the in-group
(Hizbollah party) and the out-group (14" of March party) through evidence derived from
past events. Nasrallah constructs a denunciatory image of the 14" of March party by
calling to mind the historical event of signing the 17" of May Treaty with Israel in 1983.
He reminds the Lebanese people of the political leaders who signed the Treaty ‘from a
weakened, defeated and servile position” (line 360). This image is contrasted with those
who stood against the Treaty. This historical event is presented in the form of rhetorical

questions.

Who signed the treaty, who wanted to attach Lebanon to Israel through the May 171
treaty? Who are the leaders and political parties involved in crowning Lebanon
forever as a country that belongs to the Zionist project?  (lines 362-364)
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Nasrallah does not explicitly name the leaders who signed the Treaty. The leaders whom
Nasrallah is leading the public to identify are, primarily, Christian politicians and some
Sunni leaders. Those leaders are prominent figures in the 14" of March coalition. On the
one hand, the presuppositions conveyed in rhetorical questions serve as common starting
points for the discussion. On the other, they remind the audience of the disgraceful past of
some of the 14" of March leaders. It is, therefore, used to point out an inherent
inconsistency between the convictions and actions of some of the 14" of March leaders.

Nasrallah confirms this conclusion with an assertion: ‘those (some of the 14™ of March

leaders) who wanted to subjugate Lebanon forever to Israel are now themselves symbols

of independence, sovereignty and freedom (the 14" of March party’s slogan)’ (lines 371—

372). This is an ad hominem attack of the tu quoque type, which aims to discredit some of
the14™ of March figures by shedding light on their dishonourable past; i.e. their past
relation to and collaboration with Israel versus their current yearning for liberty, freedom
and independence (X advocates argument Q, which has proposition A as its conclusion. X
is committed to the opposite of A as shown in his actions. Therefore, X’s credibility is put
into question, and hence the plausibility of X’s arguments is decreased). Through
reference to a past event, Nasrallah constructs the 14" of March party as a blameworthy
group in order to shift the blame onto them and, eventually, to hold them responsible for
the 7" of May 2008 events (‘Invasion of Beirut”). Similarly, a positive representation of
Nasrallah’s group is achieved through rhetorical questions that pertain to the same event,

signing the 17" of May Treaty.
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Who opposed the 17" of May Treaty, whose blood was shed to announce Lebanese
people's rejection of the 17" of May treaty, who were the clergy, the men and women?
(lines 364-365)

The expected answer, which also serves as a common starting point, is the Shiites of
Lebanon. This conclusion is emphasized by Nasrallah’s direct reference to the insurgency
that started in ‘Bir al-Abed’ (line 366), as well as to the ‘martyr Mohamed Najdeh’ (lines
367-368), who died in the clashes that took place with the army in the aftermath of
signing the Treaty. In both cases, the presuppositions contained in rhetorical questions are
presented as common starting points of the discussion, and as such Nasrallah falsely
presumes that agreement is established.*® Thus, Nasrallah escapes the burden of proof by
presenting his claim as enjoying agreement, i.e. fallacy of evading the burden of proof.1*°
Moreover, this Treaty is evidence of the 8" of March party’s nationalist and patriotic

deeds.

It is a pity and very unfortunate [---] that those who stood against May 17" Treaty
(Shiites), those (Hizbollah) who sacrificed their blessed blood for the liberation of
Lebanon are now the titles of subordination, treason and foreign dependence (Syria
and Iran). Isn’t this historical injustice? (lines 357—358, 372-374)

Nasrallah sees the impertinent charge of the 14" of March party — the ‘Invasion of Beirut’

serves the interests of Iran and Syria — as an unjust accusation. Through argumentum ad

109 |n fact, the Treaty was signed by ministers and parliamentarians belonging to different religious sects
and not exclusively Christians or Sunni leaders. Ironically, two Shiite MPs who signed the Treaty are now
members of the Hizbollah coalition. The question that presents itself is why the public might have picked
up the referents that Nasrallah favoured. Relevance Theory might provide a plausible answer. It has been a
repeated practice in the media that belong to or affiliate to Hizbollah to emphasize the role of Christians
and, to a lesser degree, Sunni figures, while ignoring the role of Shiites in approving the Treaty. Similarly,
the role of Shiites in resisting the Treaty was overemphasized while the role of other sects was subject to
silencing. Therefore, this repeated one-sided interpretation of a historical event increases the strength and
validity of these propositions in the cognitive environment of the audience. Consequently, Nasrallah’s
favoured interpretation is selected (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.1).

110 The attempt to present standpoints as self-evident amounts to the fallacy of evading the burden of proof.
This fallacy is a violation of the Obligation to Defend Rule, Rule 2.
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misericordiam, Nasrallah appeals to the 14™ of March audience’s feelings of compassion
to win their sympathy. To put it differently, Hizbollah is seen by the 14™ of March party
and its audience as a perpetrator because of Hizbollah’s use of weapons against other
Lebanese. Thus, Nasrallah’s appeal for empathy and the call to do his party justice are

examples of victim-perpetrator reversal (Reisigl &Wodak, 2001).

Nasrallah adapts to the Hizbollah audience by underscoring the patriotism and
nationalism of the 8" of March party leaders. A clear example is their rejection of the 17%"
of May Treaty with Israel. In contrast, Nasrallah’s opponents (the 14" of March party) are
depicted as those who collaborated with Israel to ‘subjugate Lebanon forever to Israel’
(line 341). The positive representation of Nasrallah’s party is emphasised through
predications and value-laden words, e.g. ‘stood against the Agreement’ (line 359), ‘whose
blood was shed to announce Lebanese people's rejection of the 17" of May treaty’ (lines
366-367), ‘sacrificed their blessed blood for the liberation of Lebanon’ (lines 372-373).
In juxtaposition, the 14" of March camp is negatively predicated: ‘signed the agreement
from a weakened, defeated and servile position’ (line 360), ‘involved in crowning

Lebanon forever as a country that belongs to the Zionist project’ (line 363—364).

These negative and positive attributions serve a predication strategy. Rhetorical questions
are the main presentational devices exploited in this stage. Nasrallah manipulates a
historical event by relying on presuppositions (the 14™ of March party’s collaboration
with Israel and signing the 17" of May Treaty) conveyed in rhetorical questions. These
presuppositions act not only as common starting points but also indirectly assert the
culpability of some leaders of the 14" of March party. Interestingly, Nasrallah resorts to

rhetorical questions in order to make his claim (the Treaty was signed by Christians and
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some Sunni leaders) go unnoticed by the 14" of March audience. Had Nasrallah stated
this claim overtly, it would have alerted their epistemic filters to the falsity of the
proposition, because it contradicts their background knowledge and beliefs. This covert

representation of claims serves as a mitigation strategy.

Argumentation Stage

As mentioned above, the argumentation stage is divided into two sections. In the first one,
Nasrallah attempts to refute his opponents’ criticisms, shifts the blame onto opponents
and holds them responsible for the causes of the invasion of Beirut, i.e. the two decisions
taken by the government. As for the former, Nasrallah indirectly refutes accusations
through creating and promoting the correct image of Hizbollah. The latter is also achieved
through constructing a disgraceful image of opponents and by supplying the audience
with facts about the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. In both cases, Nasrallah relies on arguments

from example, arguments from analogy and arguments from authority.

Nasrallah starts his defence by exploiting the ceremonial nature of the graduation event.
According to Nasrallah, the ceremony is a true and faithful representation of Hizbollah’s

(members and audience) actions and goals: ‘This large number of male and female

graduates [---] presents to Lebanon [---] one of the true faces of this procession [---] and

one of the shining faces that reflects the Resistance march in Lebanon’ (lines 80-83).
Nasrallah provides further evidence that weighs in favour of the image of Hizbollah
constructed. It is presented in terms of an argument from analogy, through which the
actions of the French resistance are compared to Hizbollah’s actions. According to

Nasrallah, the French resistance convicted and executed those who collaborated with the
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Nazis. In contrast, Hizbollah handed over those who collaborated with Israel to Lebanese

judiciary authorities in order to receive fair trials.

Resistance in L ebanon is much more civilized. humane and moral than the French
resistance because yours back then held field trials, executed thousands of French
nationals without trial, those who were charged with collaborating with the Nazi army,

while we (Hizbollah) in Lebanon did not even kill a chicken from Antoine Lahad's
Army. (lines 256-260).

In this case, Nasrallah is supporting a general claim: Hizbollah is peaceful, tolerant and
does not seek vengeance, through evidence derived from one example. This is an instance
of the hasty generalisation fallacy or secundum quid. Nasrallah contrasts the image
constructed of Hizbollah with that of his opponents. To this end, Nasrallah depicts them
(14" of March leaders) as those who rely on false assumptions and arrive at the wrong
conclusions. Nasrallah claims that the 14" of March party anticipates the failure of

Hizbollah’s party in ruling the country should they win the forthcoming elections:_‘those

(14" of March party) who doubted the power of the opposition party (Hizbollah party) to
manage Lebanon’s affairs’ (lines 92-93). Nasrallah is attributing a fictitious standpoint to
a source; thus, he is committing the straw man fallacy. Nasrallah responds to this
hypothetical scenario through an argument from analogy in order to assert Hizbollah’s

capabilities and its readiness to handle such a task.

The hearts, minds, souls, willpower and determination (of Hizbollah), which

and as we (Hizbollah) were able with our Lebanese minds and hearts, with our
Lebanese willpower and sacrifices to liberate our land and prisoners and protect our

country, we are the most able [---], to build our country and nation and promote
development. (lines 101-110)
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In this example, Nasrallah is referring to Hizbollah and its audience’s heroic deeds during
the Israeli war on Lebanon in 2006. These patriotic and heroic acts are taken as evidence
to show Hizbollah’s capabilities and level of preparedness. Nasrallah reasserts his party’s
nationalism and patriotism versus the 14" of March party’s subjugation to and
collaboration with Israel by referring to the 17" of May Treaty, which was endorsed by
some leaders who are prominent figures in the 14" of March party. In this case, Nasrallah
is using an argument from example combined with hasty generalisation in order to
support his claim (14" of March leaders collaborate with Israel). Using rhetorical
questions (explained above), Nasrallah manages to: cast doubt on the 14" of March party
and exempt his party from any wrongful actions. Nasrallah exploits the previous
collaboration of some of the 14" of March party’s leaders to discredit and disparage that
party. Thus, Nasrallah is transferring the negative attributes of a part to the whole. In this
case, Nasrallah is committing the fallacy of composition.t*! Similarly, due to the
patriotism and nationalism of some Shiite leaders, who rejected the Treaty, these qualities
are transferred to the 8" of March party as a whole (both cases are fallacious

representations, as explained above).

Two points can be deduced from Nasrallah’s reference to the 17" of May Treaty. First,
Hizbollah and its party have an honourable past; thus, they cannot be accused of serving
foreign countries (Iran and Syria) through the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. In this respect,
Nasrallah is simultaneously advancing two argument schemes where the conclusion of

the first becomes a premise in the second. The first is an argument scheme from action to

111 This fallacy is a violation of Rule 7, the Validity Rule. It amounts to confusing properties of parts and
wholes by ascribing a relative or structure-dependent property of a part of the whole to the whole (van
Eemeren and Grootendorst, 1993, p. 213).
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character, while the second is an argument scheme from character to action (Walton,
2006, p. 194-195).112 That is, Hizbollah and its political party rejected the shameful
Treaty with Israel; therefore, they are patriotic and nationalists. This conclusion forms the
premise of the second argument scheme through which a prediction about the group’s
future actions is justified. That is, Hizbollah and its party are patriotic and nationalists;
therefore, their future actions (e.g. the Invasion of Beirut), are likely to be patriotic and
serve the national interest. Indeed, this is the perspective that Nasrallah exploits in the

rescue narrative (see below).

Second, the negative representation of the 14" of March party also takes place at the level
of these two argument schemes. That is, some leaders of the 14" of March party
collaborated with Israel by signing the Treaty; therefore, they are traitors and unpatriotic
(scheme from action to character). Having such a character quality means that the 14" of
March party’s political aspirations and future actions are likely to be unpatriotic and not
serve the national interest (scheme from character to action). In fact, Nasrallah explicitly
states this conclusion: ‘this history has to remain present, to benefit from it in the future’
(lines 377-378) in order to ‘prevent ourselves from being misled or lost again’ (line 378).
In other words, Nasrallah presents the two decisions taken by the government as actions
that serve Israeli interests, thereby asserting the 14" of March leaders’ collaboration with

Israel. This claim is substantiated through a fallacious variant of argument from authority.

12According to Walton (2006), the argument scheme from action to character consists of the following
premises: (1) agent A did something that can be classified as fitting a particular character quality; (2)
therefore, A has this character quality. The argument scheme from character to action consists of the
following premises: (1) Agent A has a character quality that has been defined; (2) therefore, if A carries out
some action in the future, this action is likely to be classified as fitting under that character quality.
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Nasrallah emphasizes the moral obligation that he holds towards the public, i.e. supplying
them with the truth. He, therefore, constructs himself as a credible and trusted source of
information. What Nasrallah is going to disclose is his personal view and assessment
concerning the events that preceded and followed the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ on the 7 May
2008. On the one hand, this is an indirect appeal to the 14™ of March audience’s duties,
whereby they are encouraged to review their positions in light of the truth provided. On
the other hand, this is an indirect way in which Nasrallah dissociates the 14" of March

audience from their leaders.

1 (Nasrallah) find it my duty to comment on this issue (the Invasion of Beirut) in
honour of the blessed blood of the martyrs who fell on May 7%, so no one gets confused
in Lebanon or outside Lebanon, and to bring some light back to the truth.

(lines 396-398)

Nasrallah constructs the 14" of March party as a group worthy of blame in order to shift
the blame onto them, i.e. they are responsible for the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. As such,
Nasrallah shifts the focus from discussing what Hizbollah has done to the citizens of
Beirut to what others have done instead. Nasrallah establishes a causal relation between
the two decisions taken by the government on 5 May 2008 and invading Beirut two days

later on 7 May 2008.

I want to remind those (the14™ of March party) talking about the 7% of May (Invasion
of Beirut) to remember what they did on the 5" of May (two decisions taken by the
government). (lines 400-401).

To support his claim, Nasrallah provides evidence presented in the form of argumentum ad

verecundiam. Nasrallah exploits the conclusions of the ‘Winograd Commission Report’ to
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launch a direct ad hominem attack on the 14™ of March party.!*® According to Nasrallah,
the “Winograd Report’ states that Hizbollah’s telecommunications network is the most

important element in Hizbollah’s victory over Israel.

If we (Lebanese) review the Winograd report which states that among Hezbollah’s
elements and points of strength that Israel must dismantle is Hezbollah’s

telecommunications network [---] the most important weapon of the Resistance in the
July war (Israeli war in 2006) was the telecommunications network, because it is

immune to eavesdropping and to Israeli breaches to an extremely large degree.
(lines 401403, 408-412)

It follows that the government’s decision on 5 May 2008 to dismantle Hizbollah’s
telecommunications network serves Israeli interests. This means exposing Hizbollah’s
officials to being tracked by Israel. In Nasrallah’s view, the government should be
ashamed of itself because ‘the 5" of May (the two decisions) is a mark of disgrace
stamped on its (government) forehead throughout history, because it (government)
wanted to do what Israel failed to accomplish over thirty-three days of war (Israeli war in
2006)’ (lines 418-420). In this respect, Nasrallah manages not only to present Hezbollah
as a victim, instead of being the perpetrator, but also to villainize his opponents. Through
this fallacious evidence, Nasrallah justifies the attribution of blame and absolves himself
(and his party) of responsibility. In this case, blaming the 14" of March party rests on
attributing a fictitious standpoint to a source, the “Winograd Report’. This is another

instance of the straw man fallacy.'*

113 The Winograd Commission was an Israeli-led investigation seeking to assess alleged failures in the
performance of the Israeli government and army during the Israeli war on Lebanon in 2006.

114 A thorough review of the Winograd report, which is published online, reveals that the report assesses the
failings and shortcomings of the Israeli decision to wage war on Lebanon in 2006, such as flaws in
preparedness, in the decision-making process, and the army’s performance. The report does not mention the
need to dismantle Hizbollah’s telecommunications network nor does it assert its effectiveness during the
war. On the contrary, Hizbollah is only mentioned for its ability to decide on the time of escalation with
Israel and its growing missile arsenal.
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The 14™ of March party also accused Nasrallah of changing the power sharing system
from a Christian-Muslim party to a tripartite rule. This is the second accusation that
Nasrallah aims to refute. To falsify this accusation, Nasrallah shifts the burden of proof

onto his opponents.

This concept (tripartite) was fabricated by them (14™ of March party), [---] No one in
the opposition (Hizbollah’s party) spoke about the tripartite issue [---], | tell you that |
do not understand their precise meaning. [---] they proposed the issue of tripartite rule
only to put the opposition in a defensive position. | wish that the opposition [---] would
ignore this fabrication. All they want is to make us defend ourselves. We (Hizbollah
party) didn’t propose this issue, end of discussion, and their (14" of March party) claim
does not have any factual basis at all.

(lines 312-325)

Nasrallah claims that Hizbollah (and his party) is not calling for a tripartite type of
governance. In fact, Nasrallah mentions that he does not understand what is meant by
tripartite rule. Nasrallah accuses the 14" of March party of inventing the issue of tripartite
rule. He also asserts that the 14" of March party cannot provide evidence to support their
claim. In this case, Nasrallah is appealing to ignorance. This means that Nasrallah’s claim
(we did not propose this issue) should be accepted as true as long as the other party is
unable to provide evidence that attests to the contrary (they do not have any factual basis
to prove it). In this case, Nasrallah is shifting the burden of proof through argumentum ad
ignorantiam.'!® At this level, Nasrallah’s argumentation shifts from responding to

accusations to legitimating the ‘Invasion of Beirut’.

The 14" of March party criticised Hizbollah’s ‘Invasion of Beirut’ because it enflamed

intra-sectarian conflict, i.e. the ‘Invasion of Beirut” was a wrong action. Therefore,

115 This fallacy is a violation of Rule 2, the Obligation to Defend Rule. It amounts to shifting the burden of
proof by requiring the other party to show that the protagonist’s standpoint is wrong.
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Nasrallah attempts to rebut this claim through a set of argumentum ad consequentiam and
show that the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ was right. In the second section of his argumentation,
Nasrallah is directly addressing the 14™ of March audience, in particular, the citizens of
Beirut, where most of the clashes between Shiites and Sunnis took place. Nasrallah starts
his defence by urging Beirut citizens to ask themselves a set of questions. The objective is
to cast doubt on this group’s information related to the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ and to prepare

them for new information that Nasrallah is going to disclose.

| want to address our people in Beirut and urge them to ask: who were those (the 14"

of March party) who turned Beirut into a city for militias under the heading of security

companies, and who filled the city with centres for dispatching arms under the cover
of this title? [---] Does anyone still doubt that thousands of fighters were brought to

Beirut prior to the government’s decision? What was being planned? (lines 427-436)

In these rhetorical questions, Nasrallah is referring to Sunni citizens (fighters) who came
from different cities in an attempt to end Hizbollah’s siege of Sunni districts in Beirut,
yet, they failed to do so. This is another instance of shifting the blame onto the 14" of
March party and an implicit denial of Hizbollah’s responsibility for enflaming intra-
sectarian conflict. In other words, Nasrallah implicitly suggests that the ‘Invasion of
Beirut’ was an act of defence, and not an offensive as his opponents claim. This view is
further exploited in the rescue narrative (see below). Nasrallah’s new information is
presented in the form of three hypothetical future scenarios, which, according to

Nasrallah, were planned by the government.

Each scenario consists of Hizbollah’s reaction to the government’s decisions and the
latter’s response. To make these scenarios more convincing, Nasrallah narrates the events

in the form of cause-effect relations. In the first scenario, the government expects
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Hizbollah to resort to demonstrations and sit-ins as a response to the government’s
decisions. According to Nasrallah, if this were the case, then the government would win
and ‘this would be a preparatory step as whoever confiscates the telecommunications
network, will later on confiscate other weapons’ (lines 440-441). In the second scenario,
the government expects Hizbollah to reject the decisions, thus, a ‘confrontation will take
place between Hizbollah and the army’ (lines 443-444). According to Nasrallah, this is a
confrontation that Hizbollah will not be involved in, and as a result the government will

succeed in implementing the decisions.

In the third scenario, the government anticipates that Hizbollah will resort to violence,
and thus be involved in civil strife. If Hizbollah chooses a violent response, then
‘thousands of fighters” — with instructions on ‘which areas they have to take over, the
areas they have to cut off to separate them from other areas’ (lines 462-463) — are ready
to confront Hizbollah. According to Nasrallah, if Hizbollah was involved in civil strife,

then the government would take this as a pretext to call for foreign intervention.

These events (intra-sectarian conflict) were meant to be taken as a pretext to demand

the intervention of foreign forces under the title Sectarian war in Lebanon, to raise the

call to the world saying 'Please help us stop the war, this is what was planned.
(lines 464—467)

In Nasrallah’s view, the third scenario (foreign intervention) is the most dangerous one.
Moreover, Nasrallah implicitly suggests that this scenario would have been implemented
had Hizbollah not acted in the way it did on 7 May — the ‘Invasion of Beirut’.

It (the invasion of Beirut) put a quick end to a sectarian war they had planned for, and

for which they had made preparations. It brought a quick end to a plan to burn Beirut

by sedition and civil war, it put a quick end to a major conspiracy that was prepared
for this resistance. The 7" of May spared Beirut bloodshed, preserved the official
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institutions of Beirut, the homes and families of Beirut, which they wanted to destroy
and burn on the 5 of May. (lines 478-483)

The hypothetical scenario that Nasrallah narrates constitutes the elements of a rescue
narrative: the villains are ministers, who affiliated to or are members of the 14" of March
party, and who supported endorsement of the two decisions, the victims are Hizbollah and
the Lebanese people who will endure the consequences of foreign intervention, the
hero/victim is Hizbollah who takes a pre-emptive measure to rescue itself and the
Lebanese people. Through the rescue narrative, Nasrallah claims victimhood and presents
members of the 14™ of March audience, in particular the citizens of Beirut, as victims of a
conspiracy prepared by their own leaders. The proposition that some Lebanese officials
would call for foreign intervention evokes fear in all sections of the audience. This
proposition alludes to the Syrian intervention during the Lebanese civil war.® It thus
reminds the 14" of March party, as well as its audience, of the negative consequences that
they faced during the Syrian domination (e.g. marginalization, imprisonment and
assassinations). Therefore, the consequences of foreign intervention evoke fear as well as

nationalist and patriotic sentiments.

The sense of fear which is propagated via the construction of a hypothetical scenario
aims, on the one hand, to warn the audience of losing autonomy. Thus, it is used as a
heteronomisation strategy. On the other hand, it urges the Lebanese to unify based on

shared worries. Therefore, it is used as a unification strategy. In this case, the different

116 In 1976, the then Lebanese government asked Syria to intervene in the Lebanese civil war in an attempt
to limit Palestinian presence in Lebanon. The Syrian occupation ended in 2005 as a result of the Cedar
Revolution organised by the 14™ of March party (see Chapter 1, section 5).
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elements of the rescue narrative appear as premises in an argument from fear appeal.

Adopting Walton’s et al. (2008) scheme, the argument can be reconstructed as follows:

Premise 1: If Hizbollah did not invade Beirut, then sectarian strife would spread and foreign
forces/ countries would intervene

Premise 2: This scenario is very bad for the resistance and for Lebanon

Premise 3: Therefore, the scenario ought to be prevented if possible

Premise 4: But the only way to prevent this scenario was to invade Beirut in order to save the

citizens of Beirut;
Conclusion: Therefore, Hizbollah had to invade Beirut

Through the rescue narrative, Nasrallah constructs Hizbollah as a saviour or as the one
whose actions bring salvation to the Lebanese people, especially to the citizens of Beirut.
It follows that the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ is an act that should be praised and not criticised.
To arrive at this conclusion, Nasrallah advances an argument scheme from moral values
to justify the goal (saving Lebanon from foreign intervention). This means that sparing
Beirut bloodshed and preserving families, homes and institutions in Beirut are reasons to
evaluate the desirability of the action. This is an implicit call for the 14" of March
audience to review their positions in light of Nasrallah’s new information. The 14" of
March audience, especially citizens of Beirut, were against the ‘Invasion of Beirut’.
Therefore, to make his justification cohere with their background knowledge and beliefs,
Nasrallah leads them to access a less highly activated set of indisputable beliefs that
weigh in favour of the action. This is achieved through reframing the ‘invasion of Beirut’
in such a way as to make it conform with nationalist and patriotic sentiments, i.e. via a

rescue narrative.

The events of the third hypothetical scenario constitute the elements of a rescue narrative
and are configured as premises in an argument from fear appeal. The third scenario is also

configured as premises for argumentum ad consequentiam (a variant which mimics the
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argument scheme reductio ad absurdum). Foreign intervention is the negative
consequence cited, had the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ not taken place. The scenario also
outlines the positive consequences of invading Beirut. These constitute the premises for
argumentum ad consequentiam (a variant which mimics the argument scheme from
positive consequences). In addition to putting a quick end to sectarian war, to burning
Beirut and to a major conspiracy etc., Nasrallah enumerates the positive effects of the

‘Invasion of Beirut” on Lebanese politics.

This is the greatness of our martyrs’ blood. [---] | declare the 7" of May as one of the
alorious days of the Resistance in Lebanon. And as a consequence, the 7" of May

placed Lebanon on the path to resolution, and brought Lebanon out of the stymie they
had placed it in, the 7" of May compelled them to return to dialogue table which they

had previously rejected, the 7" of May led to the election of a president and the
formation of a national unity government, the relative stability which Lebanese have
enjoyed during the last year is one of the blessings of 7th May, thanks to the martyrs’

blood who fell in the 7" of May. (lines 484-493)

This means that the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ was carried out for the sake of achieving noble
goals. In this case, argumentum ad consequentiam (a variant that mimics the argument
scheme from negative consequences) is combined with the argument scheme for the
nobility of a goal, via which actions are justified. Nasrallah mentions the negative
consequences of the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ in terms of martyrs who belong to his political
party and audience.'’ It follows that the ‘invasion of Beirut’ is morally virtuous and
religiously justified. This is also invoked through the use of lexis that conveys religious

meanings, such as blessings and glory. Consequently, the positive consequences of the

117 Martyrdom is a religious concept that can only be understood in relation to the Islamic concept of Holy
Struggle or Jihad, i.e. actions carried to defend Muslim nations, lands and sacred places, among others. In a
speech that followed the ‘Invasion of Beirut’, Nasrallah declared that those who died from the other group
are ‘victims for whom we are deeply saddened’.
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‘Invasion of Beirut’ are realised due to those martyrs who sacrificed their blood for the
sake of saving Beirut. Therefore, Nasrallah is advancing an argument from sacrifice

(Walton et al., 2008, p. 322) that can be reconstructed as follows:

Premise 1: For the thing X (saving Beirut and sparing Beirut blood) sacrifice S (martyrs) is made
Premise 2: If a great sacrifice S has been made for X, then the value V of X will be greater
Premise 3: A great sacrifice S has been made

Conclusion: X (saving Beirut and spearing Beirut blood) is of great value V

The overall argumentation that Nasrallah puts forward to legitimise and defend the

Invasion of Beirut can be reconstructed as presented in Figure 7.1, below.

Opponents’ Counterclaim: The Invasion of Rebut Counterclaim: The Invasion of Beirut was right

Beirut was wrong

I “

for weeks and ends
by the intervention
of foreign forces)

Negative Consequences Relatively Negative Positive Consequences
of the Invasion of Accepted in Consequences Had of the Invasion of
. Argument from . )
Beirut: Sacrifice: the Invasion of Beirut:
- Martyrs -Protected and Beirut Not Taken - Ended intra-sectarian
saved Beirut Place conflict
-Spared Beirut -The hypothetical - Ended the burning of
blood shed scenario would have Beirut
been implemented - Ended a major
(civil war that lasts

conspiracy

-Put Lebanon on the
road to solution

- Led to electing a
president and the
formation of unity
government

Figure 7.1: Positive and negative consequences of invading Beirut

In this stage, Nasrallah is directly addressing the 14™ of March party, especially the

citizens of Beirut: ‘I want to address our people in Beirut’ (lines 427—428), ‘1 want to ask
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Beirut citizens’ (line 423). Nasrallah manages to establish communion with this audience
through referential strategies, such as the pronoun ‘our’: ‘to our dear people in Beirut’
(line 478). Moreover, Nasrallah presents this section of the audience as those who are
willing to change their position based on the truth which Nasrallah is supplying.
Communion with this audience is enhanced through the events of the rescue narrative.
Through this narrative, Nasrallah presents the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ as an action aimed at
protecting and saving Beirut citizens: ‘The 7" of May, spared Beirut bloodshed,
preserved the official institutions of Beirut, the homes and families of Beirut’ (lines 481—
483). Adaptation to the 14™ of March audience is also evident in the way Nasrallah
reframes the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ so as to meet the frame of reference of this audience, i.e.

by invoking patriotic and nationalist sentiments.

In his presentation of the arguments, Nasrallah presents two contrasting scenes. The first
is related to the negative consequences had Hizbollah not invaded Beirut (third
hypothetical scenario), whereas the second enumerates the positive effects that had
already materialised (e.g. sparing Beirut bloodshed, preserving homes and institutions). In
the hypothetical scenario, fear is evoked through the use of lexical terms that pertain to
war: ‘struggle, confrontation, confiscate, weapons, clash with the army, areas to be taken
over, intervention of foreign forces, burn Beirut, destroyed’. This dreadful scene is
contrasted with the ‘Invasion of Beirut’, which is predicated with positive attributes.
Thus, these serve as predication strategies: ‘protected, saved blood, saved homes and
families, brought Lebanon out of the stymie’. Despite the pejorative language that

Nasrallah uses to demonize his opponents, Nasrallah ends his argumentation by calling
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for unity and emphasising solidarity. This is the perspective that is propagated in the

concluding stage.
Concluding Stage

In this stage, Nasrallah explicitly announces the result of his argumentation: ‘I declare the
7" of May (Invasion of Beirut) to be one of the glorious days of the Resistance in
Lebanon’ (lines 486-487). This implies that the ‘Invasion of Beirut” was not only right
but also commendable. Nasrallah is making an absolute of the success of his defence,
which amounts to the fallacy of concluding that a standpoint is true because it has been
defended successfully. Nasrallah re-emphasizes religious values to legitimise the
‘Invasion of Beirut’. In Arabic, glorious means that the action is bestowed by Divine
blessings, i.e. the action is in accordance with Islamic law/ Sharia. This is the highest
level of legitimation that an action can attain from an Islamic point of view. Based on this
view, Nasrallah absolves himself (and Hizbollah) of any moral responsibility for killing

other Lebanese.

This form of religious justification appeals strongly to Nasrallah’s immediate audience. In
contrast, Nasrallah dose not acknowledge the sacrifices of the 14" of March audience.
There 1s neither explicit nor implicit reference to their human losses. Despite Nasrallah’s
efforts to vilify the leaders of the 14™ of March party, he ends his speech by emphasizing
solidarity and pulling together (unification and cohesivation strategies). This is realised
through lexical terms (presentational devices) that convey unification: ‘we (Hizbollah)
call for cooperation and partnership, to overcome the past to concert efforts, to build our

country together [---] to protect it together (lines 514-516, 521).
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3. Conclusion

In this speech, Nasrallah attempts to achieve multiple political goals. Among these are
publicising the 8" of March party’s political programme and mobilising supporters for the
forthcoming elections. However, the analysis only focuses on those parts of the speech
that relate to responding to accusations and legitimising the ‘Invasion of Beirut’. To this
end, Nasrallah makes strategic choices: selecting topical potential, adapting to the
audience, presenting his arguments. In the confrontation stage, Nasrallah evades
mentioning the main points of disagreement. This permits him to present the
confrontation in terms of two conflicting images, the image of the 14" of March party
versus the image of the Hizbollah party. To construct both, Nasrallah resorts to historical
events in order to applaud the decisions and actions pursued by his group and to denounce
those of opponents. The lessons and assumptions conveyed in these historical events are
taken as common starting points for the discussion. In the opening stage, facts relating to
signing the 17" of May Treaty with Israel are manipulated through presuppositions
conveyed in rhetorical questions. It might, thus, be safe to conclude that these
presuppositions are strategically used to overcome the epistemic filters of the 14" of

March audience.

The argumentation stage is divided into two sections. In the first, Nasrallah indirectly
responds to accusations through the construction of the correct image of Hizbollah. To
this end, Nasrallah resorts to arguments form authority, arguments from analogy and
example, arguments from action to character and from character to action in order to
highlight the positive qualities of the 81" of March party. Similar types of arguments are

used to construct a demonised image of the 14™ of March party. In the second section,
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Nasrallah attempts to legitimise the ‘Invasion of Beirut’ through exploiting a rescue
narrative. Through this narrative, Hizbollah’s actions are reframed as those that brought
salvation to Beirut citizens. A second level of justification is achieved via enumerating
the positive consequences of invading Beirut as well as the negative consequences that
the Invasion of Beirut prevented from materialising. The third type of justification
consists of emphasising the moral and religious values that motivated the ‘Invasion of
Beirut’. This allows Nasrallah to conclude his defence by announcing that the ‘Invasion

of Beirut’ was one of the glorious actions taken by Hizbollah.
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Reconstruction of the argument
- Quasi-juridical defence to avoid blame:
(1) (Nasrallah/Hizbollah should not be blamed)
(1.1) (Nasrallah/Hizbollah should not be blamed for enflaming intra-sectarian strife that
began with the Invasion of Beirut)
(1.1.1) (This is an incorrect image of Hizbollah)
(1.1.2) (I/Nasrallah will present to you the correct image of Hizbollah)
1.1.2.1a The large numbers of male and female graduates present
one of the true faces of resistance
(1.1.2.1a.1) (Hizbollah members are educated and well-
informed citizens)
(1.1.2.1b) (Hizbollah is a peaceful, tolerant and benevolent group that does
not seek revenge)
1.1.2.1b.1 The French resistance is used as an example
1.1.2.1b.2 The French resistance executed thousands of
those who collaborated with the Nazis
1.1.2.1b.3 After the liberation, Hizbollah did not kill even a
chicken from Antoine Lahad’s army
1.1.2.1b.4 Hizbollah is much more civilized, humane and
moral than the French resistance
1.1.2.1c Hizbollah is capable and ready to rule the country alone
1.1.2.1c.1 We tell those who doubted Hizbollah’s abilities
that we are capable of managing Lebanon’s affairs

1.1.2.1c.2 Take the example of the Israeli war
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1.1.2.1c.3 Just as we were able to liberate our land and
protect our country, we are able to build our country
1.1.2.1c.4 Just as we were able to defeat the strongest army
in the region, we are more than capable of managing
a country a hundred times larger than Lebanon
1.1.2.1d (Hizbollah is a nationalist and patriotic party)
1.1.2.1d.1 Take the example of the 17" of May Treaty
1.1.2.1d.2 It subjugates Lebanon to the Israeli project
1.1.2.1d.3 Shiite leaders opposed the treaty
1.1.2.1d.4 (This is patriotic and serves the national interest)
(1.1.2.1d.4) (Hizbollah and his party are patriotic and
nationalists)
(1.1.2.1d.5) (Our future actions are patriotic and serve
national interests)
1.1.3 (The 14" of March party is to be blamed for the causes of the Invasion of
Beirut)
(1.1.3.1a) (This is the correct image of the 14" of March party)
1.1.3.1a.1 The signing of the 17" of May Treaty is evidence
1.1.3.1a.2 (Christian leaders and some Sunni leaders were
involved in crowning Lebanon forever part the
Zionist project)
1.1.3.1a.3 They signed the shameful treaty
1.1.3.1a.4 They subjugated Lebanon to Israeli conditions

(1.1.3.1a.5) (They are traitors and unpatriotic)
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(1.1.3.1a.6) (The 14" of March party is unpatriotic and
traitorous)
(1.1.3.1a.7) (Their future actions are unpatriotic and against
the national interests)
1.1.3.1a.7.1a The conclusions of the Winograd
Report are evidence of their collaboration
with Israel
1.1.3.1a.7.1a.1 It mentions that the
telecommunications network is the
most important weapon in
Hizbollah’s victory over Israel in
2006
1.1.3.1a.7.1a.2 The government wanted to
do what Israel failed to accomplish in
2006
(1.1.3.1a.7.1a.3) (The government’s decision
to dismantle Hizbollah’s
telecommunication network serves
Israel)
1.1.3.1b It is my duty to tell Beirut citizens the truth
(1.1.3.1b.1) (The 14" of March leaders brought militias to Beirut)
(1.1.3.1b.2) (The 14" of March party filled the city with centres
for dispatching arms)

1.1.3.1b.3 They brought fighters to Beirut prior to the
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government’s decision
(1.1.3.1b.4) (The 14" of March party had a plan)
(1.2) (Hizbollah and its party should not be blamed for the tripartite issue).
1.2.1 This concept was fabricated by the 14" of March party
1.2.2 1 do not understand their precise intent
1.2.3 Hizbollah and its party didn’t propose this issue

1.2.4 Their claim does not have any factual basis at all
-Legitimation of Action:
(2) (The Invasion of Beirut was right)
(2.1) (Hizbollah responded to the two decisions taken by the government to prevent the
worst war scenario)
(2.1.1) (Avoiding the worst war scenario is the right thing to do)
2.1.1.1a Sectarian conflict would spread and foreign forces/countries
would intervene
2.1.1.1a.1 The government would demand foreign intervention
(2.1.1.1a.2) (Foreign intervention is very bad)
(2.1.1.1a.3) (The Syrian intervention was bad)
(2.1.1.1a.4) Foreign intervention should not be allowed
2.1.1.1a.4.1a Our goal is to save Lebanon from foreign
intervention
2.1.1.1a.4.1a.1 We had to spare Beirut bloodshed, to
preserve families, homes and institutions in Beirut
2.1.1.1a.4.1a.2 Invasion of Beirut was the only means to

achieve the goal
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(2.1.1.1a.5) (The Invasion of Beirut should be positively evaluated)
2.2 The Invasion of Beirut saved Beirut, Beirut citizens and Lebanon
2.2.1 It ended intra-sectarian conflict and prevented foreign intervention
2.2.2 It put a quick end to a plan to burn Beirut
2.2.3 It out a quick end to a major conspiracy
2.2.3 It put Lebanon on the path to resolution
2.2.4 1t led to the election of a new president and the formation of a new
government
(2.2.5) (The invasion of Beirut should be positively evaluated)
2.3 I/Nasrallah declare the 7" of May to be one of the glorious days of the Resistance
2.3.1 Thanks to the martyrs” blood who fell on the 7" of May
2.3.2 They sacrificed their blood to save Beirut

2.3.4 Saving Beirut and its citizens are worthy of these sacrifices
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Chapter 8

January 2011 Speech: Resignation from government

1. Speech context

After the assassination of the prime minister, Rafic Hariri (a prominent Sunni figure), in
2005, the 14™ of March party lobbied for the establishment of a Special Tribunal for
Lebanon (STL). The objective was to carry out an international investigation under the
auspices of the UN in order to bring perpetrators to justice.!!® The different phases of the
establishment of the tribunal, the juridical proceedings of the International Investigation
Committee (11C) and the contents of the expected indictment were severely and

repeatedly criticized by Hizbollah.

After eighteen months of investigation, the International Investigation Committee (11C)
ordered Lebanese judicial authorities to arrest four pro-Syrian/ Hizbollah security
officers. Those officers were detained for almost four years and only released after the
new pre-trial judge, Daniel Franssen, reviewed the whole investigation process and the
testimonies based on which the arrest warrants were issued. That is, the investigation
depended on witnesses who falsified, distorted and fabricated facts in order to have
arrested those with close ties to Hizbollah and Syria. This is known as the ‘file of false
witnesses’. The release of the detainees was seen by Hizbollah as evidence of the

Tribunal’s (SLT) politicization, lack of integrity, partiality and lack of objective

118 The 14" of March party accused Syria and four pro-Syrian Security commanders, while the 8" of March
party considered Israel to be the prime suspect. On 9/8/2010, Nasrallah held a press conference in which he
presented evidence of Israel’s involvement in the assassination. The conference proceedings are available
on Hizbollah’s website: www.english.alahednews.com.lb
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standards. This view was enhanced through leaked documents, released by WikiLeaks,
and media reports in international media outlets, such as Der Spiegel, the Washington
Post and the Canadian CBC Channel. These reports revealed the names of some witnesses
and the contents of their testimonies and explicitly accused four Hizbollah members of

being involved in the assassination.

The controversy over the STL is not restricted to ‘the file of false witnesses’. There is
also disagreement over Lebanon’s part in funding the tribunal and the selection of
participating judges, i.e. their political affiliation (pro- or anti-Hizbollah). The crux of the
issue, however, is the would-be indictment, which is expected to accuse four members of
Hizbollah of being involved in the assassination of Rafic Hariri. According to Nasrallah,
such an accusation is ‘an open call for sectarian conflict, since four Shiite members would

be accused, and later convicted, of assassinating a highly valued Sunni leader’.°

To avoid the anticipated turmoil, Nasrallah called upon the 14" of March party to hold
talks in order to arrive at a resolution that would spare Lebanon the consequences of
accusing members of Hizbollah.'?® This was seen by the 14" of March party as an
ongoing effort by Hizbollah to disrupt the mission of the I1C and obstruct justice.
Nevertheless, negotiations were held under the patronage of Syria and Saudi Arabia —
known as the ‘Saudi-Syrian initiative’. It aimed to find means to spare Lebanon the
repercussions of the expected indictment. As a result, a set of terms were requested from

both sides of the struggle as part of the would-be agreement. The 14" of March party saw

119 This direct quote is taken from Nasrallah’s speech on 28/10/2010, in which he comments on the
performance of the International Investigation Committee (11C). The speech can be retrieved from
Hizbollah’s website: www.english.alahednews.com.lb

120 For Hizbollah’s view on the SLT and the indictment see Chapter 1, section 5.
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Hizbollah’s participation in the initiative as an indirect acknowledgment of its role in the
assassination. Moreover, the 14" of March party branded its acceptance of the initiative

terms a compromise made for the sake of saving Lebanon.

In contrast, Hizbollah’s party saw the terms as serving the personal interests of some of
the 14™ of March leaders. Despite this debate, negotiations continued over several
months, but were abruptly suspended. Shortly afterwards, eleven pro-Hizbollah ministers
resigned from the unity government in which Hizbollah had veto power. From a
constitutional point of view, the resignation of one third of the ministers meant the
resignation (or toppling) of the ruling government, whereby its status automatically
changes to a ‘caretaker government’. The resignation was seen by the 14™ of Mach party
as a coup against the Doha Agreement, which explicitly prohibits the resignation of either
party so that the delicate balance of power is not dissipated. The 14" of March camp
portrayed Hizbollah as the party responsible for suspending the negotiations. In their
view, Hizbollah’s reluctance to accept the initiative terms and fulfil certain demands are
the main reasons for ending the negotiations. After widespread discontent over the
toppling of the government, Nasrallah gave a speech, on 16/1/2011, in which he

responded to the 14" of March accusations.
2. Speech analysis
2.1. Preparatory step

In this speech, Nasrallah aims, on the one hand, to defend himself (and his party) against
accusations made by opponents, and to restore the legitimacy of a problematised political

action, on the other. As for the former, Nasrallah responds to the following accusations:
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(1) Hizbollah’s responsibility for ending the Saudi-Syrian initiative; and (ii) its
responsibility for toppling the government. Nasrallah attempts to refute the accusations
by: denying his (and his party’s) role in ending negotiations, casting doubt on the 14" of
March party, scapegoating them and, finally, shifting the blame onto them. As for the
latter, Nasrallah attempts to legitimise the action of toppling the government by stating
the reasons that led to the resignation, highlighting the negative consequences of keeping
the ruling government in office, and the positive consequences that the toppling of the

government brought to the political arena.

The main differences of opinion are, therefore, related to the suspension of the Saudi-
Syrian initiative and the resignation of the Hizbollah party from the government, which
eventually led to the resignation (or toppling) of the ruling government. This means that
the parts of the speech that relate to the recorded tapes broadcast by Al Jadeed Channel,
which revealed how some testimonies were fabricated (lines 228-233), Nasrallah’s
comments on previous elections (lines 372—-405), the political measures that should be
taken to form a new unity government (lines 444-512) and Hizbollah’s reaction to the
expected announcement of the indictment are excluded from the analysis (lines 432-571).

This is because these parts are not relevant to the resolution of differences of opinion.

2.2. Reconstruction and analysis

Confrontation Stage

This speech is divided into two parts. The first part relates to refuting accusations,
avoiding blame and holding the 14" of March party responsible for ending the Saudi-

Syrian initiative, i.e. a quasi-judicial defence. To achieve these goals, Nasrallah defends
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the following claims: Hizbollah should not be blamed for ending the initiative or
negotiations, and it should not be blamed for toppling the government. To support the
first claim, Nasrallah chooses to address three issues: (i) Hizbollah made every effort
possible to resolve the dispute (lines 47—70); (ii) Hizbollah accepted the terms stipulated
by the initiative (lines 69-101, 178-194); and (iii) the 14" of March party ended the
negotiations to comply with American demands (lines 124-141). As for the second claim,
Nasrallah addresses the government’s inefficacy in solving pressing political, economic
and social problems (lines 267—-318), thus suggesting that the government is responsible

for the reasons leading to the resignation.

The second part of the speech is an attempt to restore the legitimacy of an action that has
been severely criticized. This is achieved by rebutting opponents’ claim: toppling the
government was wrong. Thus, the main claim defended in this part is: Hizbollah’s
resignation from the government was right. In his defence, Nasrallah advances a series of
argumentum ad consequentiam, in which he highlights the negative actions of the ruling

government and the materialised positive consequences of the resignation.

Nasrallah strategically manoeuvres in the confrontation stage, by leaving implicit the
main points of disagreement (toppling the government and opponents’ accusations were
wrong). This strategy permits Nasrallah to define the confrontation in terms of a conflict
over facts and pursued goals (topical potential), i.e. facts presented by the 14" of March
party versus facts presented by Nasrallah. In terms of goals, the conflict is between
Hizbollah’s aim to protect and save Lebanon from the repercussions of the indictment
versus personal gains pursued by the 14™ of March leaders (e.g. closing the file on false

witnesses). Nasrallah starts his defence by claiming that it is his responsibility to provide
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the Lebanese, especially the 14" of March audience, with the facts. Nasrallah presents the
task of providing the audience with facts as one that lies within the remit of rights and

obligations.

1 find myself responsible for presenting the facts and analysing and commenting on
them as well as sketching an image as close as possible to the course of events that

took place in our country, because it is the right of the Lebanese people, the right of
all Lebanese, the right of all those who love Lebanon and care about Lebanon, the right

of the people in Lebanon, of the state, of the Resistance and for the future, to be

acquainted with and be informed as much as possible about the course of events
because the facts and the way things actually progressed can clearly reveal the

intentions and the aims and what is being prepared for this country and for all of us.
(lines 6-13)

From the beginning of the speech, Nasrallah dissociates the 14" of March audience from
their leaders who ‘talk about their wishes and not about facts and real events’ (lines 26—
27), and who “present unreal things to the people (14" of March audience)’ (line 29) for
the sake of ‘deluding people (14" of March audience)’ (line 72). In this case, Nasrallah is
casting doubt on the 14" of March leaders, using two variants of ad hominem attacks. The
abusive variant attacks opponents’ bad character and unreliability, whereas the
circumstantial variant casts doubt on opponents’ motives. To strengthen the dissociation
between the 14" of March audience and their leaders, Nasrallah portrays the former as
responsible citizens who, once presented with the facts, will be able to see ‘what is
prepared for this country and for all of us’ (lines 12—13), i.e. appealing to the audience’s
duty to revise their positions. Moreover, by taking on the role of disseminator of
knowledge, Nasrallah positions himself as a credible source of information whose aim is

to give the Lebanese a ‘clear picture’ (line 28) of the situation.
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Nasrallah’s trustworthiness and credibility are contrasted with the 14" of March leaders’
lack of credibility and biased representations, which resulted in their failure to anticipate
what was being planned for Lebanon. This implies that there are hidden scenarios,
conspiracies or plots that are already planned, whose aim is to target Hizbollah and
Lebanon as a country. This is an attempt to claim victimhood, or victim-perpetrator
reversal in Wodak’s terms, achieved through the construction of elements of a rescue
narrative. With respect to goals, Nasrallah presents Hizbollah’s participation in the
initiative in terms of finding means that would protect and save Lebanon from the

repercussions of the indictment, i.e. emphasising the nobility of the goal.

We (Hizbollah) refuse the indictment, and we believe that it is politicized and we

believe that we are targeted by America and Israel via the indictment, but Lebanon is
our country and we are keen to protect this country. (lines 45-47)

Hizbollah’s nobility is contrasted with the self-centredness of the 14™ of March
leaders, in particular the prime minister, Saad Hariri (the son of the late prime
minister). According to Nasrallah, some of the terms requested by the 14" of March
party — as part of the initiative — were for personal gain and ‘served the interests of
Hariri’s political and security team’ (lines 186—-187). In contrast, Hizbollah’s
acceptance of the initiative terms aims to protect Lebanon and preserve its safety

and interests.

We (Hizbollah) were ready to concede political and non-political gains to the team of
PM Hariri to protect Lebanon and, consequently, yes, we took this position
(accepting terms) taking into account Lebanon’s safety and interest. (lines 189-191)
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In his adaptation to the audience, Nasrallah manages to create communion with the
14" of March audience by constructing them as rational allies who are willing to
accept his position, or at least revise their positions in light of the facts revealed.
Moreover, creating empathy with this section of the audience is achieved through
the use of referential strategies, such as the pronouns ‘us’ and ‘our’, which serve as
a collectivisation strategy: ‘what is being prepared for this country and for all of us’
(lines 12—13), ‘Lebanon is our country’ (line 47). Nasrallah appeals to the audience
by emphasising their right to know the facts: ‘it is the right of the Lebanese people,
the right of all Lebanese, the right of all those who love Lebanon and care about
Lebanon’ (lines 8-9). However, Nasrallah’s interest in revealing the facts is not
absolute. For example, Nasrallah refrains from stating the terms that were proposed
by the 14™ of March party for reasons that he did not disclose: ‘for certain reasons I
will not reveal these terms” (lines 183-184). This does not only put Nasrallah in a
privileged knowledge position and ask the audience to have faith in him, it also
implicitly suggests that the facts he wants to disclose are limited to those that

support his position.

Nasrallah constructs the 14" of March leaders as those who are only motivated by
their own welfare and interests, with total disregard for the national interest. To
emphasise the distinction between the two parties, Nasrallah uses pronouns (e.g.
they) and demonstratives (e.g. those) that indicate spatial distance, which serves to
realise a perspectivisation strategy: ‘all those (14" of March leaders) who engage in
sophistry’ (line 71), ‘they (14" of March party) talk about their wishes’ (line 27).

Moreover, the negative representation of the 14" of March leaders is realised

246



through predications that attribute negative qualities to the group, such as ‘engage
in sophistry’, ‘claim illusionary heroism’ (line 29), ‘present unreal things to
people’. In contrast, Hizbollah’s actions aim to support the national interest and are
motivated by moral values. Thus, these actions are qualified with positive attributes
that serve to realise predication strategies, e.g. ‘we (Hizbollah) are keen to protect
this country’ (line 47), ‘we took this position (accepting terms) taking into account
Lebanon’s safety and interest’ (lines 190-191). Nasrallah’s claim — what is being
prepared for this county — presumes that agreement over pre-existing plans, plots or
hidden agendas is already established. In fact, this is a claim that Nasrallah should
prove instead of presenting it as a common starting point for the discussion. This

strategy is exploited further in the opening stage.

Opening Stage

In this stage, Nasrallah reveals the sources of his information. In his view, being
acquainted with the facts and the actual progression of events is necessary in order to
‘reveal the intentions and the aims and what is being prepared for this country and for all
of us’ (lines 12—13)’. Thus, Nasrallah proceeds to reveal the factual basis of his position,

and as such, he establishes clear starting points for the discussion.

Lwill start briefly with the facts regarding the so-called the Arab Initiative or the Saudi-
Syrian effort following the talks related to the imminent announcement of the
indictment [...] which intends to accuse Hizbollah’s members or cadres. (lines 14-18)

Nasrallah’s facts are of two types: Facts that are based on Nasrallah’s personal knowledge
and expertise, as a participant in the negotiations (i.e. expert opinion), and those that are

attributed to political figures. In either case, Nasrallah’s objective is to cast doubt on the
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14™ of March party, to present them as blameworthy in order to shift the blame onto
them. As such, the process of revealing facts is used strategically to avoid blame. In the
quasi-judicial part, Nasrallah’s facts seem to support two claims: Nasrallah/ Hizbollah
should not be blamed for ending negotiations and toppling the government. Nasrallah
starts his defence by casting doubt on the 14" of March audience’s pre-existing
knowledge, followed by revealing the identity of those ‘who thwarted this course (of

negotiations) and led things in this direction (ending the initiative)’ (lines 112-113).

This suggests that Nasrallah/ Hizbollah is not responsible for ending the negotiations,
someone else is. This presupposition is taken as a common starting point for the
discussion. The first set of facts relates to denying Hizbollah having responsibility for
ending the negotiations. Thus, Nasrallah presents facts related to different stages that the
negotiations passed through, the terms demanded by both parties and the terms of a
would-be agreement. Nasrallah asserts that Hizbollah’s participation in the negotiations iS
motivated by the will to save Lebanon from repercussions of the indictment. Moreover,
Nasrallah elaborates on the different solutions proposed during negotiations and the final
terms of the agreement that were approved by the 14" of March leaders. Despite this
acknowledgement, Nasrallah ascribes failure in finalising the agreement, and

consequently the suspension of the initiative, to the 14" of March party.

PM Saad Hariri went to America and held meetings with the US administration, and
without prior notice the Saudi side called the Syrian side to say that they were sorry
and, due to the pressures and circumstances, they were unable to continue their efforts
(initiative). (lines 107-109)

According to Nasrallah, an agreement that would save Lebanon from a Sunni-Shiite

conflict does not serve American and Israeli interests. Thus, the main function of the first
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set of facts is to accuse the 14™ of March leaders of complying with American and Israeli

demands at the expense of the national interest.

It's obvious that the Americans and the Israelis were against this Arab effort (initiative)
[...]they (US and Israel) interfered in a decisive way and they informed that this issue

(agreement) should not move on and has to stop, and thus the effort stopped [...] the
US and Israeli gambling and especially the Israeli gambling on the repercussions of
the indictment which accuses members of Hizbollah. Is it possible that the Americans

and the Israelis allow the Arab efforts to succeed and to hinder all these expectations
and gambling? (lines 125-141)

The effectiveness of Nasrallah’s claims can be attributed to the way he formulates them
S0 as to escape doubt or criticism. For example, his claim (it is obvious that Americans
and Israelis were against the initiative) is presented as self-evident, i.e. no proof is
required. Presenting a standpoint as self-evident amounts to the fallacy of evading the
burden of proof.*?! Moreover, Nasrallah reasserts this claim by presenting it in a non-
falsifiable way. This is achieved through a rhetorical question: Is it possible that the
Americans and the Israelis allow the Arab efforts to succeed and to hinder all these
expectations and gambling?, via which the claim is made immune to criticism, i.e. no one
can falsify the fact that Israel is against Lebanon’s interests. This is another instance of

the fallacy of evading the burden of proof.

The second set of facts relates to denying Hizbollah’s responsibility for toppling the
government. These facts are drawn from Hizbollah’s party unproductive experience in
government: ‘we (Hizbollah) acknowledge that we are in this government incapable of

facing financial and administrative corruption and in executing financial, administrative

121 This fallacy is a violation of the Standpoint Rule, Rule 2, by which the protagonist evades the burden of
proof by presenting a standpoint as self-evident.
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and economic reforms’ (lines 283-285). Highlighting the difficulties that Nasrallah’s
party faced in government (lines 267—318) provides concrete evidence to support his

claim as well as enhance his objectivity.

Nasrallah’s objective position is also enhanced through the use of arguments from
authority, indirect speech and passive constructions (presentational devices). These
linguistic means do not only promote objectivity but also serve as perspectivisation
strategies, i.e. they convey Nasrallah’s detachment. This means distancing Nasrallah from
having any direct influence or involvement in the course of events that feeds into a
strategy of avoiding blame: ‘We (Hizbollah) were informed of the presence of an effort

(initiative) of this kind’ (line 20), the ‘Saudi side said that they can't cancel the

indictment’ (line 36), ‘“We were told by the Saudi side that they agree’ (lines 74— 75),
‘PM Saad Hariri made a statement in which he said that the agreement was finalized

months ago’ (lines 97-98).

In terms of adaptation to the audience, Nasrallah presents facts in the form of statements
attributed to sources whom the 14" of March audience trust and respect. Invoking anti-
Israeli/ Zionist sentiments is another strategy via which Nasrallah aims to meet the frame
of reference of the audience: ‘Is it possible that the Americans and the Israelis allow the
Arab efforts to succeed and to hinder all these expectations and gambling?’ (lines 139—

141). This perceptive is further exploited in the argumentation stage.

Argumentation Stage

In his attempts to refute the accusation of ending the initiative, Nasrallah advances three

lines of defence, all of which are based on facts that are either accessible to Nasrallah, as
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a participant in the negotiations, or attributed to external sources. In his version of the
different stages of the negotiations and the terms of the would-be agreement, Nasrallah
invokes the authority of the Saudi king, the Syrian president (Bashar Al Assad), the
Lebanese prime minister, Saad Hariri (the leader of the 14" of March party). For
example, ‘the Saudi side said that they can't cancel the indictment’ (line 36), ‘We were

told by the Saudi side that they (14" of March party) agree and that the PM Saad Hariri

approved the terms that we proposed’ (lines 74-75), ‘PM Saad Hariri made a statement in

which he said that the agreement was finalized months ago’ (lines 97-98). This set of
statements attributed to sources supports the proposition that serious efforts were made,
especially by Hizbollah, to resolve the dispute in order to protect Lebanon from negative

consequences of the indictment.

We (Hizbollah) were informed of the presence of an effort of this kind (initiative), and
we supported it. We bet on this effort (initiative), as did all those who work for the

welfare of Lebanon, so that L ebanon may overcome this ordeal (repercussions of the
indictment) or the ordeal and sedition planned for Lebanon. (lines 20-24)

Attributing statements to an external source does not only promote Nasrallah’s
objectivity, it also serves to absolve Nasrallah of any responsibility for ending the
initiative. Moreover, invoking the authority of the Saudi king (line19) and the Lebanese
prime minister. who are trusted and valued by members of the 14" of March audience,
serves to satisfy their epistemic filters, thereby enhancing the acceptability of Nasrallah’s
propositions. In the statements attributed to the Saudis (mentioned above), Nasrallah
reveals that the 14" of March leaders accepted Hizbollah’s demands or terms as part of
the would-be agreement. According to Nasrallah, these terms are: withdrawing the

Lebanese judges from the STL, ending the financing of the STL, and cancelling the STL
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agreement with the UN (lines 50-56). In Nasrallah’s view, ‘if we (Hizbollah and the
government) are committed to these three terms, this means protecting Lebanon and
saving Lebanon from the repercussions of the indictment’ (lines 69—70). In this case,
Nasrallah is simultaneously advancing three arguments: argument from positive

consequences, argument from fear appeal and the false dilemma fallacy.

As for the argument from positive consequences, Nasrallah asserts that implementing the
terms will protect and save Lebanon from the repercussions of the indictment. According
to Nasrallah, the indictment would ‘lead to conflict at the national level’ (lines 67—68) if
these terms were not implemented. Thus, he is playing on the audience’s emotions by
instilling fear (argument from fear appeal) and reducing the scope of alternatives to two
options (false dilemma), i.e. either the government implements the terms or Lebanon will
face a horrific scenario. In fact, the negotiations failed and, as a consequence, the terms
were not implemented, yet the horrific scenario did not befall Lebanon. This means that
the cause-effect relation that formed the basis of Nasrallah’s defence was fallacious.
Nasrallah’s second line of defence relates to the second accusation raised by opponents

and which he explicitly states.

PM Saad Hariri made a statement in which he said that the agreement was finalized

months ago [...] but there are steps (terms/demands) that are required from the other
side (Hizbollah), which the latter have not vet fulfilled. (lines 97-98)

Saad Hariri’s statement implies that Nasrallah (or Hizbollah) is the one who is
responsible for ending the negotiations/ initiative because he failed to meet the 14" of
March party’s demands. Nasrallah falsifies this accusation by asserting that he (and his

party) had accepted some of the terms while others were subject to further discussions:
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‘Some of these terms were clear and we accepted them, but others needed further

discussion’ (lines 82-83). The Hizbollah party procrastination is justified by claiming that
some of these terms represent political gains that serve Saad Hariri’s interest at the

expense of the national interest: ‘there are one or two terms that were in line with

Lebanon’s interest but all the other terms served the interests of Hariri’s political and

security team’ (lines 174-175). Despite this fact, Nasrallah presents his acceptance of

some of the 14" of March party’s demands in terms of moral values.

We (Hizbollah) were ready to concede political and non-political gains to the team of
PM Hariri to protect Lebanon and, consequently, yes, we took this position
(accepting terms), taking into account Lebanon’s safety and interest. (lines 185-187)

Nasrallah’s defence consists of two argument schemes: argument from moral values
which justifies the goal, and argument from the nobility of a goal scheme which justifies
the means used to achieve the goal. In other words, Hizbollah’s aim — protecting and
saving Lebanon — is motivated by the moral value of preserving Lebanon’s safety and
interests. To achieve this goal, Hizbollah participated in negotiations and accepted some
of its terms (i.e. emphasising the nobility of the goal). Nasrallah manages to deny any
responsibility by giving the impression that he (and his party) had made painful
concessions for the sake of protecting and saving Lebanon. At this point, Nasrallah’s
defence shifts from denying accusations to explicitly accusing his opponents of ending
the initiative. Shifting the blame onto his opponents represents the third line of

Nasrallah’s defence.

PM Saad Hariri went to America and held meetings with the US administration, and
without prior notice the Saudi side called the Syrian side to say that they were sorry
and, due to pressures (exercised by the US) and circumstances, they were unable to

continue their efforts (initiative) [...] As soon as he (Saad Hariri) went to America,
this effort was beheaded [...] This poses a very big question which I would like the
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Lebanese to ask. All Lebanese are worried today about the situation in Lebanon. There
was a possibility that we might not reach this point, so why have we reached it? (lines
107-109, 158-162)

According to Nasrallah, the US administration exercised pressure over Saad Hariri
in order to end the initiative. In Nasrallah’s view, there is a link between Saad
Hariri’s meetings with American officials and ending the initiative. This is another
instance of post hoc ergo propter hoc fallacy, in which a causal relation is based on
observations and coincidence. To support this claim, Nasrallah presents facts
derived from his own observations and knowledge as an expert in negotiations.
Nasrallah claims that the US and Israel commanded the 14™ of March leaders to end

negotiations.

It's obvious that the Americans and the Israelis were against this Arab effort (initiative)
[...] when they realized that the process (negotiations) was yielding very positive

results, they (the US and Israel) interfered in a decisive way and they informed (Saad
Hariri) that this issue (agreement) should not move on and had to stop, and thus the
effort stopped [...] the US and Israeli gambling and especially the Israeli gambling on
the repercussions of the indictment that accuses members of Hizbollah. Is it possible
that the Americans and the Israelis allow the Arab efforts to succeed and to hinder all

these expectations and gambling? (lines 125-141)

Nasrallah asserts that his observations and conclusions are based on facts and American
and Israeli statements, yet, he provides none. In this case, Nasrallah promotes the
acceptability of his propositions by exploiting his authority as an expert in negotiations,
and in Lebanese and international politics. Therefore, Nasrallah is advancing a fallacious

ethotic argument, a variant of argumentum ad verecundiam.

Based on the facts and based on available data, US and Israeli statements that preceded
the efforts and followed stopping the efforts [...] This is obvious from the announced
statements, which they make day and night. (lines 135-139)
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In Nasrallah’s view, ‘this is the only interpretation’ (lines 134-135) that explains the
sudden suspension of negotiations, asking ‘whoever has another interpretation’ (line 134)
to present his claim. In this case, Nasrallah’s defence has features of argumentum ad
ignorantiam fallacy. This means that Nasrallah’s standpoint is accepted as long as the
opposite to the standpoint is not proved to be true.*?? Therefore, Nasrallah shifts the
blame onto the 14" of March leaders who submitted to US/Israeli pressure. This strategy

also allows Nasrallah to construct himself (his party and Lebanon) as a victim.

Nasrallah claims that either ‘the PM Hariri and his team from the very beginning refused
this course (initiative) and did not want this agreement’ (lines 163-164) or that ‘they (PM
and his team) were going along with the king and the Saudi side but there was a US force
majeure’ (lines 167-168) that compelled them to stop negotiations. In either case,
Nasrallah launches direct ad hominem attacks in order to discredit the moral character of

the 14™ of March leaders.

This team (14" of March leaders) cannot be entrusted with Lebanese decision-making
nor with safeguarding Lebanon's interests or Lebanon's stability, and they do not have
the ability to help Lebanon or lead the country out of any impasse or difficulty that

Lebanon might face if months-old efforts were put to an end during a one hour-stay in
the USA. (lines 173-177)

Nasrallah emphasises the untrustworthiness and unreliability of the 14" of March leaders
by exploiting two argument schemes: the argument scheme from action to character, and
the argument scheme from character to action (Walton, 2006, 194-195). That is, the 14"

of March leaders, especially Saad Hariri, worked against national interests by ending

122 This fallacy is a violation of the Concluding Rule, Rule 9, by which a standpoint is considered true
because the opposite has not been successfully defended.
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negotiations and complying with American and Israeli demands; therefore, they are
conspirators, unpatriotic and self-centred (i.e. argument scheme from action to character).
Having such character traits means that the 14" of March party’s future political actions
are most likely to be unpatriotic and seek to jeopardize national interests (i.e. argument
scheme from character to action). The different arguments presented above are related to
shifting the blame for ending negotiations onto the 14™ of March leaders, represented in
the person of Saad Hariri. This leads Nasrallah to the final accusation that he aims to
refute, as part of a quasi-judicial defence, i.e. being blamed for toppling the government.
Nasrallah supports this claim with evidence presented in the form of cause-effect

relations.

After we were informed of this (ending initiative) and we were also informed that the
indictment will be issued soon and that it might be issued within days, we consulted
our allies [...] and we unanimously agreed that it is our duty [...] to resign from the
government and consequently topple the government. (lines 114-117)

This means that toppling the government came after ending negotiations and after news
of the imminent announcement of the indictment. More importantly, the toppling of the
government means that ‘if the General Prosecutor wants to help the Lebanese, [...] it

would not then be the job of the Lebanese government to arrest those accused [...] which

might lead to conflict at the national level’ (lines 65-68). This represents one of the

advantages of toppling the government. To support his claim (he should not be blamed
for toppling the government), Nasrallah provides further evidence based on the Hizbollah
party’s experience in government. Nasrallah outlines the difficulties that his party faced
through during their participation in an ‘unproductive’ government (line 272). These are:

inability to address people’s problems, inability to combat corruption, inability to refer
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the ‘file of false witnesses’ to the Judicial Council and, finally, inability to deal with the
repercussions of the indictment. According to Nasrallah, these are the main reasons that
prompted the resignation: ‘based on this diagnosis [---] we decided to resign’ (lines 334—
336). At this stage, Nasrallah’s argumentation shifts from refuting accusations to
defending the legitimacy of toppling the government, achieved through a set of

argumentum ad consequentiam.

Nasrallah starts his defence by underscoring the positive consequences of toppling the
government: ‘toppling an incapable government [...] might open the door to form a
capable, responsible, loyal government ready to hold the burden and ready to follow up,
address issues and hold responsibilities’ (lines 323-328). Therefore, Nasrallah is
advancing a variant of argumentum ad consequentiam, i.e. the fallacious counterpart of
the argument from positive consequences. In Nasrallah’s view, ‘keeping the government
would keep the door closed’ (lines 329). This proposition signals that the discussion shifts
to what would have been the case had Hizbollah not resigned from or toppled the

government.

This government is incapable of facing the repercussions of the indictment; on the

contrary, this government wants to continue financing a court that is conspiring against

Lebanon and the Resistance and its Lebanese judges are accomplices in this
conspiracy, and this government will later put itself in a difficult position, especially

when the General Prosecutor requests it to arrest, unjustly. falsely and agaressively.
Lebanese citizens. (lines 299-304)

According to Nasrallah, the government and the Lebanese judges, who participate in the
STL, are part of a conspiracy that aims to target Hizbollah by accusing four of its
members. It follows that toppling the government put an end to this conspiracy and saved

the unjustly and wrongfully accused members of Hizbollah being arrested. In this respect,
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Nasrallah is appealing to the 14" of March audience’s feelings of compassion to win their
sympathy through argumentum ad misericordiam. Moreover, Nasrallah’s statements
suggest that had Hizbollah not toppled the government, it would have continued to
conspire against the Resistance, and as a result, the accused members would have been
arrested. Nasrallah is advancing a variant of argumentum ad consequentiam, which
mimics the argument scheme reductio ad absurdum, in order to highlight what would
have been the case had Hizbollah not toppled the government, i.e. constructing a
hypothetical scenario. The hypothetical future scenario does not only appear as premises
for argumentum ad consequentiam, it also constitutes the elements of a rescue narrative.
Through the construction of a rescue narrative, Nasrallah manages to claim victimhood.
However, the victim in this narrative is not only the Hizbollah party (or the Resistance),
but Lebanon as a country, including the 14" of March audience, whose national stability
and safety are threatened. As such, the 14" of March audience are implicitly constructed

as victims of a conspiracy prepared by their own leaders.

The country will be exposed, for we will not be able to know what the Israelis or the
Americans will do, nor those (the 14™ of March party) who want to ravage the country
from inside and who always bet on sectarian strife and conflict. (lines 308-310).

In this narrative, the villains are the leaders of the 14" of March party who succumbed to
American and Israeli demands and ended the initiative. The victims are Hizbollah and the
Lebanese people who will face the dire consequences of indictment, i.e. sectarian conflict.
The hero is Hizbollah, who acts in advance not only to protect and save the Resistance
but also to protect and save Lebanon, thereby fending off the conspiracy. It follows that

toppling the government is an act of defence carried out in order to protect and save the
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Resistance and Lebanon. This implies that the action conforms with the resistance

ideology, and as such it is implicitly redefined as an act of resistance.

Nasrallah’s hypothetical scenario, i.e. the threat of sectarian conflict as well as actions
that could be taken by Israel or the US, aims to instil fear in the audience, especially the
14™ of March audience. On the one hand, Nasrallah’s allusion to sectarian conflict
reminds the 14" of March audience of a frightening recent past — the ‘Invasion of Beirut’,
and on the other hand, it evokes nationalist sentiments related to the fear arising from
jeopardising Lebanon’s stability and safety. As such, fear is used as a heteronomisation
strategy, by which the audience is warned of the risks of jeopardizing national security,
and at the same time, it is a call to consolidate efforts in order to eliminate the source of
fear. Thus, fear is used as a unification strategy. The elements of the rescue narrative also
configure as premises in an argument from fear appeal. The argument can be

reconstructed as follows:

Premise 1: If Hizbollah did topple the government, then Hizbollah members would
be arrested and Lebanon would face sectarian conflict (hypothetical
scenario)

Premise 2: This is very bad for the Resistance and for Lebanon
Premise 3: Therefore, this ought to be prevented if possible
Premise 4: But the only way to prevent this is by toppling the government

Conclusion:  Therefore, Hizbollah had to topple the government

Through this narrative, Nasrallah manages to present the Lebanese, including the14" of
March audience, as victims who must be saved from a conspiracy that aims to target the
Resistance and Lebanon. As a consequence, members of the 14" of March audience, who
were originally against toppling a government led by their leader, are encouraged to
review their position. To this end, Nasrallah reframes the action in such a way as to make

it cohere with generally accepted background knowledge and beliefs. That is, Nasrallah

459



leads members of the 14™ of March audience to access a less highly activated set of
indisputable beliefs that weigh in favour of action (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3). This is
achieved through reframing the action of toppling the government so as to conform with a
resistance ideology and nationalist views. This perspective is further asserted through
Nasrallah’s indirect response to the negative consequences of toppling the government,

I.e. argumentum ad consequentiam, as cited by his opponents.

Keeping the current governmental status quo was impossible as would be unfair for
the sake of the state and also unfair to state institutions and the people, and this
toppling the government) was the utmost national safety procedure and not vice versa

(coup against the Doha Agreement). (lines 313-333)

According to the 14™ of March party, the toppling of the government violated the Doha
agreement and threatened the current power-sharing formula, i.e. causing instability.
Thus, Nasrallah indirectly falsifies this proposition by asserting that the toppling of the

government ‘was the utmost national safety procedure and not vice versa’. This

proposition asserts that the toppling of the government was in accordance with the
national interest. Nasrallah reaffirms this claim by invoking undisputed sources of
normativity, based on which the action is further legitimised. This is achieved through
referring to constitutional rights and duties: ‘it was our national and moral duty to topple
the government’ (line 329), ‘we (Hizbollah) took a constitutional, legal, democratic and
very normal step, and this is our natural right” (lines 336-337). This means that the
negative consequences of toppling the government should be evaluated in terms of the
constitutional and legal norms that governed the action. The argumentation that Nasrallah
puts forward to legitimise the action of toppling the government can be reconstructed as

shown in Figure 8.1, below.
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Opponent’s Counter-Claim: Toppling the
government yas wrong

A

“ Rebut Counter-Claim: Toppling the government was right

Negative Consequences
of Toppling the
Government:

- Represents a coup
against the Doha
Agreement

-Changes the division of
power

Figure 7.1: Positive and negative consequences of toppling the government
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Accepted in
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-It is a national and
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Consequences had
Toppling the
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Taken Place:

- The government
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conspire against the
Resistance

- The government
would arrest the
accused members

-Lebanon will face
sectarian conflict

Positive
Consequences of
Toppling the
Government:

- Opens the door to
form a capable,
responsible and loyal
government ready to
carry the burden

- Opens the door to
form a government
ready to confront the
repercussions of the
indictment

In his attempt to adapt to the audience, especially the 14™ of March audience, Nasrallah

sketches out an appalling image of the government’s performance. Through this

presentation, Nasrallah depicts the 14" of March audience (and all Lebanese) as people

who have received unfair and unjust treatment from a government led by their own

leadership: ‘it is unfair for the sake of the state and is also unfair to the state institutions

and to the people’ (lines 331-332). This is because the government failed to address

issues that pertain to the daily affairs of the Lebanese. This view is contrasted with the

positive consequences that toppling the government would have on political and social

levels: ‘open up the door to form a capable, responsible, loyal government ready to carry

the burden and ready to follow up and address issues and take on responsibilities’ (lines

326-327). Moreover, Nasrallah adapts to the audience by reframing events in such a way

as to meet audience’s frame of reference. This is achieved through a rescue narrative in
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which the action of toppling the government is reframed as an act of resistance. Thus, the

action conforms with resistance ideology tenets, to which most Lebanese subscribe.

Rhetorical questions, metaphors and vague expressions are among the presentational
devices used in Nasrallah’s defence. The main function of rhetorical questions is to
promote a negative representation of the 14" of March party by casting doubt on their
motives and exposing their self-centredness. For example, ‘who are the ones who
thwarted this course, and who led things in this direction?’ (lines 112-113), ‘is this in the
interest of the nation or does it serve the interests of a specific political and security
party?’ (lines 223-224). The construction of the 14™ of March group is also realised
through predications that attribute negative qualities to them, such as ‘this team cannot be
entrusted’, ‘don’t have the ability to help Lebanon or lead the country’ (lines 173-176).
Moreover, Nasrallah’s facts are presented in terms of metaphors pertaining to the medical
profession. This is based on Nasrallah’s ‘diagnosis of this incapable and flaccid
government’, SO that he ‘decided to resign’. Thus, the situation is presented in terms of an
ailment where drastic or urgent measures should be taken. It might, then, be safe to
conclude that the metaphorical language used in this stage is in conformity with the

rescue narrative that Nasrallah exploited.
Concluding Stage

Nasrallah begins this stage by reasserting that the indictment constitutes an important
element in the conspiracy and reemphasising the need for defiance and resistance. To this
end, Nasrallah reminds the audience of a series of actions that were carried out by the US

and Israel, and Hizbollah’s response that resulted in victory. These lessons were learnt,
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for example, from the 2006 Israeli war on Lebanon. Thus, Nasrallah ends his
argumentation with an image of victory that can only be achieved through defiance and
resistance. This means that Nasrallah has successfully defended his position and
proceeding along similar lines is the expected conclusion. Thus, Nasrallah is making an
absolute of the success of his defence, which amounts to the fallacy of concluding that a

standpoint is true because it has been defended successfully.

Nasrallah states the conclusion of his argumentation in terms of warning and threatening
those who are conspiring against the Resistance: ‘we (Hizbollah) will not allow anyone to

conspire against (us) [...] to unjustly and erroneously accuse us of shedding the blood of

martyr PM Rafig Hariri’ (lines 560-562). Through advice cloaked in a threat, Nasrallah

appeals to the 14" of March leaders’ rationality and asks them to reconsider their
position: ‘you are miscalculating and if you believe that you might make use of the

indictment to target the Resistance, you are extensively miscalculating’ (lines 594-596).

3. Conclusion

In this speech, Nasrallah attempts, on the one hand, to shift the blame of ending the
negotiations onto his opponents, and to restore the legitimacy of a controversial action
(toppling the government), on the other. In the confrontation stage, Nasrallah strategically
manoeuvres by leaving implicit the main points of disagreement. This evasion strategy
permits Nasrallah to define the confrontation in terms of disagreement over facts and
pursued goals. Nasrallah starts his defence by dissociating the 14" of March audience

from their leadership. To this end, he portrays the 14" of March audience as rational
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citizens who are amenable to change. This view is further exploited in the opening stage,
where Nasrallah’s facts are presented in terms of statements that are attributed to political
figures that this audience trust and highly value. In the argumentation stage, Nasrallah
attempts to refute three accusations. These are: his responsibility for ending negotiations,
his procrastination in accepting initiative terms, and his responsibility for toppling the
government. Nasrallah’s main strategies in the quasi-judicial part are to deny any

attribution of blame and to shift the blame onto his opponents.

In the part that is related to legitimising the action, Nasrallah presents facts that attest to
the desirability of toppling the government. Among the positive consequences highlighted
by Nasrallah is saving Lebanon from a conspiracy that could lead to sectarian conflict.
Therefore, the action’s conformity with national views and the resistance ideology is the
first level of legitimacy conferred on the action. The second is the moral values that

govern the action, while the third is related to constitutional and legal norms and rights.

In the next chapter, | present the results of the analyses and discuss how the

implementation of my proposed model helps in answering the thesis questions.

264



Reconstruction of the argument
- Quasi-juridical defence to avoid blame:
(1) (Nasrallah and his party should not be blamed)
(1.1) (Nasrallah/Hizbollah should not be blamed for ending the initiative)
(1.1.1) (We have made every effort to reach an agreement)
1.1.1.1a We supported the initiative
1.1.1.2 We wanted Lebanon to overcome the ordeal
1.1.2.1a We are keen to protect this country
1.1.2.1a.1 We want to protect and save Lebanon from the repercussions of
the indictment
1.1.1.3 We can protect Lebanon by implementing three terms
1.1.1.3a Implementing these terms will save and protect Lebanon from the
repercussions of the indictment
1.1.1.3a.1 If these were not implemented, then Lebanon would face intra-
sectarian conflict
(1.1.1.3a.2) (The government must commit to the three terms)
1.2 Nasrallah/Hizbollah should not be blamed for not accepting the initiative terms
1.2.1 We accepted some of these terms, and we were discussing others
1.2.2. Some terms represent personal gains for the prime minister
1.2.3. We (Hizbollah) were ready to concede political and non-political gains to
the team of PM Hariri
1.2.3.1a We take into account Lebanon’s safety and interest
1.2.3.1a.1 (We accepted some terms for the sake of protecting and saving

Lebanon from the repercussions of the indictment)
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1.3. The 14™ of March party is responsible for ending the initiative
1.3.1 The US and Israel are against the initiative
1.3.1.1a The US and Israel bet on the repercussions of the indictment
1.3.1.1a.1 The agreement does not serve American and Israeli interests
1.3.1.1a.2 Facts, available data, US and Israeli statements prove this
1.3.2 The US administration put pressure on Saad Hariri to end the initiative
1.3.2.1a As soon as Saad Hariri went to America, this effort was beheaded
1.3.2.1a.1 This is the only interpretation
1.3.2.1a.2 Whoever has another interpretation, let him present it to us
1.3.3 The 14" of March leaders worked against the national interest by ending
negotiations
1.3.3.1a They submitted to American and Israeli demands
1.3.3.1a.1 They are conspirators, unpatriotic and self-centred
1.3.3.1a.2 Their future political actions are most likely to be unpatriotic
and jeopardize the national interest
1.3.3.1a.3 This team (14" of March leaders) cannot be entrusted with
Lebanese decision-making and Lebanese stability
1.4 Nasrallah/Hizbollah should not be blamed for toppling the government
1.4.1 We did not reach an agreement through negotiations
1.4.2 We had a bad experience with this unproductive government
1.4.3 It failed to address people’s problems, failed to combat corruption etc.
1.4.4 This government is incapable of facing the repercussions of the indictment
1.4.5 This government wants to continue financing a court that is conspiring

against Lebanon and the Resistance
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1.4.5.1a (The government is involved in a conspiracy against the
Resistance)
-Legitimation of Decision:
(2) (Toppling the government was right)
2.1 Hizbollah had to resign or topple the government
2.1.1 (The government is involved in a conspiracy against the Resistance)
2.1.1.1a The government will arrest accused members of Hizbollah
2.1.1.1a.1 Those members are unjustly and wrongfully accused
2.1.1.1a.2 Toppling the government is an act of resistance
2.1.2 Toppling the government saved and protected the Resistance from the
conspiracy
2.1.2.1a After the announcement of the indictment, the country will be
exposed
2.1.2.1a.1 We do not know what the Americans, Israelis
and some of the 14" of March leaders will do
2.1.2.1a.2 Lebanon will face sectarian conflict
2.1.2.1a.3 We will not allow anyone to conspire against us
2.1.2.1a.4 (We had to topple the government to prevent the
conspiracy)
2.1.2.1a.5 (The action should be positively evaluated)
2.2 Toppling the government will open the door to forming a capable, responsible, loyal
government etc.
(2.2.1) (Toppling the government should be positively evaluated)

2.3 Toppling the government was the utmost safety procedure, and not vice versa
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2.3.1 (It is not a coup against the Doha Agreement)
(2.3.1.1a) (It does not aim to change the current power-sharing formula)
2.3.2 It was our national and moral duty to topple the government
2.3.3 We took a constitutional, legal, democratic and very normal step, and this is
our natural right

(2.3.4) (Toppling the governement should be positively evaluated)
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Chapter 9

Discussion of results

1. Introduction

In the previous four chapters, Nasrallah’s speeches were analysed based on my proposed
model for incorporating pragma-dialectics into the analytical toolkit of the DHA. To
conduct the analyses, | followed the proposed procedure for implementing the model, as
presented in Chapter 4, section 4.4. My aim in this chapter is to evaluate whether the
proposed model and the associated analytical tools helped in providing answers to the
thesis questions (see Chapter 1, section 7). In other words, | want to evaluate the
feasibility of the proposed model and to assess whether the basic claims and assumptions
that were taken as starting points for my proposal are still valid, or not. In an attempt to
synthesize the different results obtained, | start this chapter by sketching out an overview
of Nasrallah’s macro-, as well as, micro-strategies utilised in responding to accusations
and rebutting opponents’ claims. This section represents a general summary of the
analyses. After this general overview, I return to the thesis questions and clarify how the
proposed model delivers adequate answers. Each section then deals with one or more of

the thesis questions.

2. Overview of Nasrallah’s defence strategies

The analyses of speeches show that Nasrallah’s defence revolves around three macro-
strategies. The first is a macro-strategy of blame avoidance, achieved through denying

responsibility for a criticised action or decision. This means that Nasrallah implicitly
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admits that the criticised action or decision is wrong. Nasrallah uses this strategy in order
to deny his (and his party’s) responsibility for: ending the Saudi-Syrian initiative (4™
speech), fuelling intra-sectarian conflict that spreads with Hizbollah-backed
demonstrations (2" speech) and the Invasion of Beirut (3™ speech), and instigating war
with Israel (1% speech). To avoid blame, Nasrallah uses a set of denial- and blame-
avoidance strategies, such as act-denial, blaming the victim, victim-perpetrator reversal,
vague expressions and trivialisations, among others. These strategies are part of van
Dijk’s (1992) typology for denying racism. Moreover, Nasrallah uses a set of argument
schemes, the aim of which is to avoid blame and convey a positive, impeccable image of
Hizbollah, e.g. ad populum, straw man fallacies, argument from analogy or from
example, argument from moral values, from character to action and from action to
character, etc. Some of these argument schemes are identified by DHA scholars in their
research pertaining to avoiding blame (Angouri & Wodak, 2014; Reisigl & Wodak, 2001;

Wodak, 2015) (see Chapter 3, section 7.1).

The second macro-strategy is legitimising a problematised action or decision in such a
way as to make it enjoy intersubjective recognition (Habermas, 1990). Utilising this
strategy means that Nasrallah implicitly admits responsibility for carrying out an action or
taking a decision, but denies it was bad. To this end, Nasrallah uses legitimation
strategies, e.g. argument from authority, hypothetical future scenario, propagating fear,
argument from negative consequences, argument from moral values etc. in order to
restore legitimacy in a context of controversy. Most of these strategies appear in Reyes’s
(2011) typology as well as in van Leeuwen and Wodak’s (1999) typology for legitimation

strategies (see Chapter 3, section 7.2). Interestingly, the first and second macro-strategies
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are the two main strategies involved in responding to accusations as proposed by Austin

(1956) (see Chapter 3, section 7).

The third macro-strategy is shifting the blame onto opponents. To achieve this, Nasrallah
exploits a set of representation and argumentative strategies, such as ad hominem, tu
quoque, ad verecundiam, rhetorical questions, presuppositions, exaggerations, metaphors
and so on, in order to discredit opponents, scapegoat them and construct them as worthy
of blame. These strategies, according to Reisigl and Wodak (2001), are part and parcel of
a negative Other presentation. It seems reasonable to suggest that Nasrallah’s macro-
strategies are realised through the simultaneous use of representation and argumentation
strategies. In fact, this is one of the basic claims of this thesis. The following section
discusses how negative Other and positive Self presentation are enacted through

representation and argumentation strategies.

3. The discursive construction of in-/out-groups

In his attempts to avoid blame, deny responsibility and shift blame onto opponents,
Nasrallah constructs an image of the 14" of March party that is worthy of blame. In each
of the four speeches, Nasrallah starts his argumentation by redefining differences of
opinion in terms of conflict over facts (1% and 2" speeches), moral values (3™ speech) or
pursued goals (4" speech). This allows Nasrallah to cast doubt on his opponents’
knowledge, credibility, motives and positions, all of which are based on biased and
distorted representations. In each speech, Nasrallah sketches out two contradictory
images, i.e. the trustworthiness, credibility, patriotism, morality and nationalism of the

Hizbollah party versus the 14" of March leaders’ lack of credibility, untrustworthiness,
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self-centredness, collaboration with and subservience to Israel and the US. Both images
are created via representation and argumentation strategies. In the analysis chapters, |
refer to some of the referential, predication, perspectivisation and mitigation strategies
that are involved in the negative presentation of the 14" of March party and the positive
representation of Hizbollah’s party (8" of March party). In this section, however, |
discuss the construction of in-/out-groups achieved via argumentation strategies. | also
discuss how representation strategies construct argument schemes (see Chapter 4, section

4.1).

With respect to the negative representation of the 14" of March party, Nasrallah uses
argumentum ad hominem, argument scheme from action to character, argumentum ad
verecundiam and straw man fallacy. | will illustrate the function of each argument
scheme involved in the discursive construction of the 14" of March party through an
example. In the fourth speech, Nasrallah denies any responsibility for ending the initiative
and considers this accusation as evidence of the 14" of March leaders’ manipulation of
the facts in order to delude their audience. Thus, Nasrallah claims that the 14™ of March
leaders: ‘talk about their wishes and not about facts and real events’ (lines 25-26), ‘they
present unreal things to the people (14" of March audience)’ (line 28) for the sake of
‘deluding people’ (line 69). In this case, Nasrallah uses two variants of ad hominem
attacks: abusive and circumstantial, in order to attack his opponents’ moral character and

cast doubt on their motives.

A negative representation of the 14" of March group is also realised through ad hominem
attacks of the tu quoque type. In the second speech, Nasrallah accuses the 14" of March

party of fuelling intra-sectarian struggle through their violent response to demonstrations.
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He, thus, hints at a discrepancy between the 14" of March party’s moral values (freedom,

sovereignty and independence) and their actions. Nasrallah states: ‘They (ruling party)

were not able to withstand the democracy (right to demonstrate) that they claim to

protect’ (line 197). Moreover, Nasrallah manages to construct the 14" of March leaders as
conspirators and Israeli collaborators, whose actions serve American and Israeli interests.
For example, Nasrallah relies on statements that are falsely attributed — straw man fallacy
— to Israeli ministers: ‘How can we (the Israeli government) help this failing government
in Lebanon?’ (line 83). Through argumentum ad verecundiam, Nasrallah implicitly
suggests that Israel is supporting or looking for ways to support the ruling government

(2" speech, line 83).

The aforementioned argument schemes are involved in the discursive construction of the
14" of March leaders as social actors. Other argument schemes, such as argument from
example, argument from action to character and from character to action, and post hoc
ergo propter hoc are employed in the negative representation of the 14" of March party’s
actions, in particular that their actions serve the interests of the US and Israel at the
expense of the national interest. For example, in the fourth speech, Nasrallah relates the
sudden suspension of the initiative to Saad Hariri’s visit to the US. Thus, he commits the
post hoc ergo propter hoc fallacy by claiming a causal relation based on personal
observation: ‘As soon as he (Saad Hariri) went to America, this effort (initiative) was
beheaded.’ The negative representation of the 14" of March actions is also conveyed
through arguments from example. In the third speech, Nasrallah reminds the audience of
the shameful Treaty with Israel (17" of May Treaty) in order to reveal the 14" of March

leaders’ collaboration with Israel. This fallacious argument from example is presented in
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the form of rhetorical questions that implicitly refer to the identity of the alleged group
that signed the Treaty: ‘Who signed the treaty [...]? Who are the leaders and political
parties involved in crowning Lebanon forever as a country that belongs to the Zionist
project? (lines 333-336). This example is taken as evidence of the 14" of March party’s
collaboration with Israel and, as such, it is exploited to draw a generalisation about this

group’s conduct, i.e. secundum quid.

Argument from action to character is also used in the negative representation of the 14"
of March party’s actions. In the fourth speech, ending the initiative is taken as evidence to
cast doubt on the 14" of March leaders’ future actions: ‘This team (14" of March leaders)
cannot be entrusted [...] with safequarding Lebanon's interests or Lebanon's stability [...]
if months-old efforts (initiative) were put to an end during a one hour-stay in the USA’
(lines 162—166). According to Nasrallah, ending the initiative indicates that the 14" of
March leaders are conspirators and unpatriotic (argument from action to character). This
is taken as evidence to conclude that the 14" of March leaders’ future actions are most
likely to be unpatriotic and seek to jeopardize the national interest (i.e. argument scheme

from character to action).

In a similar manner, the positive representation of the 8" of March party is realised via
argumentation and representation strategies. The construction of this group as a social
actor is promoted through arguments from example and arguments from action to
character. In the second speech, Nasrallah accuses the 14™ of March party of killing one
of Hizbollah’s followers and instigating intra-sectarian conflict. Despite this fact,
Nasrallah exonerates the 14" of March leaders and calls for unity and cooperation to form

a new unity government: ‘the world will be surprised, we (Hizbollah party) are the
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offspring of these values and this culture (Shiite Islam), a culture that calls for unity,

forgiveness and love’ (lines 372-373). Thus, Nasrallah shows clemency, which in turn
reveals the moral values that he and his party adhere to. Nasrallah’s statements also have
features of the argument scheme from action to character. This means that, based on the

group’s actions, group’s members can be described as loving, caring and calling for unity.

The discursive construction of the Hizbollah party is also achieved through arguments
that promote a positive representation of its actions. Argument from analogy, argument
from example, argument from the nobility of a goal scheme etc. are used to promote a
positive representation of the Hizbollah’s party actions. In the third speech, Nasrallah
claims that Hizbollah’s party refuses to be involved in intra-sectarian conflict. Nasrallah
provides evidence through an argument from analogy in which he compares the actions of
the French resistance with the way Hizbollah treated conspirators and traitors after the

liberation of the south of Lebanon: the ‘Resistance in Lebanon is much more civilized

humane and moral than the French resistance’ (lines 235-236). The conclusion of this
argument is also exploited to formulate generalisations about the peaceful nature of
Hizbollah’s activities, i.e. secundum quid. In the same speech, Nasrallah uses an
argument from example to refer to Hizbollah’s heroic deeds during the Israeli war in
2006. Through this example, Nasrallah dissipates the 14" of March party’s doubts

regarding Hizbollah’s capabilities and readiness to rule Lebanon: The hearts [...]

Lebanon’ (lines 93-96).
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One of the salient argument schemes used by Nasrallah to support a positive image of the
Hizbollah party is the argument scheme of the nobility of a goal. Through this scheme,
Hizbollah’s actions are justified in terms of the noble goals that these actions are expected
to serve. For example, in the fourth speech, Nasrallah exploits this scheme to justify his
party’s acceptance of some of the 14" of March party’s demands, which represent
personal gains for their leaders: ‘We (Hizbollah) were ready to concede political and non-

political gains to the team of PM Hariri to protect Lebanon [...], Lebanon’s safety and

interest’ (lines 176-179). It follows that Hizbollah’s actions are governed by moral values

and are carried out to achieve noble goals.

In this section, I will not elaborate any further on Nasrallah’s moral argumentation as this
is one of the main topics of the following section. However, before moving on to the next
section, | need to clarify two points. First, the aforementioned examples (and analyses)
show that representation strategies play a significant role in constructing premises for
arguments, in particular, referential, predication and perspectivisation strategies. In
Chapter 4, | proposed that the three aspects of strategic manoeuvring are also realised
through the DHA’s representation strategies. As a consequence, in the analysis chapters, |
discussed in detail how representation strategies (with the exception of intensification
strategies) play a role in realising the three aspects of strategic manoeuvring in each of the
stages of critical discussion, i.e. the formulation of topical potential, establishing
communion and empathy with the audience and presentational devices, e.g. metaphor,
vague expressions, presuppositions, allusions etc. Second, the results of the analyses
show that the discursive construction of in-out-groups is attained through representation

and argumentation strategies. Thus, the discussion so far presents answers to the second
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question (see Chapter 1, section 7), namely, how does Nasrallah construct and position
partisans and opponents? In this section, | refered to some argument schemes that are
involved in the justification of action, e.g. the argument scheme from the nobility of a
goal. In the following section, | discuss the different levels of normativity invoked by

Nasrallah in order to restore the legitimacy of controversial past actions or decisions.

3. Legitimation of actions or decisions

In Chapter 4, section 4.3, I claimed that Nasrallah’s speeches are attempts to restore
intersubjective agreement over past actions or decisions that have been severely criticised.
Nasrallah’s responses are an attempt to rebut opponents’ counter-claim, i.e. Nasrallah’s/
Hizbollah’s action or decision was wrong. Opponents’ counter-claim is mainly supported
by argument from negative consequences, which underscores the negative effects that
have already materialised. Consequently, Nasrallah advances argumentation in which he
provides evidence that points to the contrary. In other words, Nasrallah supports his
claim: the action/ decision was right via a set of argumentum ad consequentiam, which
highlights the materialized positive consequences as well as the negative consequences

had Hizbollah/ Nasrallah not carried out the action or decision.

In his attempt to legitimize a problematized action or decision, Nasrallah invokes three
levels of normativity. These are realised by: (i) capitalizing on emerging positive
consequences to show that these outweigh the negative ones cited by opponents; (ii)
magnifying the negative consequences of failing to act via the construction of a

hypothetical future scenario; and (iii) downplaying and trivialising the impact of negative
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consequences, i.e. to show that the goal is more important than the materialized negative

conseqguences.

As for argumentum ad consequentiam, Nasrallah highlights the positive effects that have
already emerged. Thus, Nasrallah’s argument combines causal reasoning related to the
consequences of an action or decision with moral considerations about the desirability of
these consequences in order to defend a descriptive standpoint (doing A was right).
Nasrallah’s detailed description of positive consequences can be seen as a direct response
to the argument from negative consequences adduced by opponents. The emphasis on
positive effects seems to suggest that the positive consequences outweigh the negative
ones, which feeds into enhancing the desirability of an action or decision. This is the first
level of normativity (i.e. the action was right due to the desirability of the materialised
consequences) that Nasrallah exploits in his attempt to legitimise a past controversial

action or decision.

Nasrallah’s legitimation strategy also consists of highlighting the negative consequences,
had not Nasrallah/ Hizbollah taken the criticised action or decision. These negative
consequences are presented in the form of a hypothetical dreadful scenario, whose
realisation the criticised action or decision prevented. Through a hypothetical scenario,
Nasrallah sketches a gloomy picture of what would have been the case, had Hizbollah not
acted in the manner proclaimed. One of the main features of Nasrallah’s hypothetical
scenarios is the propagation of fear. Nasrallah invokes fear on two levels: on the personal
level, where citizens are individually threatened by the horrific events narrated; and on
the national level, where national sovereignty, security, safety, stability and freedom are
threatened, for example, through foreign tutelage or intra-sectarian conflict. To this end,
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Nasrallah depicts Hizbollah and the Lebanese people, including the 14" of March
audience, as being victimised by the actions carried out by the 14" of March leaders. In
this respect, the different events of the hypothetical future scenario construct elements of

a rescue narrative.

First, through a rescue narrative, Nasrallah claims that opponents’ actions, plans, plots or
conspiracies aim to target Hizbollah or the Resistance. In the four analysed speeches,
Nasrallah presents these conspiratorial scenarios as being prepared or encouraged by the
US and Israel in order to serve their interests. Thus, claiming victimhood allows
Nasrallah, on the one hand, to indirectly appeal to the audiences’ emotions to win their
sympathy (i.e. argumentum ad misericordiam), and to invoke anti-Zionist and nationalist

sentiments (i.e. ad populum), on the other.

Second, through a rescue narrative, Nasrallah constructs himself as a saviour, whose aim
is not only to save his political group, but also to save, rescue, and protect Lebanon and
the Lebanese. To this end, Nasrallah redefines the criticised actions and decisions as
being acts of resistance, i.e. actions or decisions that aim to protect and defend the
Resistance, its members, reputation, dignity and existence. Moreover, Nasrallah
emphasises the moral values that motivated the action or decision. Nasrallah claims that
his (and his party’s) actions and decisions are motivated by the moral values of preserving
Lebanon’s safety, freedom, independence, sovereignty, dignity and interests. Thus,
Nasrallah frames the action so as to conform to undisputable background knowledge and
beliefs, i.e. resistance ideology and nationalist views. Finally, Nasrallah legitimises
actions or decisions by emphasising the noble goals that these actions or decisions are

expected to serve. In the four analysed speeches, Nasrallah’s goal is saving, protecting
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and rescuing Lebanon from projects or plans prepared by the 14" of March leaders, who
aim to realise American and Israeli interests. This is the second level of normativity

invoked by Nasrallah.

The third level of normativity relates to invoking religious beliefs in an attempt to
downplay or relativize the negative consequences of an action or decision. Negative
consequences are most often related to human losses (martyrs). In Nasrallah’s view, these
sacrifices are religiously justified as the path to the ‘promised victory’ is only attainable
through martyrdom (i.e. argument from sacrifice). This is the highest level of normativity
by which an action or decision gains legitimacy. However, in the fourth speech, where
human losses are not the main negative consequence, Nasrallah invokes the authority of
the constitution, the legal system and moral duties. This is also another undisputable or
higher-level order of normativity. This means that Nasrallah’s actions or decisions gain
legitimacy because they conform to widely shared values, beliefs, norms etc. that are
themselves publicly recognised and justified. This interpretation echoes Fairclough and
Fairclough’s (2012) view of legitimation. In their view, an action gains legitimacy
through reference to “publicly shared and publicly justifiable, and sometimes even highly
formalized, codified, institutional systems of beliefs, values, and norms” (p. 109) (see

Chapter 3, section 7.2).

The three levels of normativity invoked by Nasrallah to regain legitimacy constitute one
mechanism by which Nasrallah attempts to persuade audiences, in particular, the 14" of
March audience. The above discussion provides partial answers to the first question set

for the thesis (see Chapter 1, section 7), namely, how does Nasrallah strategically

280



manoeuvre to resolve disagreements with opposition audiences? The following section

provides additional answers.
5. Charisma and epistemic vigilance

In his attempt to persuade the 14™ of March audience, Nasrallah orients himself to meet
this audience’s frame of reference and establish communion. In the second speech,
Nasrallah flatters the 14" of March audience by acknowledging their positive attitude
towards the displaced during the Israeli war on Lebanon in 2006. In the third speech,
Nasrallah directly addresses and greets the 14" of March audience by saying ‘our dear
people in Beirut’ (lines 439-440). However, the dominant strategy in Nasrallah’s
adaptation to the 14" of March audience is dissociating the latter from the wrongful and
disrespectful actions carried out by their leaders, e.g. the alleged collaboration with Israel.
Through this strategy, Nasrallah portrays them as rational citizens who are ready to be

acquainted with the facts, and based on which they are expected to assess their positions.

Nasrallah starts his defence by casting doubt on the 14" of March audience’s information
and upholding the responsibility for offering them the ‘true facts’. Thus, Nasrallah
positions himself as a credible and trustworthy source of information whose aim is to give
the Lebanese a ‘clear picture’ (4" speech, line 27). To enhance his credibility, Nasrallah’s
facts are based on statements attributed to sources that the 14™ of March audience trust
and highly value, e.g. Saad Hariri (leader of the 14" of March party), the Saudi king and
Condoleezza Rice (former US Secretary of State), among others. This means that
Nasrallah enhances the acceptability of his claims by satisfying the epistemic defences of

the 14™ of March audience (see Chapter 3, section 6.3.3). In contrast, accusing the 14" of
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March leaders of distorting, hiding or misrepresenting facts amounts to ad hominem
attacks, which serves two interrelated goals. On the one hand, ad hominem attacks serve
to satisfy the epistemic defences of the 14" of March audience towards the source of
information, i.e. Nasrallah, and point to the untrustworthiness and lack of credibility of

their leaders, thereby weakening the acceptability of their claims, on the other hand.

Projecting an image of trustworthiness and credibility is also achieved through strategies
pertaining to the legitimation of assertions, which feeds into the construction of the
communicator’s ethos or charisma. In Chapter 3, section 6.3.3, | argued that the
construction of ethos (competence, benevolence, and trustworthiness) is linked to the
discursive construction of charisma, i.e. projecting a proper image of the Self. I also
argued that the discursive construction of a trustworthy image is attained through
linguistic resources that underpin the legitimation of assertions (see Chapter 3, section
6.3.4), i.e. evidence that the communicator provides in order to show the degree of
commitment, reliability, and certainty towards the communicated representation.
Following Hart’s (2011) typology, I present examples, taken from the four speeches,
related to the evidence that Nasrallah provides in order to satisfy the epistemic filters of
the addressees, which feeds into constructing his image as a credible and trustworthy

source of information (i.e. constructing charisma).

Nasrallah provides evidence for the truth of his claims by using linguistic cues related to
the domain of PERCEPTION: ‘it seems that these were preparations for the aggression’,
‘the course of events can clearly reveal for us’, ‘I want to be very clear so that all

Lebanese would have a clear picture.” Evidentials expressing OBVIOUSNESS are used

to support the view that Nasrallah’s claims are beyond doubt: ‘facts that will lead to one
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obvious conclusion’, ‘It's obvious that the Americans and the Israelis were against this

Arab effort’, ‘based on the facts and based on available data, the US and Israeli

statements that preceded the initiative’. Moreover, Nasrallah provides PROOF of his
objective stance by showing that his facts are taken from external, independent sources,

e.g. ‘All information confirms’ (line 14), ‘According to American estimations’,

‘thwarting the Saudi-Syrian effort has confirmed that this government is not qualified’.
Objectivity is also promoted through attributing statements to experts, i.e. EXPERT

KNOWLEDGE, e.g. the Winograd report which states that’, ‘According to the US

secretary’s speech in which she declares the birth of the new Middle East’.

According to Hart (2011), intensification strategies identified by DHA scholars (see
Chapter 4, section 2) can be linked to strategies pertaining to the legitimation of
assertions, inasmuch as these qualify or modify the illocutionary force of propositions. In
his presentation of facts, Nasrallah relies heavily on zero-marked modality to convey his
commitment to truth. For example, ‘The enemy was going to this war’, ‘there are
obstacles’, ‘this is the truth that we have reached’, ‘we are the most able’, ‘there was a
plan ready to put in place’. Nasrallah’s certainty is conveyed through modals showing
high probability, e.g. ‘we will win’, ‘our steadfastness will change the reality around us’,
‘blood must win over the sword’, ‘history has to remain present’, ‘so no one will repeat
the follies of the 5™ of May’, “‘we must all cooperate and collaborate together’, “this must

not be part of any agreement or settlement’, ‘we will defend our dignity’.

The aforementioned examples show that strategies underpinning the legitimation of
assertions serve to satisfy audiences’ epistemic vigilance towards the source, as well as

playing a role in projecting a credible and trustworthy image of the communicator.
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Therefore, through the construction of charisma, i.e. projecting a proper image attained
partially through strategies pertaining to the legitimation of assertions, audiences’
epistemic filters are satisfied. Hence, the acceptability of Nasrallah’s claims by the 14™ of
March audience is enhanced. Another way charisma can be linked to epistemic vigilance
is through the construction of rescue narratives (see section 5). Through these, Nasrallah
reframes highly disputed actions or decisions to make them cohere with tenets of the
resistance ideology and nationalist views that most Lebanese adhere to. This means that
through rescue narratives past actions that threatened national security, e.g. the Invasion
of Beirut and toppling the government, are reframed as actions that save, protect, and
rescue Lebanon. This means that through the construction of rescue narratives, Nasrallah
leads the audience to access a less highly activated set of beliefs and background

knowledge that weigh in favour of the actions, thus enhancing their acceptability.

The above discussion focuses on the strategies that Nasrallah employs in his attempt to

persuade the 14™ of March audience. In this section, | have addressed the first and third
questions (see Chapter 1, section 7), in particular, I have shown how Nasrallah manages
to resolve disagreements with the 14" of March audience and the effects of charisma on

this group’s epistemic vigilance.
6. Conclusion

In this chapter, | have endeavoured to evaluate the feasibility of my proposed model for
integrating pragma-dialectics into the analytical framework of the DHA. | have also

shown how the model provides answers to the questions set for this thesis. In my
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discussion, | have addressed the first three questions. The last question, however, is

addressed in the final chapter.
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Chapter 10

Implications and Conclusion

1. The proposed model as a contribution

In this thesis, my main aim is to examine the argumentative, as well as the representation
strategies, that Nasrallah employs in his attempts to legitimise past controversial actions
or decisions. To this end, | have proposed a model that fully integrates pragma-dialectics
into the analytical toolkit of the DHA. The starting point for the model rests on the
assumption that both functions are simultaneously achieved. | further propose that the
DHA's strategies play a significant role in formulating premises for arguments as well as
in constructing argumentative moves and stages of critical discussion. As such, the
proposed model is the main contribution of the thesis. The model aims to make

contributions at different levels of enquiry. In particular:

e The model offers a systematic way of integrating pragma-dialectics into the
analytical framework of the DHA by suggesting that representation strategies are

necessary for a text to attain its argumentative function.

e The model considers strategic manoeuvring as an aspect of legitimation, and thus
suggests that resolving a difference of opinion in one’s own favour has political
and/or social implications, rather than being restricted to the domain of logic or
improving individual competency with the aim of persuading others. It is at this
stage that pragma-dialectics, | believe, should extend its scope and move from
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assessing the fallaciousness or reasonableness of argumentative moves to show
how these shape, construct or change political reality. The analyses show that
dominant or hegemonic ideologies, beliefs and values — as in the case of this
study — are configured as premises in arguments (Fairclough & Fairclough,
2012). The analyses also show that resistance ideology precepts, nationalist
views, moral values and religious duties are exploited by Nasrallah in order to
legitimise Hizbollah’s actions and decisions. In other words, the political and
moral values invoked by Nasrallah to legitimise actions serve to perpetuate,

promote and naturalise Resistance as a hegemonic identity and ideology.

The model systematically incorporates argumentation analysis and reconstruction
into the analytical framework of the DHA, and it claims that such rigorous
attention to argumentation enriches the DHA’s explanatory critique. The results
of the analyses show that fallacies, such as immunising a standpoint against
criticism and presenting standpoints as self-evident, which tend to act as vehicles
to promote a particular ideology, are rarely touched upon in a DHA analysis. The
analyses also reveal that silencing, downplaying and trivialising an opponent’s
arguments, e.g. trivialising the negative consequences of an action, feed into
perpetuating dominant ideologies. Moreover, the analyses show that alternative
actions and solutions are completely ignored and Nasrallah’s representations, in
most of the analysed speeches, have the features of the false dilemma fallacy, the
aim of which is to marginalise other discursive practices. All these argumentative
moves would have been excluded from the discussion, had | conducted only

DHA analyses of the speeches. The list could also include presuppositions and
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allusions that are exploited in arguments and feed into the analysis of the

manipulative character of discursive events.

The model incorporates insights from cognitive pragmatics and proposes connecting

research on epistemic vigilance with research on the discursive construction of charisma.

Thus, this is also a contribution that can be seen on the following levels:

The discursive construction of ethos is part and parcel of the discursive
construction of a proper image (charisma), which is attained through strategies
pertaining to the legitimation of assertions. Thus, the construction of a proper

image affects audiences’ epistemic filters through providing them with evidence

that attests to the trustworthiness and credibility of the communicator.

The construction of rescue narratives also serves to promote the acceptability of
claims through framing events to meet an audience’s frame of reference and
induces the audience to access beliefs and background knowledge that cohere with

the incoming representation.

Moreover, this model proposes that the elements of a rescue narrative and
hypothetical future scenarios appear in premises for arguments, in particular, ad
consequentiam and argument from fear appeal. In this case, the pragmatic function

of a rescue narrative is acknowledged. This represents a further contribution.
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The above-mentioned points also address the last question set for the thesis, i.e. question
four. Despite these cited contributions, the limitations of the study as well as suggestions

for further research are discussed in the following section.

2. Limitations of the study and suggestions for further research

One of the main limitations of the study is the limited number of analysed speeches. This
is because Nasrallah’s speeches are relatively long and the thesis focuses on just one
dimension of argumentative activity, i.e. retrospective argumentation. Thus, the data are
not a representative sample of Nasrallah’s argumentative practices; however, they do shed
light on one particular aspect (see Chapter 2, section 5). Moreover, the implementation of
the model shows that referential, predication, perspectivization and mitigation strategies
are involved in formulating premises for arguments but falls short of accounting fairly for
intensification strategies. Thus, further research should be conducted, or alternative
analytical tools put in place, in order to have a better account of intensification and
mitigation strategies. In fact, further research should be conducted on different political
contexts and genres in order to assess the feasibility and viability of the model in other
contexts, in particular, the integration of pragma-dialectics into the DHA’s analytical

framework.

Moreover, the provisional structure for the legitimation of an action or decision (see
Chapter 4, section 4.3) is applied to discourses produced in a non-democratic type of
governance. Thus, further research should be conducted on discourses in political
contexts that favour deliberative democracy to see whether similar or alternative

strategies are employed. This thesis hypothesises a relation between charisma and
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epistemic vigilance, thus further research should be conducted in order to evaluate the

effects of charisma on audiences who seem to be persuaded by charismatic leaders.

3. Conclusion

This thesis aims to bring different fields of enquiry into a coherent model. It is hoped that
the proposed model and its implementation can open up discussion and encourage further
research in order to bring argumentation theory and CDS into a more fruitful dialogue for

the benefit of both fields.
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Appendix A

Overview of the code of conduct and the associated violations (adapted from van
Eemeren et al., 2014, p. 540-551)

Violations of Rule 1 (Freedom Rule) by the protagonist or the antagonist at the
confrontation stage

1

N

Placing limits on standpoints or doubts

- fallacy of declaring standpoints sacrosanct

- fallacy of declaring standpoints taboo

Restricting the other party’s freedom of action

putting the other party under pressure

- fallacy of the stick (= argumentum ad baculum)

- fallacy of appeal to pity (= argumentum ad misericordiam)

- fallacy of attacking the other party’s person (= argumentum ad hominem)

- fallacy of depicting the other party as stupid, bad, unreliable, etcetera
(= direct personal attack/“abusive” variant)

- fallacy of casting suspicion on the other party’s motives (= indirect
personal attack/“circumstantial” variant)

- fallacy of pointing out a contradiction in the other party’s words and/or
deeds (= tu quoque variant)

Violations of Rule 2 (Obligation to Defend Rule) by the protagonist at the opening

stage

1

*

Shifting the burden of proof to the other party

in a non-mixed difference of opinion, instead of defending his or her own
standpoint, the protagonist forces the antagonist to show that the protagonist’s
standpoint is wrong

- fallacy of shifting the burden of proof

in a mixed difference of opinion the one party does not attempt to defend his or
her standpoint but forces the other party to defend their standpoint

- fallacy of shifting the burden of proof

Evading the burden of proof

presenting the standpoint as self-evident

- fallacy of evading the burden of proof

giving a personal guarantee of the rightness of the standpoint

- fallacy of evading the burden of proof

immunizing the standpoint against criticism

- fallacy of evading the burden of proof

Violations of Rule 3 (Standpoint Rule) by the protagonist or the antagonist at all
discussion stages

1

*

Attributing a fictitious standpoint to the other party

presenting one’s own standpoint wrongly as the opposite standpoint
- fallacy of the straw man

referring to the views of the group to which the opponent belongs

- fallacy of the straw man
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* creating a fictitious opponent
- fallacy of the straw man

2 Misrepresenting the other party’s standpoint
* taking utterances out of context

- fallacy of the straw man
* oversimplifying or exaggerating

- fallacy of the straw man

Violations of Rule 4 (Relevance Rule) by the protagonist at the argumentation stage

1 The argumentation has no relation to the standpoint under discussion
- fallacy of irrelevant argumentation (= ignoratio elenchi)

2 The standpoint is defended by means other than argumentation

* non-argumentation

- fallacy of playing on the sentiments of the audience (= pathetical fallacy/
argumentum ad populum)

- fallacy of parading one’s own qualities (= ethical or ethotic
fallacy/argumentum ad verecundiam)

Violations of Rule 5 (Unexpressed Premise Rule) by the protagonist or the
antagonist at the argumentation stage

1 Adding an unexpressed premise that goes beyond what is warranted
- fallacy of distorting an unexpressed premise

2 Refusing to accept commitment to an unexpressed premise implied by one’s
defense

- fallacy of denying an unexpressed premise

Violations of Rule 6 (Starting Point Rule) by the protagonist or the antagonist at the
argumentation stage
1 Meddling with the starting points by falsely denying that something is an accepted
starting point
- fallacy of falsely denying an accepted starting point
2 Meddling with the starting points by falsely presenting something as an accepted
starting point
- fallacy of making unfair use of presuppositions in making assertions
- fallacy of making unfair use of presuppositions in asking questions (=
fallacy of many questions)
- fallacy of using an argument that amounts to the same thing as the
standpoint (= fallacy of circular etc.
- fallacy of circular reasoning/petitio principii (begging the question)

Violations of Rule 7 (Validity Rule) by the protagonist at the argumentation stage
1 Reasoning in which a sufficient condition is treated as a necessary condition

- fallacy of denying the antecedent

- fallacy of affirming the consequent
2 Reasoning in which the properties of parts and wholes are confused

- fallacy of division

- fallacy of composition
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Violations of Rule 8 (Argument Scheme Rule) by the protagonist at the
argumentation stage
1 Using an inappropriate argument scheme
- populist fallacy (symptomatic argumentation) (= argumentum ad populum)
- fallacy of confusing facts with value judgments (causal relation)
(= argumentum ad consequentiam)
2 Incorrectly applying an argument scheme
- fallacy of authority (symptomatic argumentation) (= argumentum ad
verecundiam)
- fallacy of hasty generalization (symptomatic argumentation) (= secundum
quid)
- fallacy of false analogy (comparison argumentation)
- fallacy of the slippery slope (causal argumentation)

Violations of Rule 9 (Concluding Rule) by the protagonist or the antagonist at the
concluding stage
1 Meddling with the conclusion by the protagonist
- fallacy of refusing to retract a standpoint that has not been successfully
defended
- fallacy of concluding that a standpoint is true because it has been defended
successfully
2 Meddling with the conclusion by the antagonist
- fallacy of refusing to retract criticism of a standpoint that has been
successfully defended
- fallacy of concluding that a standpoint is true because the opposite has not
been successfully defended (= argumentum ad ignorantiam)

Violations of Rule 10 (Language Use Rule) by the protagonist or the antagonist at all
the
discussion stages
1 Misusing unclearness

- unclearness fallacy (implicitness, indefiniteness, unfamiliarity, vagueness)
2 Misusing ambiguity

- ambiguity fallacy
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Appendix B: The English version of the speeches
1t Speech

The July 2006 Speech: The Israeli war on Lebanon

1 After two weeks of confronting the barbaric Zionist aggression and the miraculous

2 forbearance of the people, the steadfastness of this proud and dignified people and this
3 brave Resistance, | want to talk to you, because there are things that | need to comment
4 on, and there are specific attitudes that should be taken in order to know how to

5 continue our days ahead.

6 At the political level, we have to know and understand the true reality of this war and

7 the background to the aggression. After two weeks, things are clearer now, with the

8 availability of information, from political speeches, public statements either from

9 officials in the American administration or the Zionist enemy, or from those who rotate
10 within their orbit, and from political analysis and from facts which will all lead to the
11 one obvious conclusion. If we know which war we are now fighting, we can know

12 how to continue the march.

13 After the US Foreign Secretary of State’s statement about the new Middle East, by
14 which she means the American-Israeli new Middle East, can anyone believe that this
15 huge enormous project was born a few days after the Resistance captured the two

16 Israeli soldiers?

17 All the evidence confirms that the preparation to launch this project started at least one
18 year ago. According to American estimations there are obstacles facing the new

19 Middle East. This project means that the region is going to be under the American

20 control, so the US will solely exploit its resources and wealth and where Israel will be
21 its first partner. In the new Middle East, there is no place for any Resistance

22 Movement, so work is needed to remove these obstacles exemplified by the Resistance
23 Movements in Lebanon, Palestine, Syria and Iran.

24 The project started in Palestine. What was required was the termination of the

25 Resistance Movement in Palestine. Elections were held, and the Resistance Movement
26 won the elections, and this fact embarrassed them. They killed Palestinian people,

27 starved them, deprived them of humanitarian aid, and they were pushing things to the
28 verge of internal strife. Then the operation to capture the Israeli soldier in Gaza took
29 place. The importance of this operation is that it pushed away the danger of internal

30 strife, and returned Palestinians to their true and original battle.

31 In Lebanon, and throughout the previous year, there were direct and indirect American
32 efforts. The Americans were closely monitoring the developments of the internal

33 situation in Lebanon. They bet, but their bets failed at the local level, for they did not
34 find anyone capable of terminating the Resistance Movement and ending its existence
35 in Lebanon. They were surprised by the public support that the Resistance Movement
36 enjoys. They had to find another option and within a year they assessed the situation of
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37 the Lebanese Army, and we know that there were many military delegates who visited
38 and asked a lot of questions. They were surprised that this national Army can’t be

39 involved in such a battle because it is a national and patriotic Army. Its leaders,

40 officers, and soldiers are patriotic as well. Because of the Army’s ideology and

41 convictions, the Army refused to engage in this conspiracy, and the Army

42 commanders and leaders acted wisely during this critical situation which Lebanon has
43 passed through.

44 They bet that Hizbollah’s participation in the government will make Hizbollah busy
45 with political positions and projects, which will lead Hizbollah to abandon its jihadist
46 responsibilities, yet this didn’t happen.

47 Therefore, all information concerning the local situation proved that there is no way to
48 bet on this. They waited for the results of the national dialogue. They were closely

49 following the details, and they reached the conclusion that they can’t achieve their

50 goal. The Americans were convinced that there is no local way they can bet on to

51 terminate the Resistance Movement and wipe out its existence.

52 At the regional level, they bet a lot on our friends in Syria and Iran, and despite all lies,
53 they found that neither Syria nor Iran is ready to terminate the Resistance in Lebanon
54 or Palestine. They reached the inescapable decision: There is one way that we can

55 depend on to terminate the Resistance in Lebanon and Palestine, so later on they will
56 isolate Syria and Iran to threaten them.

57 The Israeli War

58 Based on this reading it was an American decision to wage an Israeli war on Lebanon,
59 and the data that we have confirm that the enemy’s military drills during the last few
60 months, especially in the north and south of Occupied Palestine, were preparations for
61 the aggression on Lebanon, which was designed or planned to take place either at the
62 end of September or the beginning of October. They were also in need of sometime to
63 continue gathering information from intelligence services to complete their warfare
64 plan.

65 The plan entails that all of a sudden, with or without a pretext, the enemy - keeping in
66 mind the international support that the Israeli enjoys around the world - launches a

67 wide ground offensives to take full control of the south of Litani region in order to

68 prevent launching missiles. At the same time, the Israeli Air Force strikes the homes of
69 senior Hizbollah officials, Hizbollah’s headquarters and institutions, and infrastructure
70 to cripple the Resistance and the whole country in order to provoke the people against
71 the Resistance, and to prevent the Resistance from taking the initiative. This was

72 intended to be a harsh blow from which it is difficult to recover. This is the scenario
73 that would have been implemented had we not captured the Israeli soldiers, and I am
74 clear and transparent. We are asked whether we expected such a response or not.

75 When the capturing operation took place, the Resistance, unknowingly, prevented the
76 most dangerous plan and the worst war scenario for Lebanon and Resistance, and the
77 Lebanese people.
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78 This is the truth that we have reached. Because of the capturing operation the Zionist
79 enemy found himself in a humiliating position as this is an unacceptable blow.

80 Therefore, they rushed the war which they had already prepared. The importance of
81 this lies in the first place in depriving the enemy from taking us by surprise. They

82 expected that we will be sleepy and in oblivion. In a single moment, the south of

83 Litani is invaded. Homes, centres and institutions are raided. We would, thus, lose

84 control, the ability to communicate together and the ability to manoeuvre, as a result
85 the Resistance is terminated with minimal losses from the enemy’s side. The first

86 scenario is foiled and the enemy lost the element of taking us by surprise. This was the
87 most dangerous element which the scenario depended on. Moreover, the enemy was
88 forced to go to this war before completing the preparations which would have helped a
89 lot.

90 Dear Lebanese people and the peoples all around the world who are whole heartedly
91 with us, we have now realized, more clearly and precisely, the backgrounds and the
92 goals of this war, and so all this argument. The enemy was sooner or later going to this
93 war and what the Resistance did is guided by the Divine Mercy. Today the project,
94 based on which this war was grounded and planned, intends to bring Lebanon back
95 under American-Israeli domination and control, meaning, it is worse than the 1982
96 Invasion and the 17" of May Agreement. What is required is to extract Lebanon

97 entirely out of its history, commitment, culture and real identity. To be under the

98 control of the Americans and the Zionists through American facades that would only
99 obey and follow orders. Our destiny is to fight, together with the noble patriots, this
100 horrific project and to prevent this war from achieving its goals and to engage in the
101 battle of liberating the rest of our land and prisoners and to engage in the battle of
102 true sovereignty and true independence and this is what we have declared in the last
103 few days.

104 Today political and diplomatic efforts started and they have given the enemy the time
105 needed and they will give him more time. Before Rice many delegates visited us, and
106 all those who came they provide us with the American-Zionist conditions and terms,
107 however, they did not offer compromises or resolutions for the current crisis and the
108 current struggle.

109 I will not embark on discussing the propositions nor the terms because we prefer to
110 leave this discussion to the private meetings and agreed upon mechanisms, this is
111 because this file is being followed by people whom we trust and on whom we

112 depend. But just a quick comment to make it clear for the whole world: I want to
113 ascertain that we are not going to accept any condition or term which will humiliate
114 the country or our people or our Resistance nor are we going to accept any formula
115 that is against national sovereignty, interests and independence, especially after all
116 these sacrifices and no matter how long this confrontation lasts and no matter how
117 huge the sacrifices will be. Our true and basic slogan is dignity first. Houses were
118 destroyed and they will be rebuilt by Allah’s Will, the infrastructure was destroyed
119 and it will be rebuilt by Allah’s Will. But we can’t accept humiliating terms. We are
120 open to political solutions and to political debates and we work with responsibility
121 and flexibility. But there is a red line. After the visit of Miss Rice to Lebanon and
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122 then to the Occupied Palestine she gave the enemy another chance. A week or 10
123 days is before us, as the Israelis themselves say, we are in front of decisive and
124 critical days during which we are in need of more steadfastness, unity, self-control
125 and patience, and they bet and the whole issue is who cries first.

126 We are going to continue the fight, and | want to declare from here for now I move to
127 discuss issues related to the battle field. After all this aggressive assault from the

128 Israeli enemy, we are now moving beyond the Haifa phase. | announce that we are
129 going to strike beyond the Haifa province, and this means that we have entered a new
130 phase of the struggle. Yes, we will not be confined to sending rockets to the boarders
131 of Haifa no matter what the reaction of the enemy was. We will now move to areas
132 beyond Haifa district and if things deteriorated, then, we will choose the time when
133 we will start a new phase that stretches beyond the Haifa district.

134 This is the first thing that | wanted to mention. Secondly, the jihadists of the

135 Resistance made great accomplishments in the battle field and they nailed the enemy
136 down: in terms of casualties from soldiers to officers as well as destroying a large
137 number of tanks and airplanes. Now we are fighting in Bent Jbil and we will fight
138 just as we did in Maroun Alrass, and as we will fight in every village, town or

139 position. We are not a classic army and we don’t defend in a traditional manner. We
140 follow the guerrilla warfare type or tactics. The most important criteria in the battle
141 field is the amount of losses that we inflict on the enemy. And no matter where the
142 invasion reaches we will not stop sending rockets to the Israeli settlements in the
143 north of the Occupied Palestine. | say to you that despite the accomplishments that
144 the enemy might have during his ground invasion to Lebanese territories, the enemy
145 will not achieve his goal which is: preventing us form sending rockets to the north of
146 the Occupied Palestine. Every newly invaded inch will be a new motive to us to

147 continue fighting. If the Zionist enemy steps on our ground, this will make him more
148 vulnerable. It will widen the scope of immediate combat and leads to the attrition of
149 the enemy forces. The enemy likes to stay behind barracks and only uses its Air

150 Force power to destroy villages and to kill more women and children. In the ground
151 battle, we will have the upper hand. Any land the enemy occupies we will definitely
152 restore it. So, for the ground battle we are prepared and ready for it and we bet on
153 The All Mighty and on those brave hands and hearts full of faith and those

154 knowledgeable minds and the souls that aspire to meet the All Mighty.

155 In this battle, we have to be aware of the psychological aspect of the war. | am being
156 transparent and honest. If any of our leaders or fighters died we will proudly

157 announce the news. If we have many martyrs we will be proud to announce this. If
158 we have casualties or injuries we won’t deny. If the enemy took some of us as

159 prisoners we will announce that. We do not deny facts. When we were fighting in
160 Maroun Alrass we declared that and when we withdrew, we said that the battle was
161 over. You have to listen to us and not to the psychological war which the Zionist
162 enemy is promoting. Two days ago, the enemy said that they took over Bent Jbil but
163 they were unable to occupy Bent Jbil and there are, till the moment of recording this
164 speech, jihadists in this village fighting and defending the land.
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165 The enemy speaks about hundreds of martyrs from Hizbollah, where are those

166 hundreds? The enemy talks about capturing 20 prisoners, where are they? Few days
167 ago, they spoke about two prisoners in Maroun Alrass and then they released them
168 because they were civilians and they do not have any relation whatsoever with the
169 Resistance.

170 So, the enemy will speak about invading cities, towns and villages and the killing of a
171 huge number of people to affect the morale of the jihadists and the people. | say that
172 all these are lies and you should not listen to these allegations. Listen to us. When we
173 have a martyr, we will announce his death. When we leave a city after a heroic fight,
174 we will announce that we had withdrawn form that city. We do not lie at our people,
175 but the enemy does. It is he who imposes censorship on his media. It is he who does
176 not tell the truth to his people. This is a proof of weakness. The fact that we are being
177 honest and transparent with our people is an evidence of our strength and willpower.
178 In any case, when we have chosen this road we knew that this road is full of thorns
179 and that it is the road of martyrdom which creates victory. We are determined to

180 continue fighting and to stand up to protect our dignity and our sovereignty and our
181 freedom and the freedom of our country. What is needed is patience, more fighting
182 for things will not be the same. We have been promised victory by the All Mighty,
183 and we will win this battle just as we won before. Our steadfastness will change the
184 reality around us, and the reality of the region as well as the international one. At the
185 end, this blessed blood of innocent civilians from women and children, from the

186 jihadists and the fighters either from the Resistance Movement or from the national
187 Lebanese Army or in any position that requires sacrifice, this blessed blood must win
188 over the sword. This is Allah’s tradition. And may the mercy and blessings of Allah
189 be upon you.
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2"d Speech
December 2006 speech: The formation of a new government

1 In the name of Allah, the all-merciful, the all-compassionate. Praise be to Allah, Lord of
2 the Lords, to him | raise prayers, and peace be upon our Prophet, the Seal of the

3 prophets, Abu Qassim Mohamed Bin Abi Abdullah, on his infallible household, on his
4 chosen companions and on all the prophets and messengers.

5 Dear brothers and sisters, dear demonstrators picketing for the sake of Lebanon, for the
6 sake of Lebanon’s sovereignty, Lebanon’s independence, Lebanon’s dignity and

7 Lebanon’s freedom. I wish I were among you in one of the squares of honour and in

8 one of the squares of steadfastness and resistance. Despite the cold weather, the

9 ambience is full of warmth, love, cooperation, the warmth of brethren, of those who

10 gathered for the sake of Lebanon and for the sake of the nation.

11 I hope, by Allah’s Will, that someday I will be able to join you in this square. Before I
12 start my speech, and taking notice of the limited time allotted to this speech,

13 unfortunately, we, Lebanese, have a bad habit of firing arms during celebrations. |

14 hope that those who are listening to me now, will not fire arms after I finish my

15 speech. We have to give up this bad habit. We have to avoid firing arms in any

16 direction even if it is directed towards the sky. Bullets should only be directed to the
17 chest of Lebanon’s enemies - the Israeli enemy. Therefore, and as a precaution, I hope,
18 and I insist on, and | consider any one who fire arms at the end of my speech a

19 conspirator whose aim is to offend me, offend us and all the Lebanese opposition’s

20 front.

21 First, | want to extend my condolences to the parents of the martyr Ahmad Mahmoud,
22 and | want to say to them that their son died in the battle of defending Lebanon,

23 defending Lebanon’s dignity, and Lebanon’s pride, in the battle of liberating Lebanon.
24 The martyr, Ahmad Mahmoud, is the martyr of the Resistance par excellence. He is
25 not a martyr who gave his life in a street fight, he is a martyr who died for the sake of
26 defending Lebanon’s independence, Lebanon’s sovereignty, a martyr of the public

27 movement to rescue Lebanon.

28 1 also have to thank you. You are the most honourable people, the most pure people,
29 the most lovable, and the dearest of all. | have also to thank those who gathered on

30 Friday in Riyad-Solh Square and in Martyrs Square for the sake of rescuing Lebanon,
31 and those who are gathering every night for the sake of rescuing Lebanon. | say to you
32 that what you are doing is a great and honourable thing because it serves a noble,

33 honourable and national goal, which is rescuing Lebanon by ending the state of

34 monopoly, authoritarianism and exclusivity and this will pave the way for establishing
35 a national unity government to ensure participation and cooperation and achieve

36 reconciliation and solidarity.

37 Dear brothers and sisters, they have tried during the past few days, through
38 provocations, riot and attacking protestors, which resulted in killing the martyr Ahmad
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39 Mahmoud, to instil fear into your hearts, to prevent you from picketing in the squares.
40 They failed. They have forgotten that fear has no place in your hearts. Today they bet
41 that with time you would be weary and bored, but they don’t know that you are a

42 diligent and inexorable nation.

43 Yesterday, they said that they are expecting screams of surrender to come out from

44 your squares due to the cold and rainy weather. However, they have forgotten how

45 you, in the near past, endured the most violent and brutal air strikes ever seen in recent
46 decades during the 33-day war. You stood up and you didn’t give up despite being

47 displaced from your home towns, despite the killing and the massacres. You were

48 embraced by your fellow Lebanese all the Lebanese districts, areas and from all sects.
49 Yes, from the first day, they asked us to surrender, but we refused to surrender. They
50 bet on our defeat but we were not defeated and we remained here in our land. We

51 remained strong and proud in the land of our fathers and forefathers, we didn’t bow
52 and our will was not broken, we didn’t get bored, tired or become weary for the sake
53 of Lebanon and for the sake of the nation. Tell them, today, from 48 the demonstration
54 square, tell them, tomorrow, on Friday’s prayer, tell them every night, on Sunday, on
55 the biggest rally ever, that those who bet on our surrender, they are deluded, deluded,
56 deluded. Tell them that we don’t know weariness and that we defeat hunger and

57 boredom. We are stronger than rockets, so how about words? We are stronger than

58 war, so how about intimidation? We are a nation who in the battle of will shall not be
59 defeated.

60 Dear brothers and sisters, it is not a coincidence that the political powers, with all its
61 different religious, political and sectarian factions, which embraced the Resistance and
62 its audience during the July-August war, are those themselves who today form the

63 Lebanese opposition front and support the Lebanese Opposition Front. Neither is it a
64 coincidence that the governments, nations and nobles of the world who sided with the
65 Resistance during the war, are now standing with and supporting the Resistance. On
66 the other hand, it is no coincidence that all those who supported Israel in its war on

67 Lebanon, are the same ones who now support this failing government. | call on your
68 behalf, the Arab countries who care about Lebanon not to interfere by supporting one
69 party at the expense of another. Those who care about Lebanon’s safety and

70 Lebanon’s unity and salvation ought to embrace all the Lebanese parties and that they
71 should not depend solely on their ambassadors’ reports. Come to Lebanon and be

72 acquainted with the political realities, facts on the ground and the public support and
73 then direct your appreciated efforts to help Lebanon and to rescue Lebanon. And | tell
74 the government, or those remaining in office, the illegitimate government, that your
75 reliance on American and Western support will do you no good. Today, those on

76 whom you rely, especially George Bush is the one who needs help and he is the one
77 who is in need of others to rescue him.

78 Let’s take Iraq as an example. In Iraq, there are more than 150,000 American soldier
79 and billions of dollars are spent in Irag. In Iraq, the whole US administration closely
80 monitors and follows the situation in Irag. Iraq is not like Lebanon, a file in the

81 drawers of the US State Department. Nonetheless, what is the result in Iraq? Failure,
82 disintegration, sectarian war with no horizon, these are the outcomes and this is the
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83 fate of any country that bets on Bush’s support, on his army or his administration.

84 What can America offer you while it is drowning in the region’s mud from

85 Afghanistan to Iraq to Palestine to Lebanon? This government, and for the last one and
86 half year, received support and is still receiving support from the US and the West

87 which no other government in Lebanon’s history has ever received. Doesn’t this raise
88 doubts and evoke suspicions? Why is this American passion with this government and
89 its prime minister? But what raises more doubt and intensifies the suspicion is the

90 daily Israeli commendation to the ruling party in Lebanon. Is there something behind
91 this praise that we are not aware of? Isn’t it shameful that the Israeli-Zionist

92 government convenes, which usually meets when there is a serious matter threatening
93 Israel’s security or interests; isn’t it shameful that the Israeli government meets to

94 discuss a single item on its agenda, which is: how can we help this failing government
95 in Lebanon? Some of them said that we can help them by withdrawing from the

96 southern part of occupied Ghajar town. Others said that we can withdraw from Shebaa
97 farms to present them as a gift and as a sign of political and psychological support for
98 the ruling party in Lebanon. But what did they really do? They didn’t withdraw neither
99 from Ghajar nor from Shebaa. They were even reluctant to give this psychological
100 support. Doesn’t this American, Western and Israeli support call for contemplation?
101 Dear brothers and sisters, we, in the Lebanese Opposition Front, reemphasize our
102 demand and our goal which is the formation of a real national unity government. But
103 why? Because Lebanon’s plurality and diversity means that a single-party

104 government and the domination of one political party had always led Lebanon to a
105 deadlock. Lebanon can’t be governed unless all parties cooperate, participate, and
106 have their say in the decision-making process but not through monopoly. We want a
107 national unity government because it is the only way to prevent any foreign tutelage.
108 Let the whole world know that we want a Lebanese government to be led by

109 Lebanese leaders and to take decisions based on Lebanon’s interests. This is what we
110 are looking for and this government will be the guarantee that secures Lebanon’s

111 safety, future, security, stability, prosperity and unity. This is what we aspire. We
112 refuse any kind of tutelage be it a friend or a foe. This is the truth.

113 Today, they ask us the following question: if you, the current opposition party,

114 someday won the majority in the parliament, and you formed the government, will
115 you give us the third-quorum or the veto-power? | tell them, on behalf of Hizbollah,
116 and as a party in the opposition, | say, yes. We are with giving any Lebanese

117 opposition the third-quorum because we belief in participation, we belief in

118 cooperation and we don’t believe in single-party rule at the expense of other groups.
119 And if we were the majority, we would give with confidence any opposition a third
120 of the quorum because we are not afraid of anything or anyone, and we don’t have
121 any international or regional commitments. We want Lebanon’s interest, and the

122 Lebanese interest is the one which is reached through consensus. Dear brothers and
123 sisters, when the doors of dialogue were shut, and the negotiations were stopped, and
124 we were faced with monopoly and authoritarianism, our only solution was going into
125 the streets. Although we are in streets, in sit-ins, in demonstrations, we continued the
126 dialogue and we didn’t close the doors of negotiations. To all those who are asking us
127 to continue negotiations, | tell them, yes. The doors of dialogue are open in order to
128 negotiate with the opposition leaders and we are ready to discuss any initiative, but
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129 certainly we are not in need of a fancy dialogue just to waste of time. We will not get
130 out of the streets to have a dialogue through which we will be deceived again. We
131 will remain in the streets, and those who want to negotiate or want to have

132 discussions with the opposition can meet the opposition’s leaders and their doors will
133 always remain open.

134 Today, there is an initiative proposed by the Council of the Maronite Bishops. We
135 believe that this initiative holds a lot of positive elements and some of its items worth
136 to be discussed, so we can accept what we believe is fair for us and refuse others. The
137 door is open for negotiations and it is not true that the opposition party doesn’t

138 negotiate, debate or discuss. All options remain open to discussion. | want them to
139 negotiate, discuss and have a debate with us, but, on behalf of all those who gathered
140 tonight, yesterday and tomorrow, we will not vacate the streets before we achieve the
141 goal that rescues Lebanon.

142 Dear Brother and sisters, as we continue in our sit-in, | want to reemphasis the rules
143 or regulations which we had already talked about from the first day. No insults. Some
144 fervid demonstrators use derogatory slogans when talking about some ministers, and
145 we refuse any personal insult to anyone. Any insult, any obscene or unethical

146 expression should not come from your sit-ins. We reassert the civilized and peaceful
147 nature of our sit-in, off course, by killing the martyr Ahmad Mahmoud, they wanted
148 to drag us into an armed conflict. But, in the name of the martyr Ahmad Mahmoud,
149 and on behalf of all his colleagues, on behalf of every man and woman, every child
150 and elderly who affiliates with the Lebanese national opposition, I tell the ruling

151 party and its political forces, and | regrettably mention its militias too that: we refuse
152 to be dragged into civil war. We refuse any strife between sects and any discord

153 between political parties. We refuse to be involved in any type of street conflict. We
154 wanted a civilized and peaceful movement. We proved this on Friday in the

155 unprecedented rally in Lebanon’s history even if their media outlets debilitated your
156 enormous rally in order to belittle your actions and to magnify theirs. However, the
157 picture remains crystal clear to the whole world. I will tell the Lebanese and the

158 peoples of this region, who are the ones pushing things to the verge of civil war. In
159 the civil war everyone losses, I won’t say that you will lose and we will win. No. We
160 will all lose. All Lebanese will lose in civil war or in sectarian sedition. In Iraq

161 everybody is losing, in Palestine everybody is losing. What some of the Arab kings
162 are promoting, unfortunately, like the civil war in Lebanon, Iraq and Syria are severe
163 losses to all of us and the net profit will go to Israel, to America, to the neo-

164 and to the advocates of the theory of Creative Chaos. In Lebanon, we will not be

165 dragged into any conflict, even after you have killed Ahmad Mahmoud, even if you
166 killed thousands like Ahmad Mahmoud. We will not raise our weapons in the face of
167 anyone.

168 Those, those, have forgotten, and many of them held posts in the government which
169 prohibited the demonstrations in September 1993. Arms were fired at us: 10 martyrs
170 died and 50 were wounded, yet, we didn’t raise arms against anyone. I tell you, that
171 we are in no need of arms to defeat you because our weapons are only directed to the
172 Zionists. With our voices, we defeat you. With the blood of Ahmad Mahmoud, we
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173 defeat you, with our insistence on unity, fraternity and amiability we defeat you. Let
174 the whole world hear, and let the Arab nations know, whom they are trying with lies
175 to turn them against us. They are killing us and yet we say to them, we want to be
176 with you and we want you to be with us, to be together. To you murderers, | say that
177 with blood we will win over your swords.

178 Dear Lebanese, | heard, and with sorrow I’m saying this, that some political and

179 religious leaders are provoking against the Resistance during their internal meetings
180 by saying that: Hizbollah has 30 thousand rocket which are directed to your homes.
181 This has never been our conduct. And from here, I tell those leaders and those

182 listening to them: whoever we had destroyed his house in Lebanon let him come

183 forward and lay his claim, whoever we shed his blood let him step forward and

184 present his case. In contrast, it is you who burned houses, how many houses have you
185 destroyed, and how many lives have you shed. Honestly, we don’t want to threaten
186 anyone and we won’t. The blood of every Lebanese and I want to reemphasize this.
187 In some areas they are spreading rumours, especially in the city of Beirut, that a

188 specific group in the opposition party, from a specific sect, wants to attack your

189 streets to provoke sectarian strife. Let all the citizens of Beirut listen to me and all the
190 Lebanese to listen to this: the blood of every Lebanese is like ours, the honour of

191 every Lebanese is like ours, the money of every Lebanese is like ours, the house of
192 every Lebanese is like ours. This is the red line that we protect with our blood even,
193 if you kill, and this is the red line that we protect with our eyelashes even if you

194 conspired against us and if you want to drag us into war, we will not fall into this

195 trap. We will not fall into civil war or sectarian strife, or any other form of internal
196 conflict.

197 Today, we have a real, national guarantee and an internal immunity which is

198 manifested by the Army Institution whose leaders, soldiers and officers have proved
199 that it is the Army to all Lebanese. This guarantee we all have to protect and we

200 should not allow any disintegration or discord to take place. Political parties should
201 refrain from using some of its leaders or officers for their own interests because if the
202 Army collapsed this will deprive Lebanon from its immunity. To the Internal

203 Security forces, | tell them, that you have also to show that you are a true and

204 national institution and that you don’t work to favour the interests of one group at the
205 expense of another, so you can form with the Army a true and national guarantee.
206 Dear brothers and sisters, can you tell me how did the other party treat you when you
207 were in the streets on Friday, and in your sit-in on Friday night and on Saturday night
208 and in your rally on Sunday? The party which claims and speaks about democracy
209 and about public liberties and freedom of speech? Your movement is a civilized one,
210 as acknowledged by the whole world. You always astonish the world whether during
211 war, peace or while protesting. What did they do? How did they react? They

212 debilitated your unprecedented rally. They resorted to riot, they sent their gangs, and
213 | am deeply saddened, because some of them sit with us around the dialogue table to
214 discuss the issue of Hizbollah’s disarmament despite the fact that it has never been
215 used at the domestic level while they store and distribute weapons in many areas.
216 They sent their gangs to attack you during your return journey and kill the martyr
217 Ahmad Mahmoud and injure others. They were not able to withstand the democracy
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218 that they claim to protect. How many times did they threaten the opposition leaders,
219 especially the threats that were directed to the national figures of the Sunni sect?

220 Didn’t they send their cars, their gangs to besiege the houses of those figures? Is this
221 democracy? Is this freedom? You have earlier on demonstrated for so many days and
222 | want to ask you, to ask the Lebanese and the whole world, was anyone of you

223 attacked, or prevented from going to or coming from the demonstrations during the
224 security forces’ tutelage? Was a demonstrator ever killed on his way to or from

225 demonstrations?

226 But, what is more dangerous today is the sectarian incitement. They have stopped
227 their Muslim-Sunni incitement. Today, there is no talk of the sort, Muslims versus
228 Christians in Lebanon, all the talk is related to the Sunni and Shiite struggle. They
229 claim that the biggest rally ever on Friday was a Shiite demonstration and they

230 ignored the large and hefty participation of all sects in order to present the issue as a
231 Shiite protest against a Sunni-led government. However, the truth is that neither the
232 demonstration was formed of Shiites nor he government is a Sunni-led one. Then
233 they tried to isolate Amal Movement’s participation in this demonstration to claim
234 that this demonstration is led solely by Hizbollah and his members. Then they

235 focused their media and political campaign on Hizbollah and their media rhetoric
236 asserts that the demonstrations are supported by Hizbollah and its allies. They want
237 to ignore the other national powers of the opposition. Anyway, in the past few days
238 these allegations were falsified because the demonstrations and the night rallies were
239 true and genuine expressions of all the parities forming the national Opposition Front.
240 This sectarian slogan has fallen and will fall even if they continued in their scheme.
241 All their allegations are directed to the Sunni audience in Lebanon, and in turn the
242 Sunni audience throughout the whole Arab and Muslim worlds, thinking mistakenly,
243 that by this they can disrepute Hizbollah or the other forces in the national

244 Opposition Front. They claim that the opposition wants to change the Taif Accord,
245 yet, this is a slur and a lie, and at other times, they claim that these demonstrations
246 are used to cover up those who killed the martyr, prime minister Rafic Hariri. One of
247 their most recent lies, with which they clearly contradict themselves, is their claim
248 that the Saraya is besieged while at the same time they broadcast, through their TV
249 channels, scenes of delegates parading to the Saraya. How can the Saraya be besieged
250 and the delegates are coming in and getting out the Saraya?

251 Anyway, sectarian sedition is a grave sin and a crime at both the religious and

252 political levels, and if it found ears, it will burn everyone. Sectarian sedition is like
253 playing with fire. Today, I call for an Arabic investigation committee supported by
254 the Arab League and by the Organization of Islamic Cooperation to identify the party
255 which is advancing sectarian or religious rhetoric. | believe that whoever uses such a
256 rhetoric is a traitor. Let this committee investigates who is the party which is

257 distributing pamphlets provoking against this sect or the other, and who is the party
258 which is responsible for transforming the political struggle into a sectarian strife.

259 They know, and this is a testimony to us, that we in Hizbollah, and the other

260 opposition forces as well, are very sensitive regarding sectarian sedition and very
261 sensitive to the Sunni-Shiite strife. They also claim that our status in the Arabic world
262 has dwindled and they advise us daily that we shouldn’t jeopardize our reputation in
263 the Arab world. The Arab world knows that we have a sacred and honourable cause
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264 which we serve diligently. We are not after political posts nor fame, and our demand
265 to establish a unity government, doesn’t mean that we are asking for Hizbollah’s

266 share in the coming government. | clearly declare in front of you that: we will give
267 the cabinet seats that are assigned to Hizbollah to our allies in the national Opposition
268 Front. We are not seeking political posts or power. We have a cause for which we
269 sacrifice our blood and our sons. | tell them, so they know whom they are facing. We
270 are a nation who is not intimidated by insults, obscene language or allegations. Let
271 them hear me well, we remain faithful to our cause and to our nation, to our people
272 and for whom we sacrifice our blood, our souls and our children; it doesn’t matter to
273 us whether we are crowned or lay in tombs.

274 Secondly, | want to address every Lebanese and all the Arab and Islamic nations who
275 closely follow the details of the events in Lebanon and | want to direct a question to
276 them. Does any Lebanese, or any Arab accept that we remain silent or support a

277 government which is daily supported by Bush and Olmert? Do you accept that we
278 remain silent or support a government which is unable to take national decisions, but
279 it complies with the will and the decisions of the American ambassador, Feltman, and
280 Condoleezza Rice? We want a national Lebanese government which is free from any
281 foreign tutelage, be it a foe or a close friend. To defend the authoritarianism and the
282 monopolization of the ruling party, they hide behind sectarian titles like the Sunni-
283 Shiite struggle. They are falsely trying to promote, to the Sunnis of Lebanon and to
284 the world, that the opposition is targeting the Sunni-led government in Lebanon. This
285 is not true. This illegitimate government is not the government of the Sunnis in

286 Lebanon and it won’t be a national government unless it becomes a national unity
287 government. This is the government of the American ambassador. | tell you, and let
288 the whole world hears, and I’'m being honest as I have always had: if this government
289 were the government which represents the Sunni Lebanese, | would have been the
290 first one to applaud its rule. Let them stop playing with sectarian titles. If you want to
291 address the issue, we have bright and shinning records in contrast to you. If you want
292 to take the Iragi case, you know that: we were from the onset against the American
293 invasion to Irag and we announced our stance openly. We were insulted for taking
294 such a stance, but we didn’t bother because our position was the right one.

295 However, it was you, advocates of the continuation of the American occupation to
296 Irag which you praised because you perceive it as right and you were against ending
270 this occupation, who asked the Bush’s administration to occupy Syria and to occupy
271 more Arab and Islamic land. We are with the Resistance in Palestine, in Iraqg, in

272 everywhere there is a noble patriot who holds his weapon to free his land from

273 occupation, domination and tutelage.

274 Don’t mix up things nor make them indiscernible. Don’t take the stance of one Shiite
275 group as a pretext, similarly, no Shiite is allowed to take the stance of one or more
276 Sunni group as a pretext. It is not permissible for a Shiite to hold the venerable and
277 the dear Sunni brethren or the Sunnis of the world, the responsibility, of signing a
278 peace treaty with Israel in Camp David by a Sunni Arab leader. It is not permissible
279 to blame the Sunnis because one or more Sunni leader shakes hands with the Zionist
280 enemy and calls for the normalization of the relations with Israel while Israel is

281 working on terminating the Intifada in Palestine? Not at all. Shiites are not one single
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282 group, camp or political entity, Sunnis as well are not a single group, camp or entity.
283 In every country, there are Shiites from this group or that and Sunnis from this group
284 or that. There are Muslims from one group or the other as well as Christians from one
285 group or the other. Let us judge one another based on the national or the patriotic

286 stance of each one of us and how we serve the national interests of our countries.

287 Leave this matter aside. Yet, it is saddening and disappointing that in the last few
288 days they circulated a memo which calls for the reopening of the July-August war
289 file in order to hold Hizbollah the responsibility of war, destruction and the economic
290 repercussions etc.

291 | was always in favour of postponing any discussion in this file for the sake of

292 Lebanon’s interests. However, if you are insisting on opening up the issue, So listen
293 well. But before I start explaining and clarifying, | want to say to all the Opposition
294 Front, especially, to the Resistance audience that: what I’'m going to say should not
295 have any effects and does not yield any reactions and the world will be astonished
296 how humble, moral and forgiving we are. What I’'m going to disclose will not affect
297 the goal, and we will continue to ask them to cooperate with us to form a national
298 unity government. Now listen to the war story. | call for the formation of a Lebanese
299 investigation committee formed of impartial judges or to the formation of an Arab
300 investigation committee also formed of impartial and honest judges to open an

301 investigation regarding the causes of the last war. They accuse us, but today | will
302 accuse them. Who officially asked America, Dick Cheney and George Bush to wage
303 war on Lebanon — by virtue of the following evidence: the dialogue related to the
304 disarmament of the Resistance’s weaponry has reached a dead lock and there is no
305 internal way to disarm the Resistance’s weaponry because it enjoys wide public

306 support as results of public opinion polls confirm, and because the army is a national
307 and patriotic army and refuses to engage in a conflict with the Resistance so — are
308 those who told the US that there is no internal way to put an end to the Resistance
309 issue, hence, the only way is for the US administration to ask Olmert’s government to
310 wage a massive and destructive war not only on Hizbollah but also on all those who
311 support and embrace the Resistance in order to eradicate this movement and to

312 eliminate its presence.

313 The US administration acquiesced and wanted to invest this issue in the

314 congressional elections, meaning, that if the war turned out as expected, then Bush
315 and the neo-conservatives would brag about terminating one of the most important
316 terrorist organizations in the world. As part of the plan, they had prepared a prison in
317 the occupied north of Palestine, called Roshbina, which is a military air force base
318 with a capacity of 10,000 prisoners. Are all those prisoners exclusively from

319 Hizbollah? No. The would-be prisoners will be any one who opposes the dominating
320 ruling party in Lebanon. The American administration accepted and it gave its orders
321 to Israel. Who asked? I don’t accuse all of 14" March party, I don’t accuse everyone
322 in the ruling party, and I don’t accuse all their leaders. I didn’t mention names in

323 front of anybody, not in front of an American or non-American journalist. However,
324 those who sat down with the Americans and requested Israel to wage war on us, they
325 know themselves very well, and | know them and | hope that the day in which |

326 would be obliged to mention their names will not come.
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327 Who holds the responsibility of waging war on Lebanon is not the Resistance which
328 was given the right to liberate the land and the prisoners as the terms of the

329 ministerial statement stipulate. When this right is given to the Resistance, the

330 Resistance is a movement and not a state department, this right means that liberation
331 is achieved through an armed conflict and not through negotiations and diplomatic
332 means. We were given this right in the ministerial statement and we acted

333 accordingly. Who holds the responsibility of waging war and destruction is the one
334 who asked the US and Israel to take this operation as a pretext to wage war on

335 Lebanon and I’m open to an independent judiciary or an independent investigation
336 committee. Also, during the war, | told you that John Bolton, whose departure from
337 the corridors of diplomacy is not to be regretted, wants to stir up conflict between the
338 Lebanese when he expressed his surprise with Lebanese officials who approved the
339 US-French resolution draft only to break their promises later on. But he was saying
340 the truth. They initially accepted the US-French resolution draft but when they were
341 faced with public discontent and dissension they retracted their commitments. | told
342 you, during the war, that Olmert wants to incite conflict among us, but back then |
343 didn’t say that he was lying, I used a vague expression that has multiple meanings.
344 When he said that some parties in the Lebanese government contacted us and asked
345 us to continue our fight against Hizbollah. Olmert spoke the truth and we know who
346 they are, and | hope the day when | will be forced to disclose these names in front of
347 the world won’t come.

348 | ask the prime minister of the illegitimate government, and the witnesses are still
349 alive, | ask him: during the war - when the Zionists destroyed all the bridges,

350 highways and crossroads to sever the supply lines of the Resistance in the south

351 region. They certainly didn’t destroy the bridges, highways and crossroads as an end
352 in itself, but to cut off the supply lines of the Resistance, but they failed and the

353 military supply continued till the last day — haven’t you ordered the Lebanese army to
354 confiscate the Resistance weaponry which was being transported to the south? Would
355 any Lebanese accept, be it a Muslim or a Christian, be it a Sunni, a Shiite or a Druze,
356 such a thing to take place? Would any Arab, be it a Muslim or a Christian, be it a

357 Sunni or a Shiite accept that the Lebanese prime minister to work on cutting off the
358 supply lines of the Resistance while it was engaged in the battle of defending

359 Lebanon and the nation? Should | remain silent just because he is a Sunni? Were he a
360 Shiite, | would have mentioned him from the first day. Tomorrow, the prime minister
361 of the illegitimate government will speak out and say: that Sayed Hassan is falsely
362 accusing me. | call for an investigation and the witnesses are still alive, those whom |
363 sent in the middle of the night as mediators to ask him to freeze this decision. What is
364 more important and dangerous - in Lebanon we pay taxis and the government in turn
365 pays the salaries of the military and security personnel, approves state budget and
366 purchases equipment - that the money that the Lebanese people pay for the sake of
367 enhancing the security forces has, supposedly, to be directed towards protecting and
368 defending the Lebanese, their security and properties. During the war, it was

369 expected from the security forces which affiliate with the ruling party work to track
370 spies and their networks and the Israeli networks that was providing the coordinates
371 to the Israelis to bomb specific targets. Unfortunately, I tell you, and I’'m ready for an
372 independent impartial investigation committee, one of the branches of the security
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373 forces that affiliates with the ruling party was working during the war on providing
374 the Israelis with the specific locations of Hizbollah’s officials, and this branch
375 worked on tracking my place during the war.

376 1 will say no more about the war, and if | want to continue, whether my brothers in
377 and comrades in the opposition agree or not, had we not been driven by our concern
378 to this country, had we not been conscious of the complexities of the sectarian

379 struggle, | would have stood up on the 14" of August not to speak about a national
380 unity government but to speak about traitors who have to be taken to trail. Despite
381 what | have said, and here the world will be surprised, we are the off springs of these
382 values and this culture, the culture that calls for unity, forgiveness and love, | forgive
383 them and if they want to take me to trail, ’'m ready. Few months ago, a group was
384 arrested, sadly, this group affiliates with a fundamentalist Sunni group and its

385 members were planning to assassinate me, and a number of clergy and non-clergy
386 falsified the issue and | forgave them and | dropped the charges. However, they are
387 still in prison and the court has not proved them guilty nor innocent, but I call upon
388 the judicial system in Lebanon to set the members of this group free and to send them
389 back to their homes in Beirut and in Tarik Aljadideh. My Allah forgive them all.

390 I Again address them, I address the ruling party clinging to power: you won’t be able
391 to intimidate us through riot, you won’t be able to prevent people from picketing in
392 Riyadh Solh square and Martyrs’ squares, you won’t be able to drag us to sectarian
393 strife, you won’t hear the screams of surrender nor can you count on our weakness or
394 infirmity because our demands are just. We are still saying: let us cooperate together
395 to form the coming national unity government and | also say: time is not in your side,
396 your master in the White House is shaking and collapsing. Let us come together as
397 Lebanese, don’t be stubborn, there is still room for negotiations. We didn’t say that
398 the resignation of the government is the only demand, we said let us change this

399 current government to a national unity government, the same government which is
400 headed by Fouad Saniora, and you will have the majority in it and we only want the
401 third of the quorum which represents the guarantee for the sake of Lebanon. But if
402 you remained stubborn and insisted on refusing, we have started to think about other
403 options. After a while we won’t accept that the new unity government to be headed
404 by a personality from your party. After some time, we won’t accept and our goal will
405 be the toppling of the government and the formation of a caretaker government

406 whose main objective will be to run early parliamentary elections and you know to
407 whom the majority will be and who will win. In 2005 elections you won the elections
408 through an unjust and an unfair election law backed by deceitful allegiances. In the
409 upcoming elections, there will be no place for deception because a fox is not taken
410 twice in the same snare. After the early elections, the opposition will gain the

411 majority, will form its government and will be headed by a national and honourable
412 Sunni personality and the whole world will testify to its integrity. Those nationalist
413 Sunni figures in Lebanon are so many and are all able to lead the country. However,
414 we will not exclude you from power, we will at least give you the third of the quorum
415 and to let you participate in the government because we believe that Lebanon is the
416 country that can’t be ruled except with the participation and the cooperation of all its
417 parties.
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418 Dear brothers and sisters, | ask you tonight, I address this call to you, especially the
419 Muslims to participate in tomorrow’s prayer — Friday prayer — which will be held in
420 your squares, the square of honour, the square of true political resistance and not the
421 faked or alleged ones. This call is an expression of our peaceful and civilized

422 movement. [ urge you to participate in Friday’s prayer which will be an expression of
423 our unity, and cohesiveness in the face of all forms of sedition and segregation. This
424 prayer will be led by the respectful religious leader Fathi Yakan. | ask you and | ask
425 everyone who is listening to me now, to the full participation in the Friday’s prayer.
426 This prayer is not only meant to be a religious exercise, but also as an expression in
427 face of all those who wants to fish in the muddy waters for the sake of instigating
428 sedition, discord and conflict. You might find a fruitful land for sedition and civil
429 strife in every spot in the world, but not in Lebanon. In Lebanon, there will be no
430 armed conflict between Shiites and Sunnis. The second thing that | want to stress, |
431 also ask you and ask those who are listening to me to participate in the biggest rally
432 ever on Sunday at 3 o’clock to reassert our stance and to ascertain the public

433 participation and the public support for the national Opposition Front and we will say
434 to them every night, we will say to them on Sunday, the ruling party will hear us

435 from their castles, they will hear from the squares, the homes of the poor, from huts
436 and from tents, from the destroyed homes and from those who were displaced — we
437 will make them hear the voice of the Opposition Front that we will not surrender, we
438 will remain in the squares until we form a national unity government that represents a
439 guarantee for Lebanon, for all the Lebanese, which will rescue Lebanon, which will
440 defend Lebanon and which is capable of attending to and solving Lebanon’s

441 economic, social and political problems.

442 We will make them hear that we insist on our goal and we will continue no matter
443 what the sacrifices are. Dear brothers and sisters, from all sects, from all parties, from
444 all movements, by Allah’s will you will be victorious. And as I used to promise you
445 victory before, | again promise you victory. They continue the battle of July-August
446 war and we continue our battle of defending Lebanon’s identity, unity, safety. Long
447 live all of you, blessings be upon the martyr Ahmad Mahmoud, blessings be upon
448 your martyrs. Long live Lebanon. Peace, Allah’s compassion and blessings be upon
449 you.
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3" Speech
May 2009 speech: The invasion of Beirut

1 In the name of Allah, Most Gracious, Most Merciful. Thanks, and Praise be to Allah,
2 Cherisher and Sustainer of the Worlds. Peace and prayers be on the last prophet,

3 Prophet Muhammad, his infallible progeny, his chosen companions and on all the

4 prophets and messengers.

5 Brothers and sisters, Peace and Allah's mercy and blessings be upon you all. On this

6 blessed event and at this specific time, there are many topics and issues that need to be
7 addressed, but on this occasion and owing to the nature of the ceremony, | would like to
8 speak in a certain direction.

9 There are issues of high importance which I will address on Monday night by Allah’s
10 will, on Al-Manar TV, regarding the Nakbah (catastrophe) commemoration that befell
11 this nation, when Palestine fell victim to occupation and rape. Tonight, I will not speak
12 about the Nakbah and the Israeli drills nor about the Israeli spy networks in Lebanon
13 and about our obligations towards these issues. Everything that is related to the Israel
14 affairs I will leave it for Monday’s speech as I promised. The nature of the subject of
15 the Nakbah, the drills and spy networks are topics that are better suited for a television
16 message rather than in a public ceremony speech. Today | want to talk to you not in a
17 television-message style, because many watch television addresses and say that the

18 Sayyed appears very calm, but when I give a public speech they say that the Sayyed is
19 furious. In fact, I am neither furious in a public speech, nor I am calm in a television
20 address. Each medium has its purpose. A television address differs a lot from speeches
21 given at public gatherings.

22 Today, | want to speak about you, the Radwan graduate group, about the brothers and
23 sisters and parents, about Lebanon and Lebanese affairs, as we are in an important

24 phase in the elections; | will also conclude the speech by tackling the issue of May 17"
25 and May 7%, First, | would like to congratulate all the graduates, the brothers and

26 sisters, whom we are celebrating their graduation today. Congratulations to them for
27 their success and their academic accomplishments which were the outcome of

28 determination, willpower, faith, perseverance, persistence, effort, Jihad, and attending
29 schools. According to our Islamic doctrine, education is jihad in the path of the

30 Almighty, and some prophetic sayings explain that the angels lower their wings to the
31 education seeker. In the name of the brothers and sisters in Hizbollah’s march, I

32 declare our pride of you and your accomplishments and | would like to extend my

33 thanks and high appreciation to the parents - the dear fathers and mothers - as it is

34 customary in every graduation ceremony, for their persistence and support that they
35 have shown to their sons and daughters to continue the path of academic achievement,
36 at the university level and in the different fields of specialization, and for holding the
37 burden that accompanies such decision and we know that the vast majority of

38 Lebanese people and Lebanese families live in poverty, and some even below the

39 poverty line. However, we see that fathers and mothers make the efforts and bear great
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40 burdens and responsibilities to provide for their children the opportunity for education
41 and specialization and the chance to make a real future. | bow in front of the fathers
42 and mothers, the Mujahedeen, because the one who works hard to support his

43 dependents, is like the Mujahid in the path of Allah. This hard work is not only to fill
44 the stomachs of his dependents and to protect them from hunger, but also to educate
45 and raise the status and the livelihood of his off springs, and to safeguard their

46 afterlife. Those are the Mujahedeen on the path of Allah. | must extend my thanks to a
47 segment of our society whom we usually pay little attention to: the spouses. The

48 number of sisters graduating is more than the brothers. This is a healthy phenomenon
49 since many of them continue their education after marriage. Many husbands allow

50 their wives to continue their studies, and of course, a wife who continues her higher
51 education, imposes a burden on the husband and the household. But thanks to Allah,
52 we see that this phenomenon is spreading and growing in our society and it is a

53 healthy phenomenon. Wives, too, help their husbands to continue their studies despite
54 the demands placed by maintaining a marital life. This joint cooperation and

55 endurance lead to such good results. Thus, today, | want to devote special thanks to the
56 spouses who facilitated for their husbands and wives, the opportunity to continue their
57 education and academic achievements, the despite all resulting burdens.

58 Dear brothers and sisters, your group holds the 'al-Radwan' title, the name of the

59 cherished martyr commander Hajj Imad Mughnieh-Hajj Radwan May Allah bless his
60 soul. Here I want to point out something that many people don’t know, that al-Hajj,
61 May Allah have mercy on his soul, throughout carrying his Jihadist and leadership
62 responsibilities, he used to encourage the Mujahedeen, the brothers working under his
63 command not to abandon academic pursuit. This was his concern and | know he

64 always sought for it and tried to secure the financial and organizational facilities to
65 give a large number of our brothers and sisters the opportunity for the university

66 studies. This was not just his personal desire, but it was based on a strategic vision,
67 this vision which the Resistance and its movement embodies. Because our resistance,
68 my dear brothers and sisters, and since its foundation to this date, our Resistance has
69 been based on knowledge, faith, resolve, determination, intent and sacrifice, but it has
70 also been defined by education, knowledge, specialization and bright minds. This has
71 been acknowledged by our enemies on the battlefield and in more than one area of
72 confrontation, in security and psychological warfare, in military combat, in the

73 development of the capabilities, in tactics, leading to the formation of a special

74 military combat school, neither Westerner nor Easterner but the school of Islamic

75 Resistance in Lebanon, made by Mujahedeen from Lebanon. Therefore, for your

76 group to carry this title is a source of pride and honour, just as the martyr, from his
77 heavenly place, commander Radwan would be proud and honoured to hold his name
78 and to follow his path and to renew the covenant with his blessed blood and with all
79 the martyrs who have gone before.

80 Dear brothers and sisters, this large number of male and female graduates from the

81 heart of this faithful procession of Jihad presents to Lebanon and to all the world one
82 of the true faces of this procession and one of the shining faces that reflects the

83 Resistance march in Lebanon, and its faith, humanitarianism and patriotism, its

84 sincerity and dedication, its diligence and perseverance, its knowledge and labour, and

324



85 its great hope in the future. Today you present to the world a picture of the faithful

86 believer who is not hindered by poverty and deprivation to seek education, success and
87 progress, a picture of a believer not hindered by shortage of money, by having few

88 supporters, or frail equipage to continue Jihad and Resistance to pursue his quest for
89 dignity and freedom, the image of the faithful believer whose ultimate quest is

90 achieving justice, and to see the smile he dreamt off on every lip, and the joy he

91 dreamt off to fill the hearts, the quest of all the prophets throughout history. Today you
92 also present a strong scene and send a clear message to all those who doubted the

93 power of the opposition party to manage Lebanon’s affairs in all fields and disciplines,
94 they bet on the opposition's failure to run the affairs of the country, and they say that if
95 the opposition wins the majority, we do not want to participate in the would-be

96 government, not out of asceticism or modesty, but out of betting on failure. I say to all
97 those gamblers, we want you to participate in governing the country with us, as we are
98 proponents of partnership, but if you choose not to, and we win the majority, we will
99 not beg you to, if you are betting on the failure of the opposition, the only answer is
100 this, and this is one out of many ceremonies and one stage out of many stages, with
101 2883 graduates in all fields of specialization, | tell you that, the hearts, minds, souls,
102 willpower and determination which defeated the strongest army and the strongest
103 country in the region backed by the strongest tyrant in this world, are more than

104 capable managing a country a hundred times larger than Lebanon. Some people

105 accuse us that we want to establish an empire, will it be, then, difficult for us to rule
106 10452 square kilometres?

107 And as we were able with our Lebanese minds and hearts, with our Lebanese

108 willpower and sacrifices to liberate our land and prisoners and protect our country,
109 we are able, yet the most able by Allah’s will, to build our country and nation and
110 promote development.

111 Today, I tell you that we are interested in a new phase and we must bear full

112 responsibility and not from a detached or edgewise position, hold the responsibility to
113 build our country, land and to build a strong and a fair state, because strength without
114 justice is destruction and dictatorship and lead to injustice; and justice without

115 strength has no protection or means for implementation. We look forward to a

116 Lebanon, to be home to all its sons and families, all have equal rights and obligations,
117 a homeland to one unified nation and one unified state; one nation which is the

118 Lebanese people, and we don’t have a problem talking about our pluralistic

119 multicultural society. In the past, some of the elites, intellectuals and thinkers used to
120 indulge in long debates about whether what we have is pluralism or diversity? There
121 is no difference in the terminology used, basically because pluralism or religious and
122 intellectual diversity is a gift and a blessing, which we can turn into the most

123 important component of strength in our country as well as the world, starting from
124 our homeland.

125 We are one nation, in one land, we speak one language, and we have similar interests
126 in security, stability, freedom, sovereignty, independence, social welfare, science,
127 education, economy, finance and all of life related affairs pertaining to individuals,
128 families, political parties, groups, religious confessions and regions. Our interests are
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129 deeply the same but we might differ in expressing and diagnosing those interests, but
130 we essentially are one people, who should have long ended the prejudice regarding
131 the quality or the quantity. Today, education in Lebanon cut across all confessions, so
132 does poverty, honour, dignity, betrayal and, unfortunately, collaboration with the

133 enemy. We have to end the qualitative and quantitative debate. We must look at our
134 people as one nation and if there are certain fissures or severe disunity, we all must
135 cooperate and collaborate together to address these divisions or fractures.

136 We look forward to a unified Lebanese state and to one unified land, and as | spoke
137 of people’s unity and unity of land I speak about a unified state. Therefore, we as
138 Hizbollah have always rejected the idea of Lebanon's division and we will stand
139 against any plan to divide Lebanon that may cross anyone's mind today or in the
140 future. To my surprise now, after the failure of all past division plans and regional
141 and international gambling, there are few people who are still thinking of dividing
142 Lebanon. But I honestly tell you, that division plans still tantalize the minds of some
143 political players in Lebanon. | know that these are not mere dreams but actual hopes
144 which some speak about in private meetings and are planning to achieve them under
145 the title of federalism. Such plots will find no place in Lebanon. We want Lebanon to
146 be a unified country, a unified people, land, State and system; Lebanon cannot

147 withstand any form of federalism, which we only see it as a step towards division. It
148 is interesting to see those who currently accuse us of working to achieve a tripartite-
149 rule, are themselves working for federalism.

150 We also look forward to a Lebanon as a Lebanese state par excellence, free of racism,
151 for some classify themselves as being more Lebanese than others, free of any feeling
152 of racial superiority or prejudice which has no basis in reason, law, or in the values of
153 the surrounding environment we live in, particularly towards our neighbouring Arab
154 world, and in our relations with each other.

155 We look forward to a Lebanon with an Arab identity, but without fanaticism, because
156 racism and fanaticism are obscurantism and have no relation whatsoever with reason,
157 religion, knowledge and humanity.

158 Concerning the state and the system, | do not think the Lebanese differ over many of
159 these titles, but they may differ in their interpretation, or ways and means to achieve
160 them. According to the political system we have put forward in our election

161 programme, and as stated in the Taif Accord, we call for the formation of the

162 supreme national authority for the abolition of political sectarianism. We were

163 precise in our election programme; we did not say that we want to abolish political
164 sectarianism, there is one item that is mentioned in the Taif Accord which no one has
165 yet approached, which is the formation of the supreme national authority for the

166 abolition of political sectarianism. What we are asking for is the formation of this
167 supreme body, to convene and study this issue, no matter how long this might take
168 even if it took years, to see whether we wish to continue with the existing sectarian
169 formula. If the study’s result were to continue with the existing formula, then let’s
170 continue with it. But then there are some developments, improvements and

171 amendments which can be discussed to arrive at an agreement. On the other hand, if
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172 the Lebanese, through the supreme national body for the abolition of political

173 sectarianism, reached the conclusion that we must abolish sectarianism from our
174 system of governance, then we need to put in place a plan to abolish sectarianism and
175 find an alternative system which we should all concede. On this particular point, we
176 do not call for urgency or for imposing the choices of some of the Lebanese over
177 other Lebanese, because any substantial amendment in the system has to be based on
178 a national dialogue that is real, deep and serious, coupled with genuine national

179 consensus, because hast changes or imposing the will of some over others, when it
180 comes to changes in system structure, might have far more serious repercussions and
181consequences than it would be to continue with the existing current formula, despite
182 its defects which we all agree on. This is one point.

183 Another point is that we look forward to a unified country, and | do not want to

184 defend Hizbollah here, but | can assure you that since our inception we supported the
185 formation of one state; that is why over all the past years we have never practiced any
186 authority of the so-called, within parentheses "authority Zone", even after the

187 liberation of the border zone. Nine years ago, | stood in the town of Bint Jubail, and |
188 said that we are not a substitute for the State or the authorities and we do not have a
189 judiciary system, nor do we want to put people on trial, even the collaborators who
190 killed us, who shed our blood, wounded and jailed us, who whipped our skin and
191 destroyed our homes; we left them to the Lebanese state to put them to trial. We do
192 not present ourselves as a state or an authority. While, during the past three decades,
193 those who now brag about wanting a single unified State, have actually practiced
194 local statehood, canton and local governance we have never done this in the past, and
195 now we are not doing this anywhere despite all media distortion which is intended to
196 target certain areas, especially the southern Dahiyeh suburbs.

197 We are with a unified capable State, with a strong government with a strong and

198 decent parliament, which properly represents the will of the Lebanese people, we are
199 also with an independent and strong judiciary system, and a strong army and strong
200 security services. In this we do not differ with others. Yes. There is a contentious
201 point with some Lebanese related to the issue of the Resistance and its weapons and
202 the defence strategy and there is a great deal of controversy and debate around this
203 point and we will discuss this matter, but given the developments that are happening
204 all around us, we still do not see any incompatibility for Lebanon to have both a
205 strong Resistance and a strong State, and the strong State is the one which is capable
206 of taking Lebanon to a stage where it can be said to the Resistance that now there is a
207 State capable of protecting its people, land, security and stability, and you in the

208 resistance, can now go back to your school benches, factories, fields and to your

209 normal lives. This is the natural route.

210 In this context too, we look forward to a State that exercises real administrative

211 reforms, a good effective and productive governance, free from corruption and

212 bribery. We, therefore, call for the implementation of decentralization as stated in the
213 Taif Accord. We call for a modern election law that allows the best representation of
214 the society's segments and we wholeheartedly support the proportionality law. We
215 call for a State that is capable of addressing social crises and life problems. A State
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216 that gives these issues real and serious priority, and not like what we saw during the
217 past years. We call for a State that is genuine about balanced development, and one
218 of its conditions is the restoration of the Ministry of Planning, that analyses

219 Lebanon's capabilities, resources and needs to put them in an overall comprehensive
220 view, and execute plans that take into account this quantitative and qualitative

221 balance. Therefore, | say to the graduating brothers and sisters: you stand before a
222 challenge of the labour market, to take advantage of the academic degrees that you
223 have just received. We have two paths: the personal partial path, related to how each
224 one of us finds a job for his son or daughter, through an association, institution,

225 leader or party. The other path is to have a government in the near future that places
226 the pains, hunger, poverty and unemployment at the forefront of its concerns, and not
227 spend another four or five years in political struggle over political issues, which they
228 already know from the beginning, that even if they used all their political, military,
229 security and media tools they will fail in achieving any of them.

230 We look forward to assist in the formation of a government that is earnest, sincere
231 and honest, a government elected from the people, from them, from their hunger and
232 deprivation in order to bring forward serious and sincere solutions to the social,

233 financial, economic, developmental, and employment issues. We also look forward to
234 a strong and independent judiciary system, free from the influence of politicians and
235 from all official and non-official political positions. What we have in Lebanon is not
236 a judicial authority, even if the Supreme Judicial Council says we do. We have fair
237 and honest judges, and the corrupt as well, we have free and independent judges as
238 well as the subordinate who held themselves in pledge to others. Tell me what is the
239 image of the judiciary system which lightly punishes Zionist spies and collaborators
240 who worked and collaborated with Israel for decades and committed treason against
241 their homeland? What is and who is this judicial system that sentence collaborators
242 for six months, or a year, then they are released later on to return to work as spies.
243 And who is this same judicial system that places four senior security officers in

244 prison for three years and eight months without investigation or any evidence. Is this
245 an independent or fair judiciary system? This is shameful that those who collaborated
246 with Israel for many years go into prison for two or three months and then are

247 released. From the beginning, we pledged to hand in collaborators to the Lebanese
248 judiciary, and we did not do what other Resistance movements had done. All

249 Resistance movements in history held trials and punished collaborators and traitors,
250 nationals of their own homeland except the Resistance in Lebanon.

251 Few years ago, | said to the French Ambassador after Jospin’s visit to occupied

252 Palestine and the subsequent reactions in Bir Zeit University, due to his description
253 of Hizbollah as a terrorist party. Few months after that incident, we liberated our land
254 and it happened that | was reading about the French Resistance, and | said to the

255 French Ambassador at that time: Give my greetings to your Prime Minister and say
256 to him that the Resistance in Lebanon is much more civilized, humane and moral
257 than the French resistance because yours back then held field trials, executed

258 thousands of French nationals without trial, those who were charged with

259 collaborating with the Nazi army, while we in Lebanon, we did not even kill a

260 chicken from Antoine Lahad's Army. We had faith in the state and its judiciary
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261 system. Now some from 14" of March may come out and say that this judiciary

262 system was during the period in which we were under Syrian administration and

263 tutelage. However, the judiciary system at the present time is under your

264 guardianship, yet, act in the same manner. We pledged not to harm those

265 collaborators and to accept the rulings of the Lebanese judicial system, and many of
266 these collaborators returned to their homes and villages; and | say to you now that we
267 keep our pledge and none of them will be harassed unless proven guilty through

268 approved processes. We look forward to a truly strong independent judicial authority
269 to be fair in implementing the law.

270 We are advocates of partnership in governance and the cooperation of various

271 components or representatives of the various components of the Lebanese society in
272 managing the country's affairs. Therefore, we are advocates of a national unity

273 government, and this experience has not proved its failure, they wanted to present it
274 as a failed experience. The equation that they are working on these days is either you
275 submit to their will or they consider it a failed government. This national unity

276 government, if the parties act with conviction and sincerity, it will not be a failure,
277 but it is the best for Lebanon. Because any government that ignores key components
278 from the Lebanese people under the pretext that they got a majority of half + 1 or 2
279 MPs, this does not work in Lebanon, whether this was the claim of the opposition or
280 the loyalists. If we all say that Lebanon has a certain idiosyncrasy we must work
281 according to the requirements of this idiosyncrasy, and if there is no idiosyncrasy,
282 then let us open a debate from now, and if we decide to adopt full democracy, then
283 the best formula for a full democracy that could deliver a democratic rule in Lebanon,
284 is to have a parliament that is the result of democratic elections, that are based on an
285 election law of proportionality and that Lebanon to be one electoral constituency.

286 We accept full democracy, but if we do not go for full democracy because it may
287 affect certain sects, or some Lebanese demographic features, we then must take into
288 account these specifications through partnership and the non-cancellation of anyone
289 at all. As for the story of the obstructing-third or veto power in the Cabinet, which
290 they say it disrupts the country when in fact it does not. And here | must call on our
291 brothers in the Future Movement especially, to review out of their sense of duty, the
292 martyred Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri's experience, and ask all those who were close
293 to him about the difficulties he met through the process of forming the governments
294 which he used to head, and the reason which made him refuse to preside the last

295 government prior to his assassination. They will find that the reason — and this topic
296 was discussed by PM Hariri and | during the lengthy meetings which were held

297 months before his martyrdom - he used to say to me: I will not form or head a

298 government in which 1 do not have in it or name one third of its ministers myself
299 otherwise let them form the government they want without me. That is why in all the
300 governments he presided, he always sought to secure third of the ministers from the
301 various sects, and when he was unable to do that in the last government before his
302 martyrdom, thus he apologized. Therefore, PM Omar Karami was then appointed for
303 the task of forming government.
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304 The real reason why PM Hariri did not form the last Government was because he was
305 unable to nominate the third of ministers. They can ask Martyr Hariri's friends and
306 associates that this is a normal thing in the country for anyone who wants to be a real
307 partner.

308 I am not saying that Hizbollah wants the third of the government, but I say that the
309 opposition demanded the third, the opposition which is formed from a variety of
310 spectra and political parties, and represented half of the Lebanese people in the past
311 years, and this is natural. But to return to the tone of tripartite rule, I will tell you
312 what that story is about. This concept was fabricated by them, they laid the egg,

313 which hatched into a chick which they fed and raised, until it became a rooster now
314 standing on podiums crowing: tripartite Governance. No one in the opposition spoke
315 about the tripartite issue, no one thought of it and no one understands what they mean
316 by it. Is it confessional tripartite-rule, tri-sectarian government or tripartite political
317 alliances? I, as a Lebanese citizen, when you ask me about what I understand from
318 the tripartite they are speaking off, | tell you that | do not understand their precise
319 meaning. There are many hypotheses on this issue; they proposed the issue of

320 tripartite-rule only to put the opposition in a defensive position. | wish that the

321 opposition including the brothers in Hizbollah would ignore this fabrication. All they
322 want is to make us defend ourselves. Why should we in every speech have to negate
323 or confirm that 296 the tripartite concept they have fabricated it, they want us to

324 defend ourselves. We didn’t propose this issue, end of discussion, and their claim
325 does not have any factual basis at all. Yes, there is another goal in raising the

326 tripartite issue, which is to target the Christians in the opposition. When we say that
327 certain political forces in the opposition, for example the Shiites, if they want a

328 tripartite rule- if they mean confessional tripartite- and since Lebanon is equally

329 shared between Muslims and Christians, a confessional tripartite would give a third
330 to each for Shiites, Sunnis and Christians respectively, rather than the current half
331 share the Christians currently enjoy in the current governing structure. Hence, they
332 suppose that if this is offered, the Shiites would accept a third share in a tri-sectarian
333 rule, carved out from the current equal share.

334 This supposedly serves the Shiites of the opposition, and if the Sunnis too would

335 accept such an offer, hence this tripartite would also serve the Sunnis in the

336 opposition. However, they are not focusing on these two parts of the opposition, their
337 main issue is to target the Christians of the opposition. It is an attempt to say that
338 Lebanese Christians and General Aoun, Ministers Franjieh and Skaaf, and other

339 personalities from the opposition but especially General Aoun and the Free Patriotic
340 Movement made a deal with Hizbollah and the opposition, whereby he is happy with
341 a tripartite rule. In other words, he wants to lower the Christians' share in governance
342 from half to a third-share. This of course is not the first media, political and electoral
343 injustice directed at our Christians allies in the opposition and will certainly not be
344 the last. Since this is a lie and has no basis, neither General Aoun nor the Christians
345 in the opposition think this way, nor has anyone else in the opposition mentioned or
346 discussed such a topic, General Aoun did not even accept tripartite share in Jezzine’s
347 elections, how could he be accused of accepting it at the level of the entire country?
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348 Therefore, we should not be in the defence position, but we must be clear about it.
349 Yes, we are advocates of partnership, and the implementation of the Taif Accord, and
350 to work quietly developing our political system on the basis of forming the supreme
350 national political system council to diffuse tension and to discuss the abolition of

351 political sectarianism.

352 We also look forward to a State, capable of protecting itself, protecting its decisions,
353 citizens, land and security, without the need for UNIFIL forces, with all due respect
354 to them in South Lebanon, and without the need for external security apparatuses,
355 and as Lebanese we have the military and security competencies that enable Lebanon
356 to build such a capable force. Here, also out of respect to the memory of and the

357 commemoration in the following few days of 17" May treaty. It is a pity and very
358 unfortunate that those who stood against May 17" treaty are, we, the Lebanese, easily
359 forget. We tend to forget that those who stood against the Agreement signed by the
360 Lebanese system at that time, from a weakened, defeated and servile position, and
361 through which it subjugates Lebanon to Israel's security, military and political terms?
362 Who signed that treaty on May 172 Who wanted to attach Lebanon to Israel through
363 the May 17" treaty? Who are the leaders and political parties involved in crowning
364 Lebanon forever as a country that belongs to the Zionist project? And who

365 opposed the 17 of May treaty? Who were the clergy, the men and women,

366 especially in Bir al-Abed from the Imam Reza Mosque? Whose blood was shed to
367 announce Lebanese people's rejection of the 171" of May treaty, other than martyr
368 Mohamed Najdeh? Who gave his blood for Lebanon to be independent from Israel?
369 Who are those who signed with their own ink the Agreement of humiliation with

370 Israel?

371 Today those who wanted to subjugate Lebanon forever to Israel are now themselves
372 symbols of independence, sovereignty and freedom, whereas those who sacrificed
373 their blessed blood for the liberation of Lebanon are now the titles of subordination,
374 treason and foreign dependence. Isn’t this historical injustice? Is it possible to forget
375 that? Now they come up to say the Sayyed has resorted to accusatory language and
376 the language of treason. These are not accusations, these are facts from history, | am
377 not issuing judgments here, and this history has to remain present, to benefit from it
378 in the future, not for vengeance, but to prevent ourselves from being misled or lost
379 again, to prevent selling our country in the new international slave market. We want a
380 strong and capable state that regains its land by its will, and not by pleading, or to
381 have a piece of our land returned as a favour from Netanyahu during an election
382 season.

383 Like this time of the year, our people, the men and women in south Lebanon, were
384 storming barricades, wire fences, and military sites in the previously occupied

385 southern villages, making the historic liberation. This is the Lebanon we look

386 forward to, based on this I reach the point which | want to highlight. Yes, we want
387 Lebanon that is cooperative, fraternal and collaborative, a Lebanon far-away from
388 conflicts and controversies. Few days ago, was the May 7" commemoration, in the
389 opposition we have in one way or another adopted a policy not to raise this topic

390 because of the sensitivities that it might evoke. Unfortunately, the other side has been
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391 raising the issue before and after May 7", and they still do. They have been raising
392 this issue in all media outlets, in all platforms and speeches which caused a

393 sandstorm, they mistakenly took our silence and lack of comment on that incident as
394 an indication of our sense of shame, weakness or embarrassment. In fact, although
395 we have in Hizbollah chosen to stay out of this debate, but I find it my duty to

396 comment on this issue in honour of the blessed blood of the martyrs who fell on May
397 7™, so no one gets confused in Lebanon or outside Lebanon, and to bring some light
398 back to the truth.

399 I want to remind those, and I don’t want to speak in a provoking language to stir
400 tension, | want to remind those talking about 7" May to remember what they did
401 on the 5" of May. If we review the Winograd report which states that among

402 Hizbollah’s elements and points of strength that Israel must dismantle is Hizbollah’s
403 telecommunications network. Does anyone in Lebanon today have any doubt that
404 Israel eavesdrops on our mobile phone networks? Is there any doubt that Israel

405 eavesdrops on our civil landline telephone networks? Is there any doubt that Israelis
406 eavesdrop all available means of communication? There is certainly no doubt about
407 that, the latest American and international telecommunication tapping technologies
408 are found in Israel. Not one of the most important weapons of the resistance, but the
409 most important weapon of the resistance, and | will repeat to and this is what | meant
410 by reminding, the most important weapon of the Resistance in the July-war was the
411 telecommunications network, because it is immune to eavesdropping and to Israel
412 breaches to an extremely large degree. On the night of May 5%, the Lebanese

413 government convened and from outside the meeting's agenda, took the decision to
414 dismantle the telecommunications network, accusing Hizbollah of operating it

415 outside the law, misusing public funds and violating the sovereignty of the State. So,
416 they took a decision to refer all those connected with this network, to the court. Put
417 these two scenes in front of you | will not make judgments. The former illegitimate
418 Lebanese government must notice that the 5™ of May is a mark of disgrace stamped
419 on its forehead throughout history, because it wanted to do what Israel failed to

420 accomplish over thirty-three days of war. This is one point.

421 The second question, in the last few days, media campaigns with video tapes aired on
422 television the news that thousands of fighters who had been brought into Beirut from
423 outside the city, in the lead up to the 5" of May, | want to ask Beirut citizens who are
424 being told to make their vote a response to the 7" of May. Anyway, a large segment
425 of Beirut citizens already decided who they will vote for according to their political
426 choices and inclinations and regardless of whether there was May 7" or not, as there
427 are different trends based on which people will vote. But | want to address our people
428 in Beirut and urge them to ask: who were those who turned Beirut into a city for

429 militias under the heading of security companies, and who filled the city with centres
430 for dispatching arms under the cover of this title? You can also ask, who were those
431 who brought thousands of fighters from outside Beirut and dispersed them

432 throughout Beirut neighbourhoods, centres and apartments, in synch with a political
433 media campaign launched against Hizbollah and the telecommunications network,
434 before making that Cabinet decision on May 5. Are these legitimate questions or
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435 not? Does anyone still doubt that thousands of fighters were brought to Beirut prior
436 to the government’s decision? What was being planned?

437 What was planned on the 5" of May is that the government takes the decision? And
438 wait to see what Hizbollah’s response would be? If Hizbollah did not do anything,
439 and resort to statements, sit-ins and demonstrations they will have succeeded, and
440 this would be a preparatory step as whoever confiscates the telecommunications

441 network, will later on confiscate other weapons, under similar headings — this in case
442 Hizbollah allowed them to remove the network in the first place. But if Hizbollah did
443 not move in this direction, this means a confrontation will take place between

444 Hizbollah and the army, and this is what they want.

445 Those who claim that they care about the army and the strong state they want, | will
446 tell you what their project was in the last years, they have been working on

447 instigating conflict and a battle between the army and the resistance. They failed
448 because in Lebanon, we have a patriotic army with patriotic leaders, officers and
449 soldiers. This project was studied by foreign bodies, who carefully analysed the

450 Lebanese Army and assessed whether its leaders, officers and soldiers, were willing
451 and prepared to enter into a battle against the resistance. The outcome they reached
452 was that this army was not mentally, psychologically, culturally, nationally, prepared
453 to fight the resistance. That is why they deprived it from all military assistance,

454 because they consider it an army which cannot be trusted.

455 Not to be trusted on what? The country? The elections? Or the political regime? No,
456 none, this army is not trusted to fight resistance. The army should consider this as an
457 honour, the army deeply represents an element of safety, security and it is the

458 national guarantee to Lebanon.

459 If Hizbollah didn’t not hush up and instead calls for civil disobedience and to a

460 confrontation in Beirut, thousands of fighters will be ready to mobilize. Here | want
461 to say something we did not say back then; there was a plan ready to put in place, and
462 these fighters had instructions about what to do, which areas they have to take over,
463 the areas they have to cut-off to separate from other areas, the project was to take
464 Beirut to a sectarian strife that was meant to continue for weeks. These events were
465 meant to be taken as a pretext to demand the intervention of foreign forces under the
466 title Sectarian war in Lebanon, to raise the call to the world saying, 'Please help us
467 stop the war’, this is what was planned.

468 Just to know that the decisions taken on the 5™ of May were not made for

469 implementation. If these decisions were not for implementation, then why did you
470 stay up till morning before you issued them? Why did you call from inside the

471 convened Ministerial Cabinet, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, U.S., France and others? These
472 things are no longer secret? You can ask the ministers who were there with you in
473 that Government, just hear what they say here and there, | am not revealing secrets,
474 the issue is not about decisions not for implementation, and the previous illegitimate
475 government took the decision to take Lebanon to a sectarian war between Shiites and
476 Sunnis.
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477 | say to all Lebanese, especially to the Shiites and Sunnis in Lebanon and particularly
478 to our dear people in Beirut, what happened on the 7" of May, put a quick end to a
479 sectarian war they had planned for, and for which they had made preparations. It

480 brought a quick end to a plan to burn Beirut by sedition and civil war, it put a quick
481 end to a major conspiracy that was prepared for this resistance. The 7" of May,

482 spared Beirut bloodshed, preserved the official institutions of Beirut, the homes and
483 families of Beirut, which they wanted to destroy and burn on the 5" of May. This is
484 the 7" of May, and this is the greatness of our martyrs’ blood. As far as we are

485 concerned, throughout last year 1 was mindful and took great care not to raise this
486 point, but with what | have heard in the past two weeks, | declare the 7™ of May to be
487 one of the glorious days of the Resistance in Lebanon. And as a consequence, the 71"
488 of May placed Lebanon on the path to resolution, and brought Lebanon out of the
489 stymie they had placed it in, the 7" of May compelled them to return to dialogue

490 table which they had previously rejected, the 7" of May led to the election of a

491 president and the formation of a national unity government, the relative stability

492 which Lebanese have enjoyed during the last year is one of the blessings of 7th May,
493 thanks to the martyrs’ blood who fell in the 7" of May.

494 In the past two weeks, I heard slogans saying that ‘we do not forget the 7 of May,
495 and that ‘they will not forget’. They made speeches, chanted slogans, this is great
496 news, we do not want you to forget the 71" of May, oh dear brother, that is what we
497 want, what we want is not to forget the 7™ of May, so that no one will repeat the
498 follies of the 5 of May. As for the people whom you brought from different distant
499 areas, | want to do them justice. It was said that thousands of fighters were bought
500 few days before that time from the two regions of Akkar and Bekaa. | want to do
501 these young men justice, for we know that the people of Akkar and the Bekaa are
502 strong and brave men, on whom one can depend, and no one doubts that they are
503 definitely no cowards at all, nor do they escape from the battlefield, but you did not
504 bring them to fight Israel, try them in fighting Israel. You brought them to fight their
505 own people and the resistance, which the people of Akkar and in the Bekaa consider
506 it the source of their honour, pride and glory. You brought them to fight the

507 Resistance which every Arab, whatever their religion or sect, - considers it his glory
508 and pride in this time and age. Therefore, they did not have the incentive and

509 motivation to fight their folks and brothers in the resistance. And those who brought
510 them ought to have known this. No one shall say that the people of Akkar or the
511 Bekaa are cowards. Never. It is just that they were brought to the wrong battle, a
512 battle which they did not believe in at all, not for a single moment.

513 Brothers and sisters, yes, we do not want to build on the 7" of May nor on the 17" of
514 May, we read the past to deduce lessons from it for the future, despite everything, we
515 call for cooperation and partnership, to overcome the past to concert efforts, to build
516 our country together and bring it out of its various crises. As | said to them when we
517 came out victorious in July war-a victory which until now they didn’t acknowledge-it
518 does not matter anyway-I told them we have to put our arms together and work

519 shoulder to shoulder to build Lebanon, regardless of the outcome of the next

520 parliamentary elections, we need all this cooperation and coordination to build
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521 Lebanon together, to protect it together and to raise together its name high throughout
522 the entire world.

523 Brothers and sisters, once again we congratulate our brothers and sisters the

524 graduates for their accomplishment and success. Peace, Allah's mercy, and blessings
525 be upon you all.
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4™ Speech
January 2011 Speech: Resignation from government

1 In the Name of Allah, The Compassionate, The Most Merciful. Praise be to Allah, The
2 Lord of the world. Peace be on the Seal of prophets, our Master and Prophet, Abi Al

3 Qassem Mohammad and on his chaste and pure Progeny, chosen companions and all
4 prophets and messengers. Peace be upon you all and Allah's mercy and blessings.

5 Due to the developments that took place in the past few days and due to the importance
6 of the stage, | find myself responsible for presenting the facts and analysing and

7 commenting on them as well as sketching an image as close as possible to the course of
8 events that took place in our country, because it is the right of the Lebanese people, the
9 right of all the Lebanese, the right of all those who love Lebanon and care about

10 Lebanon, the right of the people in Lebanon, of the state, of the Resistance and for the
11 future, to be acquainted with and be informed as much as possible about the course of
12 events because the facts and the way things actually progressed can clearly reveal the
13 intentions and the aims and what is being prepared for this country and for all of us.

14 First, 1 will start with the facts and | will not go far back to the previous months. I will
15 start briefly with the facts regarding the so called the Arab Initiative or the Saudi-

16 Syrian effort following the talk related to the imminent announcement of the

17 indictment by the Tribunal General Prosecutor in which he intends to accuse

18 Hizbollah’s members or cadres, the kind initiative took place on behalf of the Saudi
19 and Syrian sides — on behalf of King Abdullah Bin Abdul Aziz and President Bashar
20 Assad and we were informed of the presence of an effort of this kind, and we

21 supported it. We told all our friends who called to offer help: We suggest that you

22 support the Saudi-Syrian effort. In fact, we bet on this effort as did all those who work
23 for the welfare of Lebanon so that Lebanon may overcome this ordeal or the ordeal
24 and sedition planned for Lebanon.

25 The talks started despite that some in Lebanon denied the existence of these talks,
26 ideas, papers or terms and despite denying reaching an agreement because they are
27 talking about their wishes and not about facts and real events.

28 On this issue, 1 want to be very clear so that all Lebanese would have a clear picture so
29 that later no one claims illusionary heroism or present unreal things to people. From
30 the very beginning, the Saudi side was clear and they said that the STL can't be

31 abolished because the STL was established following a resolution issued by the

32 International Security Council, and this issue is in within the hands of America,

33 Britain, France and so on and we said that we understand this and | hinted to this on
34 the speech | gave on the night of Ashura. They were clear. In fact, this was not

35 discussed. So, from the very first days and from the first meeting, it was clear that the
36 Saudi side said that they can't cancel the indictment and we also understood this

37 because the indictment is not in the Saudi hands but rather in the hands of the

38 Americans and the Israelis. Consequently, it is not expected that the Saudi side will be
39 able to convince the Americans and Israel to cancel the indictment.
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40 From the very beginning two things were suggested: First: postponing the issuance of
41 the indictment for several weeks or months until an agreement on another thing is

42 reached. Second let's sit to discuss how we can protect Lebanon from the

43 repercussions of the indictment. All this that took place on the first days, and in fact all
44 these negotiations remained secret. We said that we understand this and that we don’t
45 have any problem and off course we refuse the indictment, and we believe that it is

46 politicized and we believe that we are targeted by America and Israel via the

47 indictment, but Lebanon is our country and we are keen to protect this country and

48 during the talks we reached the following: How to protect Lebanon: I also hinted to

49 that in the night of Ashura.

50 We can protect Lebanon via three terms: the Lebanese government meets and says:

51 Due to the developments, risks, possibilities and so on and apart from its evaluation of
52 the STL and the indictment, it carries on three things:

53 First, withdraws the Lebanese judges.

54 Second, stops the Lebanese financing of the STL.

55 Third, abrogates the agreement memorandum between the Lebanese government and
56 the STL.

57 Had the current Lebanese government or any other government take these three terms
58 into consideration, this does not mean abolishing the STL by any means. The STL

59 exists apart from our viewpoint on it. If the Lebanese judges were pulled out, the STL
60 has its own law or the Security Council would amend its law so as to replace them by
61 judges from other nationalities. If the Lebanese financing stopped, this would spare the
62 Lebanese people some money and there are many financing resources in the world, so
63 they have no problem in financing or in completing the number of judges. As for the
64 agreement memorandum, abrogating it means that apart from the repercussions of the
65 STL and the indictment, if the General Prosecutor wants to help the Lebanese, there is
66 international Interpol and other means to arrest them and it would not then be the job
67 of the Lebanese government to arrest those accused by Bellemare which might lead to
68 conflicts at the national level.

69 If we are committed to these three terms, this means protecting Lebanon and saving
70 Lebanon from the repercussions of the indictment while it won't mean by any means
71 abolishing the STL or the indictment — and to all those who engage in sophistry and
72 aim at deluding people — despite our conviction which | would like to repeat again and
73 again that it is an American-Israeli tribunal and this is an American and Israeli

74 resolution. However, we want to reach a mid-way. We were told by the Saudi side that
75 they agree and that PM Saad Hariri approved the terms that we proposed. They

76 said that to be able to reach an agreement (I do not like to name it settlement) or an

77 accord, there are other things which are requested from you as an opposition or as

78 Hizbollah or as Hizbollah and Amal Movement and that you have to accept these

79 terms and consequently, we will have a comprehensive agreement or accord ready for
80 implementation with our trust in Allah.
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81 These terms were put forward with the condition that these remain secret to guarantee
82 the success of the negotiations. Actually, they remained secret. Some of these terms
83 were clear and we accepted them, but others needed further discussion with our allies
84 because we had some comments them. However, the atmosphere which was reflected
85 was positive. The atmosphere which was conveyed by President Bashar Assad to the
86 Saudi side was positive and things were getting along.

87 Well, the illness of the king, his leaving for the USA and the presence of his son —

88 Prince Abdul Aziz with him as he was the one following these negotiations — slowed
89 down considerably the negotiation process and it was carried through the phone and at
90 discontinuous intervals.

91 Two weeks ago, or a little more, it was confirmed that the king had a surgery and his
92 health is improving and he is determined to continue his effort to reach an agreement
93 and to finalize this issue and within short time the king's son was expected to arrive in
94 Damascus and Beirut to agree on all the terms and on the mechanism of

95 implementation and it was also said that PM Saad Hariri will be asked to travel to the
96 USA to finalize this issue and prepare for it.

97 Before leaving Beirut to the USA, PM Saad Hariri made a statement in which he said
98 that the agreement was finalized months ago. Indeed, this needs scrutiny but it is good
99 that he acknowledged that there is an agreement and said that it was finalized a month
100 ago but there are steps that are required from the other side which the latter have not
101 yet fulfilled. Some of us considered this statement as positive because for the first
102 time someone from the other party who used to deny the existence of ideas, drafts,
103 negotiations and a settlement as they call it — acknowledges the existence of an

104 agreement but it states who has to start first and makes the other party responsible for
105 not fulfilling their part. Some read something positive in that statement and saw it as
106 a prelude to the Saudi-Syrian promised steps.

107 PM Saad Hariri went to America and held meetings with the US administration and
108 without prior notice, the Saudi side called the Syrian side to say that they were sorry
109 and due to the pressures and circumstances, they were unable to continue their efforts
110 and May Allah bless you and see what you can do. We were informed that the effort
111 suddenly stopped without any indications or preludes and this has to do with the

112 analysis and evaluation later: who are the ones who thwarted this course and who led
113 things in this direction?

114 After we were informed of this and we were also informed that the indictment will be
115 issued soon and that it might be issued within days. We consulted our allies in the
116 opposition and with the parties that have ministers in the government because of the
117 short lapse of time, we unanimously agreed that it is our duty —and I will explain
118 why later — to resign from the government and consequently topple the government
119 for reasons | will mention later. In a constitutional, legal and very natural move, the
120 resignations were submitted and we now in front of a new status whether at a

121 governmental level or at the national level and tomorrow — Monday — parliamentary
122 consultations will take place to designate a new prime minister.

338



123 These are the facts.

124 Now let's try to understand what happened. What took place and why did things
125 reach this direction? First: It's obvious that the Americans and the Israelis were
126 against this Arab effort from the very beginning and they let this effort to move on
127 for some time betting that the S-S efforts (Syrian-Saudi sides) will not lead to an
128 agreement because of the difficulty and the complications of the issue and

129 consequently they do not need to intervene or thwart. However, recently when they
130 realized that the process was yielding very positive results and there are positive
131 atmospheres to reach an agreement, they interfered in a decisive way and they
132 informed that this issue should not move on and had to stop and thus the effort
133 stopped.

134 Whoever has another interpretation, let him present it to us. This is the only

135 interpretation based on the facts and based on available data, the US and Israeli

136 statements that preceded the efforts and followed stopping the efforts, the US and
137 Israeli gambling and especially the Israeli gambling on the repercussions of the

138 indictment that accuses members of Hizbollah. This is obvious from the announced
139 statements which they make day and night. Is it possible that the Americans and the
140 Israelis allow the Arab efforts to succeed and to hinder all these expectations and
141 gambling?

142 Second: There is no doubt that this has not only to do with America and there is no
143 doubt, there are political parties in Lebanon who in principle used to deny the

144 existence of ideas, a settlement and an initiative and those worked extensively day
145 and night and provoked American, western and Arab sides to thwart the Saudi-Syrian
146 effort and in some meetings, they used obscene and indecent phrases lashed out at
147 King Abdullah because they found that he was truthful and serious in finalizing the
148 accord and reaching an agreement.

149 Third: As for PM Saad Hariri and his team’s view regarding this issue, he said that
150 the agreement was finalized, and that there are people who were required to do things
151 which they did not carry out and definitely this is not true. But | will go along with
152 him that an agreement has been made and we waited for several months. Well

153 wouldn’t I wait, if [ was interested in the welfare of the country and in transcending
154 this ordeal? Wouldn’t I wait for a week or two until we put the final touches and

155 agree on a mechanism to implement it? What is required from you? What is required
156 from us and with the Trust in Allah we’ll overcome this difficult stage. What

157 happened?

158 As soon as he went to America, this effort was beheaded and it was aborted and we
159 came back to square one. This poses a very big question which I would like the
160 Lebanese to ask. All Lebanese are worried today about the situation in Lebanon.
161 There was a possibility that we might not reach this point, so why have we reached
162 it?
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163 Fourth: In my understanding it is either that PM Hariri and his team from the very
164 beginning refused this course and did not want this agreement and initially carried on
165 due to KSA pressure and consequently it is not only that they do not want, but they
166 also provoked the Americans and others to exercise pressure on the Saudi side to stop
167 this effort or they were going along with the King and the Saudi side but there is a
168 US force majeure— and between parenthesis (I here ask where is the freedom,

169 sovereignty, independence, the independent decision and national interests)- The

170 Americans say no; so it's no. So, it is either one of these two cases because it is

171 supposed and based on his statements and based on the given data, things were

172 moving on and heading towards finalization.

173 This comment or interpretation stresses at this moment or at this night, that this team
174 cannot be entrusted with Lebanese decision-making nor with safeguarding Lebanon's
175 interests or Lebanon's stability and they do not have the ability to help Lebanon or
176 lead the country out of any impasse or difficulty that Lebanon might face if months-
177 old efforts were put to an end during a one hour-stay in the USA.

178 Fifth: As a continuation to this point, PM Hariri said after his return that the demands
179 which he requested — which he called gains — are national gains. Anyway, | have the
180 terms which were required from us because we were informed of them and we were
181 discussing them to find answers. | said that we have given answers and that we were
182 dealing with some of them positively while we were still in negotiations. This exists.
183 Also, to be precise, tonight and for certain reasons, | will not reveal these terms and
184 requirements. However, if others revealed them one day, the Lebanese will be able to
185 judge and will discover that among these terms there are one or two terms that were
186 in line with Lebanon’s interest but all other terms served the interests of Hariri’s

187 political and security team.

188 This is what we were negotiating on and yet we were dealing positively with them
189 and we were ready to concede political and non-political gains to the team of PM
190 Hariri to protect Lebanon and, consequently, yes, we took this position taking into
191 account Lebanon’s safety and interest but even this was aborted despite discussions
192 pertaining to some terms and details. Yes, | will allow myself to speak about one of
193 these terms as a proof which | will mention in the commentary section and this will
194 be as evidence to this subject.

195 When we participated in the government, we told them: O brothers! There is an issue
196 called the issue of the false witnesses which is sensitive and dangerous and has great
197 repercussions: There are top security officials were imprisoned for many years based
198 on these testimonies; the Lebanese-Syrian ties were ruined and even destroyed, and
199 the worst sectarian atmosphere prevailed in Lebanon based on these testimonies.

200 There used to be sectarian conflicts in Lebanon but not up to the level of the sectarian
201 conflicts that took place in the past five years which were the worst due to the

202 repercussions of these testimonies and parliamentary elections were held and

203 governments were formed based on the political results of these testimonies, so you
204 are invited to hold the false witnesses accountable as well those who fabricated them
205 because these led to moral, humanitarian, national, economic and security
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206 catastrophes and because they also mislead the investigation and we took this issue to
207 the government and we did not take it to any other place and we did not defame

208 people, we only said take this issue to the judicial council! Well, is it shameful if we
209 called for voting and we are those who always called for consensus democracy?

210 These issues need consensus and we are the losing party in the vote and we asked
211 them to vote. This is not shame on us, on the contrary, this is a positive act from our
212 behalf as we resorted to institutions in an issue that necessitates consensus, we are
213 willing to accept the result of the voting even if it was against our interests and

214 against the interests of such a great cause, but they did not accept to vote and we said
215 that we are willing to accept the results. This is the issue which stalled the

216 government; it was not us who thwarted the cabinet. Well, what is the term? One of
217 required terms was to close the file of the false witnesses and this is part of the

218 settlement, meaning in exchange for protecting Lebanon and while the STL and the
219 indictment are still chasing us, it was requested through the agreement to close the
220 ‘false witnesses’ file. Well, why are you interested in the ‘false witnesses' case? This
221 must not be part of any agreement or settlement. You should be the most eager to
222 hold the false witnesses and those who fabricated them accountable! Still this term
223 was mentioned in the settlement. Is this in the interest of the nation or does it serve
224 the interests of a specific political and security party?

225 Today we began to understand why the vote on the false witnesses' issue in the

226 cabinet was prohibited and that this issue be referred to the judicial council. Now we
227 began to understand why it is permitted to cripple the country and the government all
228 through these weeks to protect the false witnesses. With my respect to any evaluation
229 which might be said on what Al Jadeed Channel broadcasted yesterday and today |
230 did not manage to watch the second episode.

231 Well, as a first reaction, a note was circulated within the Future Movement - cadres
232 and coordination directories - to the effect that this dialogue is fabricated. Some
233 officials also said that the video is fabricated and was cut and attached...

234 Well this is funny. Why? Because there was a meeting and a discussion is taking
235 place. Technically this is possible. I do not know. Anyway, there are experts who
236 might say whether this is fabricated or not. But what is funny is that these cadres,
237 coordination directories and people are ready to accept an indictment which might
238 destroy the country and the region and which is based on communication data which
239 any communication or mobile company might fabricate. This is the easiest thing that
240 can be fabricated, but the tape which was broadcasted by AlJadeed Channel, on the
241 spot they said it is fabricated. However, a while ago the head of the government's
242 media office —the provisional government —issued a statement which says that this
243 incident took place, but it took place as such and with the aim of such and such,

244 meaning they are discussing the denotative meanings and background of the speech
245 but it did not deny the meeting and what took place in the meeting.

246 And before | came to address you — maybe it is inappropriate to me to go into such
247 details — but | was told that the Future Channel will broadcast the full document of
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248 this meeting. Here, | have a question: If this is one of the documents of the STL and
249 the international investigation is secret, how come you have this document? Now
250 how did Al-Jadeed Channel and others come to possess this document, this is its own
251 business. But you want to broadcast the full document, from where did you get this
252 record knowing that they are secret documents! This is what the statement issued by
253 PM office mentions when criticizing what was broadcasted while stating that these
254 documents are secret, so how did it leak? Allow me to talk in our colloquial

255 language: "good morning!" For five years we have been saying that what is taking
256 place in the international committee appears in newspapers, magazines, televisions,
257 councils and the political and security leaders in Lebanon and with all the embassies
258 in Lebanon have knowledge about it. This is what I liked to highlight.

259 This is what took place before finishing off the Arab Initiative. | understand that it
260 was put to an end when the Americans intervened and we were informed of that.
261 Well how can we explain our action? Why did we resign and even toppled the

262 government and it was not the resignation of 10 ministers only? By the way, | find it
263 my duty to praise the honourable and nationalist stance taken by Minister Adnan
264 Sayyed Hassan who acted in accordance to his conscience and dignity. It is normal
265 that the others will blame him for his action because they have their own views and
266 considerations.

267 And we are political parties who participated in the government, and we have

268 ministers in the government and as being part of the government and after an

269 experience that lasted for a year and several months, if we were to make an

270 evaluation after all these developments, are we able to carry on in this government?
271 Prior to these developments, there was suffering resulting from the fact that this

272 government is unproductive. Is the PM following up the cases, plans, project? Is
273 there seriousness? From the very first day of the formation of the national unity

274 government, there were people who were against its formation, bet on its failure and
275 worked to fail it. This is clear from the productivity and the achievements of the
276 government, and | believe that the ministers on the past couple of nights tackled and
277 addressed this issue, yet we were not in a haste to topple the government. We bet that
278 with time, with following up and seriousness let’s give the government chance on
279 these issues which come under the heading of government performance and

280 achievement and let’s activate the government, through addressing people’s issues,
281 fighting financial corruption, etc. but that existed from the very first day.

282 In this framework comes the most important point. Yes, we came to a place now in
283 which we acknowledge that we are in this government incapable of facing financial
284 and administrative corruption and in executing financial, administrative and

285 economic reforms. Why should we lie on people? Yes, we were still betting on time.

286 For several months, the ministers and the parliamentary financial and budgetary
287 committee were asking about the 11 billion dollars which were spent under previous
288 governments. Just tell us how and where they were spent and following whose

289 decision? Eleven billion dollars? Where are they? Whose money is this? Is it the
290 money of their fathers and mothers or the money of the Lebanese people?
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291 We are significant political party. Perhaps not only 10 ministers; perhaps 11 or 12
292 ministers were making this request and we were unable to reach any solution with
293 them and if you requested a bill statement for the 11 billion dollars, they will

294 instantly say that you are evoking sectarian sedition and targeting the Taa’f Accord.
295 What is this? This is just the first one, and this is part of the governmental status quo.

296 Second: The government was incapable of referring the false witnesses’ case — which
297 is a great, dangerous and sensitive case - to the Judicial Council. We failed even
298 through voting to do that.

299 Third: This government is incapable of facing the repercussions of the indictment on
300 the contrary, this government wants to continue financing a court that is conspiring
301 against Lebanon and the Resistance and its Lebanese judges are accomplices in this
302 conspiracy and this government will later put itself in a difficult position especially
303 when the General Prosecutor or the STL requests it to arrest, unjustly, falsely and
304 aggressively, Lebanese citizens.

305 This government is not qualified and thwarting the Saudi-Syrian effort has confirmed
306 that this government is not qualified to confront the repercussions of the indictment
307 and when the indictment will be issued which accuses members from Hizbollah, then
308 things are over and the country will be exposed for we will not be able to know what
309 the Israelis or the Americans will do, nor those who want to ravage the country from
310 the inside and who always bet on sectarian strife and conflict. This government left
311 the country to be exposed especially as we were informed that Mr. Bellemare told the
312 President of the Republic and the Prime Minister that the indictment will be issued
313 tomorrow or on Monday or he will hand it in to Fransen to be announced on Tuesday.
314 Anyway, there is no time anymore and this government and the prime minister

315 specifically acted in a way which prevented the government from protecting Lebanon
316 against the repercussions of the indictment. When we became in front of an incapable
317 government of this kind we became false witnesses. This is the feeling of all the

318 ministers and you may ask them one by one. When we reach this conclusion and

319 what is even worse is that people have demands and they might use the street and
320 calls of this kind started to raise and we are asked to prevent people from taking any
321 move on the street and we are required to defend the government and its policies and
322 its conduct which does not convince anyone. In front of this status quo, the

323 resignation and the toppling of an incapable government are a must. Toppling an

324 incapable government might open the door — this is not absolutely confirmed because
325 that has to do with the parliamentary consultations to name a new prime minister

326 tomorrow — might open the door to form a capable, responsible, loyal government
327 ready to hold the burden and ready to follow up, address issues and hold

328 responsibilities. Toppling the government might open the door but keeping the

329 government would keep the door closed and thus it was our national and moral duty
330 to topple the government. In our view, and contrary to some of the comments which
331 we heard, keeping the current governmental status quo was impossible as it would be
332 unfair for the sake of the state and also unfair to state institutions and the people and
333 this was the utmost national safety procedure and not vice versa.
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334 Seventh: based on our diagnosis of this incapable and flaccid government status quo
335 — | do not want to say more than incapable and | do not want to judge intentions —
336 based on this diagnosis we decided to resign. We took a constitutional, legal,

337 democratic and very normal step and this is our natural right. We did not topple a
338 government in the street and we did not block roads and we did not burn wheels and
339 we did not demonstrate and we did not resort - as some promoted— to arms. This did
340 not take place at all. Rather in a constitutional, legal, democratic and civilized way,
341 we presented our reasons and submitted our resignations.

342 What happened afterwards? As if (don't blame me for using this comparison) the
343 opposition demolished the Kaaba; the USA, France, the West and some Arab states
344 started saying that this move threatens the whole region and puts it on the verge of
345 tension. Yes, to this extent! Why was the whole world moved? What happened? Just
346 for the possibility — as it is not final or definite — that if the people in light of the

347 latest developments in Lebanon, head to parliamentary consultations, there is a

348 possibility that the opposition nominate a figure rom the respected Sunni Sect who
349 might be designated to form the government and consequently the PM won't be Saad
350 Hariri. Just for this possibility all capitals around the world made contacts, exercised
351 pressure and issued statements. What is the interpretation of all of that?

352 Anyway, | like to say that we in the Lebanese opposition hold our national

353 responsibilities, and we will act in line with these national responsibilities and we
354 won’t be frightened by speeches, statements or threats made by anyone around the
355 world as we were not frightened by their wars, aircrafts and navy fleets; so how about
356 being frightened by their hollow statements and threats? We are practicing our

357 convictions based on our evaluations of the interests of our country and the means
358 which we resorted to are absolutely our right, instead we should be thanked for that.
359 We should hear that you are a group of people who acted in a constitutional, legal
360 way and within the framework of the state institutions.

361 They appeared from most of the world capitals to criticize and accuse us. What is
362 this? What does that mean? | want to tell the Lebanese: do you know what does that
363 mean? This means that it is not allowed in Lebanon for anyone to object or exercise
364 his right or raise his voice or make reforms, changes or find solutions.

365 It is required that all of us must surrender. Should you open your mouth, the USA,
366 the West, Israel and the Arab world will on the spot raise the issue that you are
367 seeking sectarian sedition.

368 This is shameful and this also indicates and confirms that the other party which is
369 moving along this track and within this perspective is where, in which position?
370 Within which project and within which viewpoint? For whose interests, it is

371 working?

372 Eighth: According to my information related to whom the opposition will nominate,
373 in the last hours it has become clear to me that the opposition will not nominate PM
374 Saad Hariri to form a new government. In fact, in the previous government, we did
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375 not nominate anyone, but we accepted to take part in a national unity government.
376 However, following this experience — i.e. the one year and several months experience
377 and our evaluation of it and the efforts and our interpretation of all what happened
378 especially recently, we are clear that we will not make this nomination and we will
379 rather take another direction. Tonight, I will not announce who is the opposition

380 candidate. This will be expressed by the opposition parliamentary blocs during

381 tomorrow's consultations, but | want to ask the following question: why is the whole
382 world intervening in this internal national constitutional event? Mrs. Hilary Clinton
383 made several calls here and there. Let the Lebanese know that tomorrow there are
384 parliamentary consultations and that some parliamentary blocs have complicated
385 conditions and this is quite understandable. But there is a Lebanese national

386 opposition which is engaged in the battle of parliamentary consultations equipped
387 with national tools, and there is another party who is engaged in the consultations
388 battle backed by international and regional intervention and support and this is well
389 known. Today governments, foreign ministries and presidents are intervening so that
390 PM Saad Hariri be elected to head the government. Is this how the state of freedom,
391 sovereignty and independence comes into being?

392 Let the people work at ease and let the overwhelming majority nominates whomever
393 it wants and who gains the majority of votes wins? This is a democratic,

394 constitutional track, yet there are sides that are capable of diagnosing their interests
395 or they might neither vote for the candidate of the opposition nor for the candidate of
396 the other party; but they are subject to pressure from countries here and there and
397 threatens their interests. Is this how we move in the right democratic, legal,

398 constitutional track? Is the Cabinet that is formed as a result of such a track

399 constitutional, clear, clean and pure? We overcame the past parliamentary elections
400 without making any trouble in the country despite all the flaws and when

401 parliamentary elections held in a state as the size of Lebanon and during which the
402 other party spent more than a billion and 200 million dollars and when the price of a
403 vote in some directories was in the morning 1000 dollars, at noon 2000 dollars and
404 before sunset 5000 dollars, will the elections and the resulting parliament express
405 people’s will? Yet we overcame this issue.

406 1 also want to ask: Will the results of the parliamentary consultations which take
407 place under international and regional intervention and endless pressure express the
408 true will of deputies and their diagnosis of national interests and consequently

409 represent people’s will.

410 So, why is this intervention taking place? Imagine that the US Ambassador went
411 today to Zahle to meet deputy Nicola Fattoush! Why? Did she go to address Zahle’s
412 — development, economy, and job opportunities? Or did she go to deputy Nicola
413 Fattoush because they are working on deputies individually? This is what we see in
414 the media. Allah only knows what is beyond the media and what is taking place
415 behind the scenes.

416 There is something even worse from all this international and regional intervention,
417 pressures and contacts to name PM Saad Hariri as head of the government, knowing
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418 that there is no reason for being that much worried and so far, it is not yet confirmed
419 whether the opposition candidate or their candidate will win and it might seem from
420 the first impression that their situation is better than the opposition and despite this
421 we see all this intervention. What if it was confirmed that the parliamentary

422 consultations tomorrow or the day after will lead to the nomination of another Sunni
423 figure? There are great, competent Sunni leaders with honourable history to hold this
424 post. So, what if the decision-making capitals and the world were sure that the

425 opposition candidate will win? What will happen? What will be then the magnitude
426 of the intervention that we expect?

427 1 will say again that what is even worse from all of this— which in my view is another
428 scandal for Mr. Bellemare — what | knew that after the Arab effort was thwarted in
429 America, instead of delaying the indictment, Mr. Bellemare was asked rush the

430 issuance of the indictment. This is part of the battle. However, the scandal is that Mr.
431 Bellemare reported yesterday that on Monday he will hand in the indictment to

432 Fransen. What is this timing? The indictment and the STL — even the timing of the
433 issuance of the indictment is part of the political battle fought in Lebanon and is

434 targeting us, our group, the Resistance and country. Couldn't he have waited until
435 Wednesday or until the parliamentary consultations take place and a new PM is

436 designated? Couldn't he have waited until Thursday? | am not saying that the

437 indictment will be issued but I know for sure that the Lebanese state was officially
438 informed about that. That was also announced in the media. | am not talking about
439 private information. So, couldn't he have postponed the issuance until Wednesday,
440 Thursday, Friday or Saturday? Haven’t you earlier on postponed it for two months or
441 a month and a half? You could've waited for a couple of days or for three days. No!
442 What is required is to announce the indictment during the parliamentary consultations
443 in order to be part of the political investment to serve the interests of a specific

444 candidate. This is the status quo. I like to be clear and straightforward. Tomorrow,
445 and the day which follows and the few days to come, there will be two tracks moving
446 at the same time.

447 There is the track of the parliamentary consultations which will lead to electing a new
448 prime minister, and there is the track of Mr. Bellemare who said that he will hand in
449 the indictment to Fransen and its anticipated announcement.

450 I will talk first about the first track and then I will talk about the second track. Indeed,
451 in our view the timing was exploited to serve the interests of the parliamentary

452 consultations, but we will disentangle these two tracks. That means there is

453 exploitation; but to us they are two tracks: the independent track of the parliamentary
454 consultations, and the track of Mr. Bellemare and the indictment which is also

455 independent.

456 Whatever the results of the parliamentary consultations were, the issue of the

457 indictment and how we are going to deal with it is something else. As for the first
458 track: We believe that this is a democratic, constitutional, legal and normal track and
459 in fact, it is we who called for that when we resigned and we could have remained in
460 the government and fought from within the government despite the fact that the
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461 government is incapable and is doing nothing to the false witnesses' case. No, we
462 resigned and this made that the current government to be a provisional government
463 and consequently a date is set for consultations.

464 This is the normal track which will yield results and apart from results, we are

465 participating in this track and will go to the Presidential Palace to give our

466 nominations as will the other parliamentary blocs. Of course, in this track, political
467 leaders and parties who have deputies and parliamentary blocs tomorrow or the

468 following day are in front of a great national responsibility and a great historic

469 responsibility and apart from fanaticism, and pre-set positions, let them say where
470 they want to take the country. What will the government be like? This is because

471 through the person of the prime minister we deduce the type and the personality of
472 the upcoming government. What type of government are they giving the Lebanese
473 people? What is the conduct and the performance that they want to undertake in front
474 of the Lebanese people? There is an internal situation and a regional situation and at a
475 critical stage. Leave them to their conscience, to their sense of responsibility and

476 evaluation and it is basically they who are expected to vote and give their view on
477 this issue eventually the consultations will move along and the result of the votes will
478 determine the prime minister that will elected based on which people will decide how
479 to act.

480 We have experienced this government and the previous one and according to us —
481 and | am talking about Hizbollah in particular — indeed it was a new experience to us
482 as we didn’t participate in any government through the past years and we might have
483 an evaluation for this participation, yet apart from this evaluation, I like to be clear:
484 any government that will be formed will be a government that is expected to hold
485 responsibility. | believe that the other parties in the opposition might share with us
486 this view and even more decisive. According to us, it is impossible for us from now
487 on to remain silent about any government which protects false witnesses and now
488 that the Arab initiative has come to an end, there is a file called false witnesses which
489 has not been dealt with yet, and the new government will decide what to do with it:
490 will it refer it to the Judicial Council or will deny it? How will it act? This is the

491 business of the new government. We can't remain silent regarding any government
492 that protects the false witnesses especially if it was formed from those who have

493 fabricated the false witnesses. We will not remain silent about any government that
494 protects financial corruption and even manages financial corruption and no one

495 threaten us whether from outside or internally. Let no one holds banners or brigades
496 to face us. We are unable to remain silent on any government that fails in holding its
497 responsibilities by addressing people’s matters who are living the worst living

498 conditions at all levels. Also - and 1 am not making compliments — we are not

499 demanding the government to protect the Resistance and | always used to say this.
500 During July War, we did not ask anyone to protect the Resistance and all those who
501 protected it were honourable, and this position was expression of their conscience,
502 responsibility, dignity, humanity and nationality. We always used to urge the

503 government not to conspire against the resistance, not to make provocations against
504 the Resistance and not to go to this capital or that to incite governments and
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505 countries against the Resistance in Lebanon. And from now on, and | will be clear,
506 we will not remain silent on any government that conspires against the Resistance
507 because it is our duty to preserve all the elements of strength in Lebanon before the
508 existing and imminent Israeli threats, greed and risks. We all know that in the region
509 no one protects anyone, Lebanon is protected by its people, army and Resistance and
510 we are not awaiting any navy fleets from anywhere in the world to come to protect
511 Lebanon. If anyone conspires against the elements of strength that we have in

512 Lebanon, be it governmental or non-governmental, we will not remain silent.

513 We hope that the Lebanese will be able to form a capable, active and national

514 government to whom its priorities are the very priorities of the people so as to

515 achieve their interests. | have to say that what is happening in Tunisia these days
516 must be a lesson. In this occasion, | have to bless the Tunisian people for their

517 revolution and historic apprising. Where is the moral? It is not only in "If the people
518 once longed-for life..." the lesson lies in the president of this regime and his team
519 who remained all these long years with France, America and the West — and even
520 opened ties with Israel and the stance of this regime from all the basic issues in the
521 region was well known — yet they were not welcomed by all those whom they served
522 well all these years. They did not grant him a visa and they did not allow his plane to
523 land in their airports. They even told all his relatives: 'Go away you are not welcomed
524 here'. The moral is that we as Lebanese people or any people, government or

525 authority must know that this country will carry on if the people sat down together
526 and held talks and when it was said that the S-S talks reached a dead end, political
527 leaders in Lebanon came out to say — and that was even discussed in Rabiyeh when
528 the ministers announced their resignation - that they wanted a Lebanese-Lebanese
529 solution; but if we as Lebanese are incompetent to make a solution and unable to
530 reach at a resolution, then we have a problem.

531 Now if America and the West interfered in the Lebanese affairs that will lead to

532 internationalization of the crisis in Lebanon, and will complicate the problem in

533 Lebanon which will lead to the entanglement of great and serious interests in

534 Lebanon at a time when the magnitude of our problem is well known and we as

535 Lebanese are able to sit down and address it, yet the other party insists that they do
536 not want to address the problem and even when the Syrian-Saudi effort was taking
537 place and there was a possibility that it reaches somewhere, the way out was thwarted
538 with Lebanese participation. We never close doors and we say that the future of

539 Lebanon depends on dialogue, meeting, cooperation and being positive, but if anyone
540 wants to threaten a section of the Lebanese people through America and the West and
541 the world, they are mistaken and must take lessons from all the experiences that have
542 taken place so far in the region.

543 Some people say: Wait until you see the indictment and the evidences that it presents.
544 But we have already read the evidences in Dir Spiegel, Le Monde, the Kuwaiti

545 Asseyassiyeh Newspaper and CBC. They are all well known to everyone and on

546 what does the indictment depend on? On what basis it was fabricated, how was this
547 issue prepared from its very beginning to its very end. There is no evidence that

548 attests to the secrecy of investigation or the secrecy of documents... Everything
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549 exists everywhere. That's why we refused the indictment and we said that this

550 tribunal is in such and such a situation and the investigation is so and so and we did
551 not insult anyone, instead we said that these are the facts and these are the data and
552 based on them we said it is an American-Israeli tribunal.

553 This track is independent from the track of the government and indeed we will see
554 what will happen tomorrow and the day after concerning the indictment and on light
555 of that we will see how we will act and we will defend our dignity, existence and

556 reputation. How we will act? This has to do with the leaders in Hizbollah and the

557 results of the consultations with our allies. Surely, we hold the responsibility to

558 dealing with this issue and | will say again we have untangled the two tracks. Indeed,
559 we are acting according to all what we have been talking about in the past months.
560 We will not let anyone to damage our reputation and dignity, and we will not

561 allow anyone to conspire against us and we will not allow anyone around the globe to
562 unjustly and erroneously accuse us of shedding the blood of martyr PM Rafiq Hariri
563 — even if it was a sheer indictment or an accusation because some people ask us to be
564 patient for the tribunal will prove if someone is innocent or not. He who put the

565 indictment will put the decision of the tribunal and this tribunal is absolutely within
566 the hands of America and Tel Aviv and anyone who moves along with this tribunal is
567 serving this project whether he knew or not.

568 | will leave this section for tomorrow or the day after and in light of what will be
569 issued, we will read and see and by Allah’s will we might say how we will act and
570 the timing, the content and the mechanism have to do with our diagnosis to the
571 interests.

572 This is the status quo and as a result of greed, this country has been for years thrust in
573 this crisis and ordeal and my reading and the evidences which | presented previously
574 in the press conference revealed that the Israelis killed PM Hariri and carried out the

575 assassinations in Lebanon to cause a total change in the Lebanese situation.

576 In the past years and especially in the past couple of years, they expressed their

577 frustration because the project which meant that the so and so party which was

578 expected to control Lebanon didn't succeed and was incapable and unable, but they
579 did not give up and they are continuing their targeting to complete the isolation and
580 the blockade and they carry on in their aspirations to have control over Lebanon to
581 change it to a totally different position with a totally different internal and regional
582 status. However, I like to tell them that during all the past years and in the most

583 difficult and intense conditions when George Bush was in Washington and when the
584 American army were marching towards the Arab and Islamic capitals and when they
585 were talking about a New Middle East, we stood here and we were here and we

586 remained here.

587 During the past years, nothing remained that we did not confront: political war,

588 media war, misleading, distortion, lies, security war, assassinations and military war
589 in 2006 and you can see where we are now and | reiterate and stress that those who
590 are still with this project make great miscalculations. In my previous speech about the
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591 five stages, | enumerated and explained where their miscalculations are and here you
592 are also miscalculating. It is possible that the consultations may bring back PM Saad
593 Hariri, after all, we do not know the inclinations of the deputies, but this is the

594 beginning of a new stage and not the end of a stage and you are miscalculating and if
595 you believe that you might make use of the indictment to target the Resistance, you
596 are extensively miscalculating and | do not need to go into details any further because
597 in the light of what Mr. Bellemare will do in the next couple of days, | will make

598 another speech.

599 I hope that Allah Al Mighty will assist the Lebanese people and bestow wisdom,

600 responsibility and care on all the Lebanese leaderships so that they would be able to
601 overcome these ordeals as this is the nature of life
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