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“Metaphor to a politician is what sex appeal is to an individual: a covert way of

sending out messages of desirability...” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 198)

...Or how politicians pimp themselves out in order to get what we are all here for:

just a lil’ bit of love...
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Abstract

This thesis, based on a purpose-built corpus of political discourse from the UK, US,
and France, focuses on electoral discourse and, more specifically, on adversarial
relations within electoral discourse. It draws on theories of politeness and
adversariality to characterise what adversarial discourse is made of, that is, it defines
the adversarial moves performed by politicians in an electoral context.

| firstly ask how does one do adversariality, second, | consider the importance
of individual style in the performance of adversarial moves, and third, | review the
goals that politicians hope to achieve. To carry out this analysis, | consider the three
traditional discourse subtypes featured in electoral discourse: debates, speeches,
and manifestos.

The claim of this research is that adversarial discourse does not exclusively
occur in an interactional environment, as it is currently defined, but that the moves it
is made of, facework, Face Threatening Acts (FTASs), evasion techniques, and
stancetaking, can also be carried out in the absence of the adversary/opponent. |
set out to define adversarial moves as found in interactional electoral discourse:
election debates. | focus on the 2012 US presidential election debate series between
the Democrat and Republican “tickets.” Second, | consider the findings from the
debate series and transpose them to campaign speeches, a context in which speech
acts are still performed by individuals in front of an audience, thus, still in an
interactional context. Finally, | ask whether the adversarial moves | have identified
so far can be found in a monologic type of electoral discourse: manifestos.

I conclude that the absence of direct interaction does not impair the
performance of adversarial moves, that individual style as well as personality impact

on that performance, and that different types of goals motivate adversarial moves.
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1 Introduction

Adversarial discourse is commonly understood in terms of speech acts that are
carried out in an interactional face-to-face context (Bull and Wells, 2012). This study
proposes to define the moves adversarial discourse is characterised by in terms of
those speech acts as well as other strategies. For this purpose, | focus not only on
interactive talk, as is commonly the case in studies of adversarial discourse (Harris,
1991; Clayman and Heritage, 2002; Clayman, 2010; Bull and Wells, 2012;
Vertommen, 2014), but also on electoral discourse as a genre, and what it is
traditionally constituted of: electoral debates, campaign speeches, and election
manifestos. In addition, this is done while focusing on “real world” data extracted
from a purpose-built corpus of political discourse from the UK, US, and France.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is not comparative, but, rather, to map out the
uses of adversarial moves across three different countries, and review the salience
of said move across the different political contexts these countries offer, in an

electoral context.

1.1 Defining adversarial moves

Adversarial discourse is a rather elusive notion in discourse analysis. It is often
mentioned (Harris, 1991; Clayman and Heritage, 2002; Clayman, 2010; Bull and
Wells, 2012; Vertommen, 2014) but seldom defined in terms of what it effectively is.
In most cases, it is spoken about as the result of impoliteness, and as such, is related

to the original theories of politeness, and impoliteness, from Goffman (1955, 1967)
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to Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) and Culpeper (1996). It is, therefore, deeply
embedded within the concepts of facework (Goffman, 1955, 1967; Brown and
Levinson, 1978, 1987), appraisal (Martin, 2000; Zappavigna, 2012) and evaluation
(Channel, 2000; Hunston and Thompson, 2000; Leudar et al, 2004; Jaffe, 2012),
which are themselves pragmatic resources interrelated in many aspects. In effect,
adversarial discourse, as | have come to understand it, is based on the evaluation
or appraisal of an act, speech act, or even attitude of an interactant B by an
interactant A and, because of its adversarial nature, is bound to be negative or at
least contrastive. That is, adversarial discourse consists of, in theory, expressing A’s
(negative) judgement, or appraisal of B’s actions or attitude. In an electoral context,
this translates into how candidates comment on, evaluate and judge other
candidates’ attitudes, acts and/or speech acts, with a general goal in mind: to
undermine the opponent and/or enhance their own face in order to gain the favour
of the voters. The how of that process is what | characterise as adversarial moves.

In this study, | follow Harris’s plea for the extension of the study of politeness
to several different discourse types (2001: 452-53) and | set out to define adversarial
moves across the three types of electoral discourse previously mentioned. To that
effect, Harris (2001) refers to a variety of speech acts through which adversarial
discourse may occur: accusations, contempt, criticism, ridicule, challenge, as well
as deliberately insulting lexical choices, which can all be found in electoral debates,
campaign speeches, and election manifestos.

In effect, adversarial discourse does not solely occur in an electoral context,
nor does it only occur in political discourse, or does political discourse solely consist
of adversarial moves. | review studies of evidence of adversarial discourse in
different text and interaction types, and | draw on how the place of adversariality in
political discourse, especially in relation to its increased mediatisation in the three

countries studied presently.
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One dimension of adversarial discourse that needs mentioning first and
foremost, is that it is an essential feature of argumentation and dialogue. In effect, it
relates in many aspects to contexts in which individuals compare points of views and
take stances on said points of views. As a result, adversarial discourse can occur in
any discourse type which includes such interactions, that is, practically any type. In
effect, adversarial discourse has also been, and is being studied, as
aforementioned, in contexts including the courtroom, parliamentary discourse, but
also academic supervision meetings (Bartlett and Mercer, 2010) as well as scientific
discourse (Edwards, 2007) and many more.

In addition, not all political discourse is adversarial. In the case of
parliamentary discourse, for instance, Harris (2001: 466) notes that Members of
Parliament (MPs) tend to appeal to adversarial means of discourse in certain types
of interactions, which include public parliamentary debates, and draws on the
“institutional” nature of such adversariality in that context (Harris, 2001: 466) She
continues, to emphasize that said adversarial discourse does not have a particularly
negative impact on interpersonal relations between MPs, which implies that a
different type of political discourse occurs between the same interactants in other
types of interactions, and perhaps “behind closed doors,” where the public cannot
see. This invites a third important dimension to remember when it comes to
adversarial discourse in politics: that the increased mediatisation of political life in
the UK, US, and France (but not only) in the past century may have had an impact
in terms of how adversarial political discourse has become in the early 21 century.
This is however not the point of the present study.

This study focuses on how and to what end adversarial moves are carried out
in political discourse. To provide a comprehensive answer, it focuses on the three
main text types found in electoral politics: election debates, campaign speeches, and
electoral manifestos. First, this study focuses on the “conflictive talk” (Harris, 2001:

181; Levinson, 1992; Culpeper, 1996) that occurs in the 2012 US presidential
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Election debate series, as a means to map out the strategies of adversarial discourse
that occur in this highly adversarial context. Drawing on this, Chapter 4 focuses on
campaign speeches from the 2008 US presidential campaign and the 2012 French
presidential campaign, and Chapter 5 asks whether evidence of adversarial moves
can be found in election manifestos, through the analysis of data from the 2010
British general elections and the 2012 French presidential Election.

In this study, | consider that adversarial moves can be broken down into two
types: strategies, and means. Strategies apply to macro-scale moves, which can be
observed across parts of, or even an entire interaction or part of the electoral
discourse, such as parts of a speech, a manifesto section, or during a specific
interaction between two candidates (for instance, the 2012 US vice-presidential
debate). Strategies can include moves such as: self-promotion, the use of a certain
tone (such as irony), as well as distracting the audience, as Joe Biden does in the
aforementioned debate. Adversely, means refer to adversarial moves which can be
observed at specific times during a given interaction, such as instances of laughter
to mock the opponent, or rolling one’s eyes, or specific uses of irony and sarcasm,
as is observed regularly in both Hollande and Sarkozy’s 2012 campaign speeches.
The combination of such means with other henceforth constitute strategies.

In addition, it is important to note that none of the means studied here have
been found to belong to a given strategy, as well as no given strategy implies the
use of a specific means. This distinction is made solely for the purpose of clearly
identifying the types of adversarial moves on both micro and macro levels of
discourse analysis.

Finally, the results of this study demonstrate that some moves can be
apprehended from both perspectives: vague language, for instance, can be
considered as a strategy in itself in Romney and Ryan’s discourse during the 2012

US debate series, while its very nature means it is also a means to an end:
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vagueness effectively allows the candidates to avoid addressing sensitive topics
directly and in so many details that it may become costly for them in the future.
Strategies can be identified in that they carry specific, context-dependent,
“macro-goals (my definition), whereas means as a subtype do not other than the one
they carry primarily, such as, for instance, uses of vague language to avoid
addressing an issue in specific terms, or using multiples modes of communication to
distract the audience from the opponent’s discourse. Thus, means have “micro-
goals” (my definition), whereas it is the strategies that drive the means through the
“macro-goals” they include. The strategies | account for here can as well be
transposed in other discourse and interaction types, where end goals, of course,
differ, although this is not the purpose of this study to draw on this further. Table 1.1

below, provides a non-exhaustive list of the strategies and means found in the data.

Table 1.1. Strategies and means forming adversarial moves (non-exhaustive list).

Strategies Means

Creating distractions FTAs, (Facework)

Self-promotion Metaphors

Stancetaking Evasion techniques

Address strategies Rhetorical questions & RQAs

Irony Multimodal communication

Honesty Linguistic choices

Self-victimisation Sarcasm

Vague language Making promises

Ethos building Negative promises

Stancetaking Appropriating the opponent’s argument

Newsworthiness and “reaching-out” Using change/continuity as an electoral
argument

In addition, a distinction needs to be made between means which support
adversarial moves, and those which constitute adversarial discourse per se.
Supporting Means of Adversarial Discourse (SMADS) occur at times as a means to

support the overall adversarial strategy, and are highly dependent on the context of
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the interaction, while Constitutive Means of Adversarial Discourse (CMADSs), are
those means which constitute key root elements of the speaker’s strategy to “do”
adversarial discourse. In both cases, those means are context dependent, to the
exception of Face Threatening Acts, which participate in adversarial discourse

whatever the context. | refer to those means throughout this study, when appropriate.

1.2 Aims

My first aim is to provide a comprehensive definition of what constitutes adversarial
discourse in contemporary political discourse in the UK, US and France that can be
used as a means of determining the nature of adversarial moves in political discourse
as well as other discourse types.

Second, | aim to provide an insight into how adversarial moves are carried out
in an electoral context in these three Western democracies, and across two
languages (English and French) through different types of electoral discourse, in
order to answer to the following questions: how do leading politicians do
adversariality, what is those leaders’ adversarial style throughout? And what goals
do they (expect to) achieve through those strategies?

My method for this study is as follows: | start from the assumption that
adversarial moves are most likely to occur in an interactional context. Within the
scope of this study, this means focusing on electoral debates (Chapter 3). Once
adversarial moves have been defined in that context, | move on to considering how
those moves transpose into other types of electoral discourse, where direct face-to-
face interactions between candidates do not occur: campaign speeches (chapter 4)

and election manifestos (chapter 5). Those adversarial moves are considered here
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in terms of speech acts as well as alternative strategies, such as evasion and vague

language, and in relation to the role of individual style.

1.3 Studying electoral discourse in the UK, US, and France

The UK, US, and France are three countries that share a great deal of history, yet
three very different democratic systems. The UK, first, is a parliamentary system in
which all cabinet members are elected Members of Parliament (MPs), including the
Prime Minister (PM) (UK Parliament, 2016). The British voting system is that of
universal suffrage, and consists of general elections held every five years (Fixed-
terms Parliaments Act 2011, 2011), in which Members of Parliament (MPs) from the
House of Commons are elected locally according to the “First Past the Post rules”
(Wilkinson, 2015). The power distribution is as follows once the election results are
known: the leader of the party with the most seats becomes PM. However, as in the
case of the 2010 general elections, when the party with the most seats holds less
than 326 out of 650 (that is, less than the absolute majority of seats) a “hung
parliament” occurs, (UK Parliament, 2016), during which said party has to make an
alliance with other political parties to secure the absolute majority of 326 seats out
of 650 (The Independent, 2015) in order to form a government. In the British general
elections, candidates from each party run for election locally, while party leaders also
provide a voice for the party nationally, as opposed to strictly one individual
competing against another in presidential systems. In relation to this study, this
means that electoral discourse is essentially inclusive and group-focused (my

definition).
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France is a presidential republic, where presidential elections are held in May
every five years (Service-Public, 2016). From 2002, legislative elections have been
held every five years as well, on the third Tuesday of June (Loi organique no. 2001-
419 du 15 May 2001, 2001), which incidentally follows the presidential elections.
This allows a newly elected president to nominate their Premier Ministre, and avoid
a cohabitation, that is, an opposition Premier Ministre and parliament majority (Vie
Publique, 2016a). The presidential elections consist of two rounds: the first round
includes all candidates with sufficient elected public servants’ support to run (Conseil
Constitutionnel, 2016b) while the second round only includes the top two candidates,
and is won by the candidate which earns an absolute majority of “expressed” votes?
(Ministére de I'Intérieur, 2016). The official campaign starts on “the second Monday
preceding the first round of the election and ends on the evening preceding the
election at midnight” (Conseil Constitutionnel, 2016a). A further two weeks’
campaign occurs between the two rounds, “from the date of publication of the names
in the Journal Officiel” of the two remaining candidates (Conseil Constitutionnel,
2016a). It is during that time that a debate is broadcast between the two candidates
(Vie publique, 2016b). Electoral discourse is, consequently, complexified by calls to
rally made by eliminated first round candidates to those qualified for the second
round. Since 1981, the main right-wing party, the Rassemblement Pour la
République (RPR), subsequently rebranded Union pour un Mouvement Populaire
(UMP) (2002), then Les Républicains (LR) (2015) (Mensah, 2015), and the main
Left-wing party: the Parti Socialiste (PS) have competed against one-another in the
second round of the presidential election. These two parties traditionally dominate
both the legislative and presidential elections as the two main political forces of the

country (France Politique, 2016), except for the 2002 presidential election in which

1 That is, excluding nil or blank votes
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RPR candidate Jacques Chirac competed against far-right candidate Jean-Marie Le
Pen from the Front National (FN) (Lexpress.fr, 2016). Since then, the FN has been
gathering more votes, especially in local and European elections, however, without
succeeding in qualifying for the second round of the “présidentielles” (Paris Match,
2015). This rise of the FN is of significant importance in relation to the data studied
here, and especially the political rhetoric adopted by the candidates, particularly
Nicolas Sarkozy.

The United States (US) is also a presidential democracy. However, the
American electoral system is slightly more complex in terms of how votes are cast
as two separate votes effectively take place in the process of electing the American
President: that of the public, and that of the Electoral College. Members of the public
who cast their votes on election day effectively vote for the “electors” (USA.gov,
2016), that is, members of the Electoral College. The general election in which
citizens vote takes place every four years on the first Tuesday after the first Monday
of November (USA.gov, 2016). The Electoral College consists of 538 electors, who
subsequently cast their votes in December, which are then counted by the Congress
(usa.gov). This system is considered as “a compromise between election of the
President by a vote in Congress and election of the President by a popular vote of
qualified citizens” (National archives and records administration, 2016). Traditionally,
the two main candidates running for the US Presidency are Republicans and
Democrats; although other candidates run as well, they usually do not succeed. In
effect, the Republican and Democratic parties are the two major political parties
which dominate the American political landscape. As a result, American political
discourse is representative of this duality in the balance of political powers, unlike
France and the UK, whose electoral systems allow more than two parties to exist
politically and influence national politics. If one considers the results of the 2015
British general election, for instance, the Scottish National Party (SNP), the Liberal

Democrats (LibDem), the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) and the
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Green party all succeeded in gaining seats in Parliament (BBC News, 2015)
alongside Labour and the Conservatives. Meanwhile the French parliament is
constituted by no-less than seven different “groups” since the 2012 elections
(Assemblée Nationale, 2016), including those of the two main parties: Parti
Socialiste and Les Républicains (former UMP).

As a result, studying political discourse from these three countries implies
some significant differences in relation to who is speaking, and more importantly,

which opponent(s) they are addressing.

1.4 The storyline

The starting point of this study is the 2012 US presidential election debate series
between the incumbent Democratic Party candidates, Barack Obama and Joe
Biden, and the opposition candidates from the Republican Party, Mitt Romney and
Paul Ryan. | focus on the 2012 election data because it is the latest occurrence of
this text type, which does, therefore, make it more “current” and relevant to this study
of contemporary political discourse.

Once adversarial moves are defined, | consider how other text types from
electoral discourse compare from one country to the next. For that purpose, | refer
to my 2.83 million-word corpus of political discourse in the UK, US and France. To
start with, | focus on electoral speeches in France and the US, to find out what form
could adversarial moves take when the leaders are not facing their opponent.

Finally, in the last chapter of this analysis | focus on the third pillar of electoral
discourse: manifestos. In doing so, | endeavour to analyse how adversarial moves

are transmitted through this medium on the one hand, but also how they evolve
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diachronically on the other hand, through the study of the Conservatives’ election

manifestos from 2010 and 2015.
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2 Methods and approaches

| developed an interest in studying political discourse during the writing of my Masters
dissertation on the 1960 US presidential debate series between John F. Kennedy
and Richard Nixon. In doing so, | became familiar with the theories of Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA) and Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), which led me
to focus on the power relations between the two candidates in those debates, in
relation to the public’s response to their respective performances. | also familiarised
myself with studying discourse from a multimodal perspective, which led me to
include a multimodal dimension in my dissertation.

The present research began effectively as a journey back to where | first
started, with, this time, the ambition to go further, and study electoral discourse in its
entirety. It soon became evident that such a study would benefit from a corpus
approach, which led me to build PolDisc, my 2.8 million-word corpus. In addition, |
expanded the scope of this research project to three countries rather than one:
France, the United Kingdom (UK), and the United States (US), in order to study how
adversarial strategies are carried out in those three historically and, in the case of
the UK and the US, linguistically related western modern democracies. In addition,
the focus of this research is not only to study the relations of power as they occur in
electoral discourse through CDA, but rather, to study what constitutes the adversarial
moves that contribute to shaping those power relations between the candidates.

This study relies on a mixed methods approach (cf Creswell, 2013: 3; Newman
and Benz, 1998) in that it is based on both quantitative and qualitative aspects of
language analysis in order to study adversarial moves in political discourse. | use the
data from PolDisc, which provides insights into language use, and combine this with

aspects of pragmatic research, which provide the framework to define adversarial
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moves. This chapter is organised in three parts. To start with, | review the corpus
and its design; second, | consider the benefits of a corpus approach for this type of
study. Third, | discuss the combination of theoretical outlooks | refer to for the
gualitative dimension of this study: stance and face, political rhetoric and the use of

metaphors, and evasion techniques and vague language.

2.1. Corpus design

The collection phase of the data determined the exact focus of this study. At the time
of collection, during the summer of 2012, online availability of the data from each of
those three countries varied greatly. In addition, the starting point of this study being
electoral debates, there was an important gap between France and the US on the
one hand, and the UK on the other hand, where only one debate series had ever
taken place (during the 2010 general elections). This section presents the data, and
reviews the process of its selection.

This study is based on a 2.83-million-word purpose-built corpus of political
discourse (PolDisc) in French and English. The French data (FraPol) accounts for
1.12 million words, and the English data (EngPol) accounts for 1.70 million words.
The latter includes a subcorpus of US data (UPol) and a British subcorpus (BRiPol).
A breakdown of PolDisc by text type is provided in Table 2.1. The data collected
spans the years 1996 to 2015. It includes both electoral and non-electoral data. The
electoral data consists of specifically electoral discourse relating to nation-wide,
government related campaigns: the US and French presidential Elections, and the

British general elections. | chose to focus on national campaigns for two reasons.
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Table 2.1 Corpus breakdown

Main corpus PolDisc
Word count
2,831,336
(W)
EngPol
Subcorpora (English language data)
Word count 1,702,761 EraPol
Percentage 59 (French data)
: 1,128,575
BriPol UPol ' '

Subcorpora (British data) (US data) 41
Word count 640,984 1,061,777
Percentage 41 59
Text types

W % W % W %
Debates 56,367 9 262,481 29 70,426 6
Speeches 309,116 48 712,038 67 813,460 72
Manifestos 181,378 28 12,982 1 93,000 8
Tweets 94,123 15 74,276 7
Interviews 112,625 10
Written
publications 39,064 4

Context: Electoral vs Non-Electoral (EC / NC)

EC NC EC NC EC NC

% 52 48 82 18 | o8 2

First, this restricted the focus to a limited number of candidates, which was necessary
in order to gather enough data to focus on individual style. Second, | chose those
whose discourse was most likely to be well archived and documented: aspiring Prime
Ministers and Presidents. In addition, this choice was also safer in terms of finding
external contextual information if necessary, as those types of leaders benefit from
more comprehensive and easily accessible media coverage, all the while attracting

more interest from various fields of research related to mine. | provide a

comprehensive list of who those leaders are in Table 2.2.
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Corpus Speaker Party SPi%hetlcal year(s) Ntz'x?; % overall
Ségolene Royal PS Left 2007 35 7
Eroe}{;‘?no(;z PS Left 2012 31 6
FraPol  Francois Bayrou Modem Centre 2007-12 46 10
Nicolas Sarkozy =~ UMP Right 2007-12 77 15
Debates 2007-12 3 2
Total FraPol 2007-12 192 40
Al Gore Democrat Left 2000 1 0.2
John Kerry Democrat Left 2004 13 1
Barack Obama Democrat Left 2007-12 132 19
George. W. Bush Republican Right 2000-04 26 3
UPOl " 3ohn McCain Republican Right 2008 23 2
Mitt Romney Republican Right 2012 37 3
Debates 2000-12 16 9
Total UPol 2000-12 248 37.2
Tony Blair Labour Left ;gg; 11 2
Gordon Brown Labour Left 2005-10 12 2
Ed Milliband Labour Left 2010-15 9 2
Charles Kennedy LibDem Centre 2004-04 2 0.3
BriPol Nick Clegg LibDem Centre 2010-15 13 3
John Major Conservatives  Right 1996-97 2 0.2
Michael Howard  Conservatives  Right 2004-05 2 0.3
David Cameron - Conservatives  Right 2005-15 57 11
Debates 2010 3 2
Total BriPol 1996-2015 111 22.8
EngPol 1996-2015 359 60
PolDisc 1996-2015 551 100

This data was collected from free-access online resources, including state-funded

official websites: vie-publique.fr for most of the French data, gov.uk, for current data

from the British Prime Minister, whitehouse.gov for data from the current US

President. Other sources include media websites, especially in relation to the debate

series: C-Span.org for the UK (2010a, b, c¢), and US debates (2012a, b, c, d), Tfl

News (2012) and Dailymotion (2007) for the French debates. Each file was named

according to its date, and separated, as shown Tables 2.1 and 2.2, primarily

according to country, then according to speaker, and text type.
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In addition, | created multiple separate subcorpora, among which are those of
electoral and non-electoral data, based on the official campaign dates in each
country. Separate datasets were also created for each subcorpus | focus on in this
research: the 2012 US Debate series (UDebates12, Chapter 3), the Campaign
Speeches (CampSpeeches) corpus, which focuses on the 2008 US and 2012 French
presidential election speeches (Chapter 4), and the Election Manifestos (ElIMan)
corpus, focused on the 2012 French and 2010-2015 British election manifestos.
Each subcorpus was designed with a concern for balance between text types, when
applicable, to respect its representative dimension and ensure the accuracy of the
findings (cf Adolphs, 2006: 21).

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 also highlight some cultural differences that show in the
different text types available according to country. For instance, French politicians
often contribute to tribunes (front-page articles) and other written publications in the
weeks preceding an election (Table 2.1), which is not a text type | came across while
selecting the data from British and American leaders. In addition, on the contrary to
EngPol, FraPol does not include any data from Twitter. This is related to the fact that
social media in general were not part of my primary focus until later in the research,
at which point Twitter made it considerably more difficult for individual researchers

to collect it retrospectively.

2.2 Corpus Linguistics: theory and applications in this research

In this section, | first review the Corpus Linguistic (CL) theory, before moving on to

the benefits of CL tools for the present research.



-17 -

2.2.1. The theory

Corpus Linguistics originated as a discourse analysis method in the 1960s, with the
creation of the very first corpora (Kucera, 1967). In contrast to other language
analysis theories, it is not so much concerned with a particular “aspect of language.”
Rather, it is used in cases where language studies require the manipulation and
analysis of large amounts of data (McEnery and Hardie, 2012: 1-2).

Corpus Linguistics has been the focus of a long lasting debate on the benefits
of rational versus empirical approaches to language studies (McEnery and Wilson,
2001: 5, Andor, 2004). The rationalist approach considers how the mind processes
the language, and as such, “associates theory with introspection,” “favours the
intuition of native speakers, and focuses on language competence” (Adolphs, 2006:
6). Meanwhile, the empirical approach, claimed by Corpus Linguists, relies on the
observation of naturally occurring data, and builds its theory on language use
(Adolphs, 206: 7) rather than intuition. One of its limitations is, however, that it is
closer to quantitative analysis, even though it forms a solid basis for qualitative study
(Adolphs, 2006: 19), whereas the limitations of the rational approach arise from the
reliance on intuitions of the researchers, which could prove erroneous or unreliable
(Adolphs, 2006: 6) in that they are subjective.

Chomsky claims, however, (Andor, 2004) that Corpus Linguistics cannot be
considered as empirical or as a reliable method of language analysis, as it is based
on the mere recordings or “videotapes” of “things happening in the world” and “tries
to develop the results from them” (Andor, 2004: 97). However, In McEnery and
Hardie’s terms, the argument is either the result of “naivety” or “deliberately
misleading” as they claim the approach adopted in CL is not so peculiar in the
scientific community since the corpus itself is hard evidence of language use
(McEnery and Hardie, 2012: 26). Flowerdew (2005: 324-25) accounts for further

criticism of CL in relation to concordance searches, which form an essential part of
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this study, claiming that they do not provide enough information on the context of
occurrence of the analysed words. Flowerdew acknowledges that this “can be
problematic for the corpus analyst when dealing with pragmatic features of text,
which may only be recoverable from the socio-cultural context” (Flowerdew, 2005:
325). And in fact, this is the case of this study of political discourse. In that respect,
CL provides a word-based analysis of the text, but unless the researcher can retrieve
the context of occurrence of the utterances studied, such pragmatic features cannot
be uncovered solely through corpus analysis.

To overcome this issue, | draw on Flowerdew’s second counter-argument
(2005: 328-29) against the claim that corpus analysis relies on decontextualized
texts. In effect, in the cases where the analyst is “the compiler and does have
familiarity with the wider socio-cultural context in which the text was created”
(Flowerdew, 2005: 328-29), or where the contextual features of the texts analysed
can be easily recovered, the analyst is able to recover both pragmatic and contextual
features of the utterance studied. In this research, for instance, socio-political and
cultural contextual information can be retrieved from both the data itself in
Wordsmith, (Scott, 2012) using the context tools available through concordance lists,
as well as through referring to news stories relating to a specific event, interaction,
or political leader.

Thirdly, if most corpus linguists agree that CL does not provide a bias-free
rationale for language analysis (Adolphs, 2006: 7-8), the replicable processes to
which it can be subjected thanks to the software tools mean nonetheless that the
data can be verified by one or more researchers. CL also provides a privileged and
easy access to data that intuition may overlook, and, thanks to technological
advances in recent years, the software assists the human researcher and does the
basic sorting of the data which means more accurate and consistent results in a
shorter amount of time (Adolphs, 2006: 8). Finally, the mixed methods approach

adopted in this thesis allows the researcher to ensure that a comprehensive analysis
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is carried out. This is why this research adopts a combined approach, where the
researcher’s intuition triggers the initial focus of the electronic analysis, and where
the latter subsequently takes over and guides the former, thanks to its systematic
nature, through naturally occurring findings, a process that eventually ensures higher

objectivity and reliability of the results.

2.2.2 The tools

This research relies on corpus analysis tools provided by Wordsmith (Scott, 2012)
and SketchEngine (2016). Wordlists and concordance lists (Figure 2.1a,b) are used
to uncover the trends and patterns, which leads to qualitative analysis of the data.

Wordlists allow the researcher to find out and compare frequency patterns in a
corpus of texts, “study the type of vocabulary used” (Scott, 2012), and to access
concordance lists of any item it features. Two wordlists can also be compared, which
allows the researchers to find positive and negative keywords, that is, words that
occur more (positive) or less (negative) often in a given corpus than in the other,
which can be used to “carry out consistency analysis [...] for stylistic comparison
purposes” (Scott, 2012).

Concordance lists can be used to find out more on the context in which a given
word occurs. They also highlight the most frequent clusters and patterns that occur
in conjunction with the node, that is, the key term upon which the concordance line
is focused, for instance, il in Figure 2.1b. In addition, they allow one to carry out
“investigations of lexical items within a corpus to better understand how ideology is
encoded in language” (Adolphs, 2006: 4). Concordance lists and wordlists form the
backbone of the quantitative aspect of this analysis, which supports the qualitative
aspects comprised within the pragmatic study of the data, as | explain in detail in the

next section.
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i US Debates.Ist
Gle Edit View Compute Settings Windows Help

= case-sensiive search « |typing & P;I:::w [2 Find.. | [I] Lavout Connic;rd.
N Word Freg.- & Texts g Lemmzs Set
1 THE 12,705 4.80 16 100.00
2 TC 9,885 ST 16 100.00
3 AND T+ 171 2.94 16 100.00
4 THAT 2,872 2.22 16 100.00
5 OF 5,840 2.21 16 100.00
€ e 59,336 2.02 16 100.00
7 I 4,881 1.84 16 100.00
g8 IN 4,662 1.76 16 100.00
k] WE 4,264 1.61 16 100.00
10 YoU ST 1.31 16 100.00
11 IS 3,212 1.21 16 100.00
1z HAVE 2,777 1.05 16 100.00
13 FCR 2,555 0.87 16 100.00
14 IT 2,540 0.96 16 100.00
15 # 2,282 0.86 16 100.00
16 ON 1,838 0.8% 16 100.00
17 THIS 1,730 0.65 16 100.00

a. Wordlist view in Wordsmith Tools 6.0 (Scott, 2012)

@8 1L-Hollande12-(sarko).cnc
File Edit View Compute Settings Windows Help

— case-sensitive search | v| tagfile tags Undefined tags [, Pr’g’;‘;ﬁw [4, find.. | [[] Layout icc"\r‘i‘:ma 2 C?_(I’;t‘ixt
N Concordance Set T Wozd §
1| trois propositions qu’il awvait faites en 2007. Il avait dit : « Jamais, wvous m'entendez, 1,186
2 en 2010, 1'autre au Pakistan en 2 I1 avait justifié un motif touristique. Un 1,385
3 2007 . Parce qu'en 2007, il fut élu. En 2 y 11 avait promis le droit opposable au 1,100
4| ce gui s"est passé en 2007. Parce gu'en 2 , il fut élu. En 2007, il avait promis le 1,085
5 : il ne voit plus personne. I1 s’'abr I1 reste entre amis complaisants. Eh bien moi 2,684
&la 5 %, il est a 10 % de la population I1 avait affirmé gue le pouvoir dfachat 2,387
7 c'était vers les jeunes qu'il 3'ad I1 avait trouvé une nouvelle idée : les 2,901
B pas assez de compliments & lui a 1 trouvait ses propositions formidables. I1 636
9 était de retirer nos troupes d’Afgh 1 considérait que la mission était accomplie 1,326
1o les promouvoir. Et notamment la laicité. Ah ! Il s’en fait le champion, maintenant, de la 2,368
11 vais refaire une nouvelle loi ». D’ailleuw il parle comme s'il était lui-méme le 2,323
iz Mélenchon, gque je connais par ailleu Il lui trouve du talent — cela peut arriver. 3,173
13 de cette centrale : il n'y est jamais all I1 est comme g¢a, il s’invente méme des 1,642
1s a eté dit et ce gui n'a pas éteée dit. Alors, il est dans une phase de repentance, il a 1,512
15 . C'est suffisamment eloguent ! il wva chercher d’autres suffrages, et il fait 2,362
18 3a situation. I1 doit en &tre informé. A 1 n'est pas regardant sur les arguments 891
17 Son bilan ne peut pas parler pour lui, al 1 n’en parle pas, et notamment sur le 3,721
18 |tout, mais jamais responsable de rien ! i 1 prétend qu’il a changé, qu’il est un autre 667
i3 & 1l’aide pour empécher 1’alternance ! Il n’'y parviendra pas car le peuple francais 1,044
20 pensées les plus profondes. Mais cette année il s’y est invité. I1 en a bien le droit, 1,400

b. Concordance list view of il in Wordsmith Tools 6.0 (Scott, 2012)

Figure 2.1 Sample view of the corpus analysis tools in Wordsmith (Scott, 2012)

2.3 Defining adversarial moves: a mixed methods approach

This study relies on several aspects of pragmatic and Discourse Analysis (DA)

theory. Firstly, two interrelated dimensions of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)
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terminology are important. Its very essence comes from the fact that unlike many
other theories of language, the word ‘critical’ implies not only an interest in theoretical
issues of discourse, but also an approach that links the theoretical to the social
(Wodak, 2001: 12). In addition, | discuss the compatibility and relationship of CDA
terminology with Corpus Linguistics, and the other theoretical perspectives of this

study, especially stance and facework.

2.3.1 CDA

In this research, | follow the claim that “CDA can be conducted in, and combined
with, any approach and subdiscipline in the humanities and social sciences”
(Flowerdew, 2008: 199, van Dijk, 2001:96), and more precisely, that the “use of
pragmatics, conversation analysis and Corpus Linguistics” is compatible with CDA
(Fairclough, 2003: 5-6).

CDA links the use of language to the organisation of society, and specifically
to social order: that is, how a society is broken down and organised into groups,
which hold power for themselves and over others, the elites, and those subjected to
that power: the masses (van Dijk, 1993: 249). CDA traditionally (although not only)
focuses on political leaders as the powerful elites, and considers how they use and
relate to discourse in order to maintain and develop their power over the masses
(van Dijk, 1993: 250). In that respect, it is often considered as descending from
Marxist philosophy and the Frankfurt school in that it is ideologically oriented, and
focuses on the class struggles that take place between the dominated masses and
the dominating elites (van Dijk, 1993: 251). The power of those elites is maintained
through the influence they exert on the mass media, through which favourable public
discourse is broadcast to the masses (van Dijk, 1993: 251).

The goal of CDA is to deconstruct the underlying ideological structures that are

inherent in all types of discourse (van Dijk, 1993: 249-250). It draws on Systemic
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Functional Linguistics (SFL) which focuses on recurring patterns of language that
could then be “systematizable as social behaviour” (Halliday, 2007: 44). SFL
describes language as a social phenomenon (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004;
Martin, 2010; Matthiessen, 1995) and considers it as a stratified system where
different levels of phenomena “such as semantics, grammar, and phonology” interact
with one another (Crystal, 1997: 82-83). This stratified system is best exemplified
through the metafunctions, which reflect its internal organisation: the experiential,

interpersonal, and textual metafunctions (Table 2.3).

Table 2.3 Metafunctions and their reflexes in grammar (inspired by Halliday and Matthiessen,

2004: 61)
Metafunction Definition (type of meaning) Corresponding status in clause
Experiential construing a model of experience  clause as representation
Interpersonal enacting social relationships clause as exchange
Textual creating relevance to context clause as message

Within each metafunction, the type of meaning is attributable to the word’s function
(i.e. in Hallidayan terms: actor, process, circumstance) in a specific context, rather
than its class (i.e. verb, adverb, adjective, prepositional phrase, nominal clause etc.)
(Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004: 24-27). In addition, the attributed “class” meaning
of a given item may not be relevant if separated from its “functional” meaning. This
combined analysis of function and class serves the purpose of SFL, and provides
the basis of the CDA argument: “to provide a means of interpreting grammatical
structure, in such a way as to relate any given instance to the system of the language
as a whole” (Butler, 2003: 166), rather than separating meaning word by word.

This research mainly refers to the experiential metafunction and its useful
terminology as a tool for breaking down political discourse into meaningful unit. In
effect, the experiential metafunction describes how we break down what we

experience and how we reconstruct it in meaningful phenomena in language, in
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relation to our representation of the listener and of ourselves and the world around
us. This provides the terminology through which | consider how interactants adopt
stances, evaluate themselves, the other, and the rest of the world, and, in the context
of this research, the combination of the experiential metafunction’s terminology within
this mixed-methods approach allows the researcher to retrieve how relations of
power are distributed within the discourse.

In Example 2.1, extracted from BriPol, the power relationship is established
through the moderator’s request (Adam Boulton), for the listener David Cameron to

give some information.

Example 2.1 Question from Adam Boulton, second British Leaders’ Debate, (22/04/2010 —

BriPol) and breakdown according to the experiential metafunction terminology

How are you going to tackle Europe, David Cameron?

Actor Patient / goal Process Circumstance

you / David Cameron Europe be going to tackle how (manner)

In this request, the experiential metafunction allows us to breakdown the power
relations as follows: you / David Cameron is the actor of the process be going to
tackle, whereas Europe, the other participant, is the patient of the process. As a
result, you / David Cameron as aspiring British Prime Minister, is represented with
enough power over Europe to be able to tackle it. Table 2.4 provides a
comprehensive breakdown of the function types: participants, processes,

circumstances, and their subtypes.

Table 2.4 Functions enacted in the experiential metafunction

Function types  Participants Processes Circumstances
Actor Material Accompaniment Matter
Goal Behavioural Angle Role
Agent Mental Cause Location
Subtypes Patient Verbal Extent Manner
Relational

Existential
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The function of participant, which encompasses the actor and goal subtypes,
corresponds to “Entities (person, thing, idea, etc.) involved in a process” (Jackson,
2007: 144). Processes take the form of a verb and describe the actions that are
carried out by the actor. Similar to the category of participants, that of processes also
includes subtypes, which are further included in a higher plane divided into three
‘worlds’: the physical world, the world of abstract relations and the world of
consciousness (Figure 2.2). Of all these subtypes, material, mental, relational (and

verbal) processes are the most frequent.

Relational

Having identity

Having
attribute Symbolising

Existential Verbal

Existing Saying

World of abstract
relations
BEING

Happening
(being created)

Thinking

Physical world

DOING World of
consciousness

SENSING

Creating.
Changing

Feeling

Doing (to).
Acting

Material Seeing Mental

Behaving

Behavioural

Figure 2.2 "Wheel of processes" (reproduction from Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004: 172)

Figure 2.2 represents the main areas of meaning which each process type belongs

to. This representation highlights the fact that each world is permeable to the others
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with which it is also connected. As a result, process types sometimes overlap two
different worlds, as, for instance, do behavioural processes, which can be considered
from both a physical world and a world of consciousness perspective.

In effect, behavioural processes can represent an interactant’s behaviour in the

physical world, but also how it is perceived by another interactant, which belongs to
the world of sensing.
Circumstances are the third type of function encountered in the experiential
metafunction: they “augment the configuration of process plus participants involved
[...] through the logico-semantic relations of projection and expansion” (Jackson,
2007: 69-70). In other words, circumstances are concerned with the processes and
participants involved in the clause, in that they provide information on the
configuration of the processes in which the participants are involved. For instance,
in Example 2.1, how is a circumstance that indicates the manner in which Cameron
is going to tackle Europe, as opposed to where, which would indicate a circumstance
of location. Similar to processes (which apply solely to verbs and verbal groups) and
participants (which apply specifically to noun, pronouns and nominal groups), the
function of circumstance also applies to adverbs, adverbial and prepositional phrases
(Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004: 176). They are, however, not necessarily present
in all instances of discourse.

Thus, the consistent framework CDA provides is effectively compatible with the
different theoretical outlooks | adopt in the next chapters, and can be used
throughout this analysis to uncover what drives political discourse, how adversarial
moves are made, and the role played by stancetaking and face management in that

process, in relation to individual style.
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2.3.2 Facework and politeness

This research focuses on the expression of stance and the performance of speech
acts which participate in facework, and which, | argue, contribute to the performance
of adversarial moves. This section reviews how the two aspects are interconnected.
Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness is based on “the mutual
awareness of “face’ sensitivity” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 5), and the claim that
evaluation is expressed through the patterns of verbal and non-verbal acts which
every person acts out in daily interactions (Goffman, 1969: 3). This is, in other

words, the acknowledgement by all participants in a given social interaction of:

the positive social value a person effectively claims for [themselves] by

the line others assume [they have] taken during a particular contact”

(Goffman, 1967: 5, Bull and Wells, 2012: 32-33). Drawing on this

important notion of face, the Brown and Levinson model presupposes a

system of “Face Management” and “Face Threatening”, which leads to

the notion of FTAs mentioned above: speech acts that are “intrinsically

threatening to face” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 24).
Politeness is researched in a range of settings: in ordinary conversation (Bousfield
and Locher, 2005; Culpeper, 1996, 1998; Culpeper et al., 2003, 2011; Haugh, 2015;
Spencer-Oatey, 2005), in language in the courtroom and in legal proceedings
(Archer, 2008, 2011a, 2011b, 2015), the workplace, (Archer and Jagodzinski, 2015;
Harris and Bargiela-Chiappini, 2006; Newton, 2004), in online and media discourse
(Culpeper, 2005; Hardaker, 2015; Lorenzo-Dus, 2009), political and parliamentary
discourse, (Harris, 2001, 2003; llie, 2003; Bull and Wells, 2012; Bull, 2013) including
speeches and political debates (Garcia Pastor, 2001; Hinck and Hinck, 2002;
Vertommen, 2014). Research in politeness is mostly grounded in Brown and
Levinson’s theory (1987). As a result, politeness researchers “define linguistic
politeness along the lines of discourse behaviour ‘which actively expresses positive

concern for others as well as non-imposing behaviour’ (Holmes, 1995: 4) or, at the

very least, which provides ‘a means of minimising the risk of confrontation in
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”

discourse” (Harris, 2001: 452). Politeness research has therefore mostly been
concentrated on interactive discourse, where two or more people are having a
conversation.

Face Threatening Acts (FTAs) are speech acts whereby, in any given
interaction, one participant evaluates the other participant’s social identity: the
stance(s) they assume in a particular interaction and/or regarding a specific topic.
In this framework, the Brown and Levinson system assumes that such evaluations
are done pragmatically in conversation, which results in face management, face
enhancement, and FTAs. In the context of political discourse, especially in political
debates, which constitute the first part of this analysis, FTAs are considered to be
of an institutional nature (Harris, 2001: 466), in the sense that political opponents
are expected to “oppose”, “criticise”, “challenge” and “subvert the policies and
positions” of the opponent (Bull and Wells, 2012: 34). Brown and Levinson (1987:

61) extend that description of face to “the public self-image that every member

wants to claim for [themselves], consisting of two related aspects:

(a) Negative face: the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights
to non-distraction — i.e. to freedom of action and freedom from
imposition

(b) Positive face: the positive consistent self-image or ‘personality’
(crucially including the desire that this self-image be appreciated and
approved of) claimed by interactants” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 61).

FTAs are a key feature of politeness and impoliteness theory. They can be
recognised in that they “impose on a hearer’s face by threatening the latter’s needs
(Linssen, et al. 2013: 72), and as such, form an essential element of adversarial
discourse. In effect, adversarial discourse is often described in terms of speech
acts and, in political discourse, studied in the context of interviews (see Bull and
Wells, 2012; Harris, 1991; Clayman and Heritage, 2002; Clayman, 2010) and

debates (Lorenzo-Dus, 2009; Vertommen, 2014). It is, however, seldom
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characterised further, in terms of what it does in the context of the interaction for all
participants involved, and how it fits into individual style. In addition, this analysis is
also concerned with defining adversarial moves as not only offensive speech acts
such as FTAs, but also subtler, more positive forms as embodied in self-promotion
and defensive strategies such as face-enhancing. In effect, FTAs are sometimes
“anticipated” and can even “play a positive role in the proceedings subject to certain
conventions” (Harris, 2011: 87) which makes them a rather obvious choice of
adversarial move in the context of electoral debating. In the meantime, the
perspectives of studies in impoliteness have evolved since Brown and Levinson’s
theory (1987) in considering impoliteness as not only a derivative of politeness, but
also rather a “common part of human linguistic behaviour” in which FTAs are
intentional and with a purpose (Limberg, 2005: 155). This study follows Harris’s and
Limberg’s argument based on Lakoff’'s assumption (1989) that there is not just
politeness and impoliteness, and that theories of politeness should be “extended to
a consideration of the different discourse types associated with certain professional
and institutional contexts, and that examining such contexts forces us to see
politeness from a different perspective and to foreground different dimensions”
(Harris, 2001: 452-3). Thus, it is bearing these two notions in mind that | study
adversarial moves not only in the form of FTAs but also in other forms that may not
necessarily be associated with them. My research uses this as a starting point, via
the study of adversarial discourse in political debates. Taking this further, | study
what takes place in other text/interaction types of electoral discourse where the
study of politeness does not conventionally apply, as no direct interaction takes
place through manifestos, although they have an implied reader and audience. In
doing so, | determine whether there is enough evidence to confirm the existence of

adversarial moves in that electoral discourse subtype.
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2.3.3 Political rhetoric and metaphors

This research scrutinises how political rhetoric is used by leaders from the UK, US
and France, and finds that rhetorical tools, such as rhetorical questions and
metaphors, play an important part in and around the performance of adversarial
moves. This is not a surprise as “persuasive and manipulative language use to a
large extent employs language material that is emotionally charged” (Wodak, 1989:
99). This implies that the speakers are prone to appeal to the audience’s emotional
responses in order to win them over, all the while performing facework, especially
FTAs and face enhancement strategies. As a result, the notions of ethos, logos, and
pathos are of crucial importance in relation to stancetaking, as well as to understand
adversarial moves as performed in electoral discourse.

Ethos, logos and pathos are three “inevitable components” of argumentation
(Mshvenieradze, 2013: 1939), in that they help back up a speaker’s claim and make
it effective enough to impact on, and change, the audience’s opinion
(Mshvenieradze, 2013: 1939). Logos is the means of persuasion via reason, that is,
via the presentation of arguments that include “critical cognition, analytical skills,
good memory and purposeful behaviour” (Mshvenieradze, 2013: 1939).

Pathos is “the power with which the speaker's message moves the audience
to his or her desirable emotional action. A good orator should know for sure which
emotion would effectively impact on the audience considering their social status, age
and other features” (Mshvenieradze, 2013: 1940). Metaphors can heighten pathos
in a variety of “leadership contexts” among which are commonly found the attempt
to “sustain morale during times of national crisis, [...] communicate the emotional
investment that political leaders have in their ideas, [or] communicate their empathy”
with a specific electorate (Charteris-Black, 2005: 20). This entails the creation of
heroes/villains/victims and implies the “arousal of emotions” which triggers the

relevant responses from the audience in relation, for instance, to the “protection of
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the family, loyalty to the tribe, or fear of invasion by an unknown other” (Charteris-
Black, 2005: 203). In this way, metaphors play an important role in the performance
of adversarial moves in that they heighten the speaker’'s own logos/pathos/ethos,
especially in relation to the creation of contrasts and comparisons. In effect, the
combination of metaphors and contrasts allow the speaker to create associations of
ideas in extreme contexts (Charteris-Black, 2005: 197), such as, for instance,
associating one’s opponent with the notion of evil, and oneself with the notion of
good. This can then be used “to create cause/effect relations” and consequently
make metaphors more persuasive.

Thirdly, ethos consists of convincing the audience through arguments that
highlight the morality, “trustworthiness and credibility” (Mshvenieradze, 2013: 1940)
of a speaker. This is in fact referred to by Aristotle as the “face” of the speaker, or
“face created by the discourse: [...] [that is], conditioned by the fact that the orator
earns the credibility only in case if his or her arguments are competent, reliable, fair
and frank” (Mshvenieradze, 2013: 1940). As a result, the theory tells us that the
notion of ethos, and ethos-enhancement in political rhetoric, is closely related to that
of face and the performance of FTAs.

In the meantime, “hyperbolic language,” that is, the tendency in public
discourse (whether advertising, or political) to emphasize [...] the “use of evaluative
lexical material” (Sornig, 1989: 99) allows us to connect rhetorical politics to
stancetaking. This study explores how ethos-building strategies often intertwine with
stancetaking and FTAs in electoral discourse. Furthermore, the combination of
metaphors and contrasts conveys an ethical value system: “legitimisation often
works by highlighting the contrasts between, and placing emotional values on,
different political choices” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 197). In addition, the study of
metaphor in electoral discourse as presented by Charteris-Black resonates with the

CDA methods outlined above:
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Charismatic leadership is communicated through linguistic behaviour
and it is by critical analysis of language that we are able to identify
underlying ideologies and expose the nature of the value systems on
which they are based. By becoming aware of linguistic choices we are
also becoming aware of the political choices they imply and their
underlying assumptions” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 198).

There are numerous types of metaphors, among those, journeys and
personifications are the most “pervasive domains” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 198). In
those metaphors, the starting point is usually “the present and is familiar or known
while the destination is in the future and may well not be known” (Charteris-Black,
2005: 199). They “typically refer to the predetermined objectives of policy [...], imply
some type of planned progress and assume a conscious agent [the politician] who
will follow a fixed oath towards an imagined goal” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 199). They
are, therefore, “inherently purposeful, [...] show directionality” and allow politicians
to “appear to have planned intentions” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 199). Charteris-Black

provides a sub-mapping for this type of metaphor (2005: 201):

e Purposes are Destinations
¢ Means are Paths

o Difficulties are impediments to motion

e.g. Instead, it is that American spirit, that American
promise, that pushes us forward even when the path 1is
uncertain; that binds us together in spite of our
differences; that makes us fix our eye not on what is seen,

but what is unseen, that better place around the bend.

(Barack Obama, nomination acceptance speech 28/08/2008)
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Politicians use this type of “sub-mapping” to convince voters/audiences of the do-
ability of their plans “while at the same time highlighting the need for social unity,
effort, etc. in order to attain them” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 201). This type of metaphor
is especially pervasive in political discourse, because of the wide variety of types of
travel that are possible whether in terms of means, difficulties, distances, terrain
types, speed and so on (Charteris-Black, 2005: 201), and because of that richness,
contrasts are easily made between different journey types.

Thus, “the expressive force of the journey metaphors is precisely because of
the readiness with which familiar bodily experience can be integrated into a set of
contrasts that serve the basis for a system of evaluation” (Charteris-Black, 2005:
201). That is, talking about a long hard rock climb will remind people how painful that
feels in comparison with cruising along the motorway in a nice comfortable car. In
addition, it will trigger a universal response from the audience, and create an
impression of proximity with the politician in that it represents them as able to relate
to a commonly shared experience. Furthermore, Charteris-Black (2005: 201) insists
especially on the theme of guidance through which the politicians represent
themselves as the voters’ guide through the metaphorical journey. This “may
systematically be used to give positive evaluations of political leadership and
negative evaluations of absence of leadership” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 201), which
can in turn be used to create a powerful contrast between the politician speaking and
their opponent.

In effect, metaphors can be used for both self-evaluation and evaluation of
other things: policies, opponents, groups of people etc. For that purpose, Charteris-
Black (2005: 203) distinguishes between outward and inward-looking metaphors,
whereby, in the latter, the politician attempts to build up their own ethos in view of
further legitimisation, and in the former, politicians attempt to evaluate another

interactant’s ethos. This way, metaphors constitute a means for politicians to
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heighten their ethical qualities by “self-represent[ing] as a judge of ethical issues”

(Charteris-Black, 2005: 203):

Self-representation as a moral arbiter provides the basis for representing
those close to the speaker as insiders who share in the ethical virtues of
the leader and those who are far from the speaker as outsiders who are
excluded from a nest of virtue (Charteris-Black, 2005: 203).

In that respect, they are made persuasive through this “mirror-like quality, [through
which] the ethical ideals of the audience are reflected in the image of the politician”
(Charteris-Black, 2005: 203).

As well as journey metaphors, personifications present a special interest to this
study, in that they turn an out-of-reach abstract notion into something concrete and
upon which one can act. In example 2.1: How are you going to tackle Europe, David
Cameron, Europe is personified in that it is turned from the abstract, out-of-reach
concept of Europe into something that can be physically tackled, which allows
Cameron to respond in a way that seems more concrete to the audience (whether
he chooses to do so, or not). Such personifications “activate emotions originating in
pre-existent myths about classes, nations and other social and ethnic groupings etc.”
(Charteris-Black, 2005: 204). In addition, representing political abstractions such as
the European Union as people “creates the myth that ideologies can be classified as
either good or evil — just as we do people” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 204). This
dimension of metaphor, in relation to ethos building and as part of political rhetoric,
contributes to demonstrating how closely related it is to the study of stance and

evaluation in that it can play a determining role in stancetaking processes.
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2.3.4 Stancetaking

Stancetaking is achieved through persuasive stylistic language features. They can
typically be divided into two categories: epistemic and interpersonal, and can be

defined as:

A public act by a social actor, achieved dialogically, through overt
communicative means [...] through which social actors simultaneously
evaluate objects, position subjects (themselves and others) and align
with other subjects, with respect to any salient dimension of the
sociocultural field (Du Bois, 2007: 163).

Interpersonal stances are the result of linguistic choices made by ‘people in
interaction with others while ‘thinking who they are’ in relation to their interlocutor(s)’,
this way, when individuals adopt a stance they manifestly attach themselves to ‘a
constellation of associated identities’ (Kiesling, 2012: 172-73). In doing so, the
speaker also defines the role of the interactant (Jaffe, 2012: 8). In addition, this
process of stancetaking can also be related to that of ethos-enhancement.
Epistemic stances serve the purpose of “establishing the relative authority of
interactants,” which echoes the Hallidayan interpersonal relationships (Halliday and
Matthiessen, 2004: 29), while situating the source of that authority “in a wider socio-
cultural field,” possibly to legitimate further acts of evaluation (Jaffe, 2012: 7). In
stancetaking, Jaffe claims that the use of generalisations is essential in that it allows
a speaker to shift the location of the epistemic authority from individual to societal
level (cf Scheibman, 2007: 132): “indexing societal discourses as shared and
compelling through the use of generalizations can indirectly strengthen speakers’
stances.” (Jaffe, 2012: 7). The reverse is also possible, in political discourse, for
instance, through the downgrading of the authority of an opponent to contest relevant
pieces of information to the profit of another. Such interactions can either be the

result of consensually defined social roles in the discussion, or be an active resource
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for one of the interactants to assert their ideology/domination over the other(s), thus
those interactions “may be subject to contestation” (Jaffe, 2012: 8). If the utterance
is framed as a performance, for instance, when a teacher speaks to a student, the
other interactant (the student) is considered as the audience, while in the case of the
speaker taking up an expert stance, the other interactant is considered as a novice,
or in need of counsel. This can also apply to more than one interactant at a time, for
instance, when a teacher speaks to an entire classroom of students. In that process,
the speaker’s stance effectively carries meaning as to how the other interactant, or
the opponent, is represented. In political discourse, this is not without repercussions
as, for instance, speakers may use a stance in order to enhance their own ethos,
which, through contrasts and comparisons, can be used as a means to threaten and
diminish another interactant, or, for instance in the 2012 US Debate series (Chapter
3) the opponent’s ethos.

Stance is “a person’s expression of their relationship to their talk.” Epistemic
stance has to do with how certain they are about their talk, while interpersonal stance
has to do with how they express their relation to the interlocutor:
friendly/dominating/patronising... (Kiesling, 2012: 172). In fact, the two are often
interrelated. For instance, the higher the degree of certainty, the more likely the

relationship is to be patronising (Kiesling, 2012: 173).

Stancetaking is the main constitutive social activity that speakers engage
in when both creating a style and ‘style-shifting.” The Stanford group
shows that personal style is similarly constitutive of more widespread
social group variation patterns, and so by logic, stance underpins social
group variation as well as the two conceptions of style. (Kiesling, 2012:
175)

Ochs (1986) and Labov (1989) reach similar conclusions that the learning of
stancetaking comes from infancy, and directly relates to style: “distinct style patterns

are present for children as young as seven, and generally pattern according to their
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parents’ style-shifting” (Kiesling, 2012: 176). We can consequently assume that if
style variation is related to stance, then it is stance that children are learning.

Style is best defined indexically (Bucholtz, 2012: 146): the social meaning of
linguistic form is a matter of “interactional, subtle moves” through which “speakers
take stance, create alignments and construct personaes” rather than a matter of
social categories (genre, social class, ethnicity, age etc.). There are two levels of
indexicality. Direct indexicality is achieved through linguistic forms, which “most
immediately index interactional stances — that is, subjective orientations to ongoing
talk, including affective, evaluative, and epistemic stances” (Bucholtz, 2012, 148).
Indirect indexicality is achieved through the same linguistic forms, which “become
associated with particular social types believed to take such stances. It is at this level
that ideology comes most centrally into play, for it is here that stances acquire more
enduring semiotic associations” (Bucholtz, 2012: 148-49). Furthermore, indexical
meaning depends on the notion of context “understood fairly broadly, including
aspects of the speaker, hearer, and speaking situation” (Kiesling, 2012: 177). For
instance, address terms show how context can be encoded. The term dude
exemplified by Kiesling (2012: 177) usually identifies both speaker and hearer as
male, and shows the speaker’s interpretation of the type of speech event as probably

informal.

2.3.5 Evasion techniques and vague language

Evasion techniques and vague language form the last dimension of the qualitative
part of this study. These two aspects are studied together as they are closely related
in two ways. First, they are most often triggered in Question and Answer interactions
(Q&As), and second, they both consist of moves from an interactant (usually the
guestioned person, or interviewee) to either reset (or change) the agenda, or avoid

responding to the said question for any number of reasons.
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This dimension of adversarial discourse also relates to politeness and both
positive (speech acts which are intended to be polite) and negative face acts (which
are intended to avoid impoliteness) (Harris, 2001: 463; Brown and Levinson, 1987:
61), in that this type of answer can be associated with an intention of either
performing a positive or negative face act. However, | find in this study that evasion
techniques and uses of vague language are used in relation to a third aspect of
(im)politeness: FTAs.

In their study of news interviews, Clayman and Heritage (2002) draw on
Harris’s assumption (1991) that politicians are widely perceived as being evasive

when answering questions from the media.

The impetus towards evasiveness is understandable in the context of the
contemporary news interview, which is so often adversarial in character.
Hostile questions, if answered straightforwardly, can inflict real damage
on an interviewee’s policy objectives and career prospects. (Clayman
and Heritage, 2002: 238-39).

Through this consideration, Clayman and Heritage also link evasion to adversariality,
in that questions can be hostile and inflict damage to the interviewee, which relates
directly to the notion of FTAs. The comparison goes further in that evasion
techniques, similar to FTAs, have a downside: the normative ground rules of the
interview genre and interview contract to which interviewees (IE) are held
accountable. In effect, interviewees “are obliged to answer questions posed by
interviewers (IR), and thus deal with whatever agendas they raise in the way in which
they raise them” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 239). In addition, interviewers
“monitor for evasiveness and respond to such moves with probing follow-up
questions, and, at times, explicitly negative sanctions” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002:
239). This is the case in Extract 3.2 studied in Chapter 3. The goal of such responses
from the interviewer is to “allow the audience to be informed [...] that the answer is

evasive [and to] thereby increase the pressure for a full-fledged answer” (Clayman



- 38 -

and Heritage, 2002: 239). This constitutes a risk for interviewees of becoming
newsworthy because of that very attempt at evasiveness, in which case they see the
matter escalate far beyond the point it might have reached had they answered
differently (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 239).

Determining whether an answer is evasive is, however, very difficult to
achieve. Clayman and Heritage (2002: 242) provide a method for accurately

determining that this is effectively the case.

1. The interviewer (IR) and interviewee may disagree on whether the response
was “improperly evasive” or “an essentially valid way of dealing with a difficult
and perhaps flawed question” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 242)

2. Evasion “connotes moral impropriety”, and “may be seen as embodying a
contestable perspective on the action under analysis” (Clayman and
Heritage, 2002: 242).

3. The participants’ understanding of the question is “not always transparent”
and may sometimes be “designedly opaque” in order to: “avoid prompting a
hostile follow-up question” or to “forestall negative inferences from the
viewing audience” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 242).

4. Finally, the interviewer themselves may just decide not to “register” (Clayman
and Heritage, 2002: 242) the attempt from the interviewee, for a variety of

reasons: to “move the interview forward” for instance.

This, in itself, resonates with the mechanisms at work within facework, and the
attempts from both interactants to maintain, enhance or threaten face that result from
it. The interviewee may in effect consider the question hostile, and thus attempt not
to fall into a trap set by the interviewer in order to maintain face, whereas the
interviewer may consider their question a fair one while talking on behalf of the

viewers/voters. In addition, they may choose to “not register” (Clayman and Heritage,
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2002: 242) an attempt at evasive discourse or an improper response as a means of
doing negative politeness and thus enable the interviewee to maintain face. That
way, both speakers attempt facework, while evasion techniques occur in the IE’s
discourse, which triggers counter-evasion reactions from the IR. Clayman and
Heritage (2002: 243) account for other types of “inadequate responses” which
differentiate from evasion proper, where interviewees “resist, sidestep, agenda-shift”
etc., and through which they “do’ answering” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 242-
43). Here | review the types of evasion strategies found and studied in PolDisc.
The minimal answer plus elaboration (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 245) is
commonly found in PolDisc, and sometimes includes repetition of terms used in the
original question as explicit markers of an answer. In the case of yes/no questions,
this includes the explicit “yes” or “no” in the answer, before the speaker moves on to
developing their argument. Sometimes the IE repeats the framework of the question,
which is "a way to assert [...] independence from the question while they answer it"
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 245). This is also a marker of hostility or resistance,
repeating the framework instead of building from it, which eventually leads to an
answer that does not fit the question. Alternatively, this can be seen as "hyper
correct" which on the other hand allows the interviewee to "propose that they are
attending to the question in detail, and are thus properly responsive to the issues
that it raises" (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 247). Repetitions such as these, if they
occur for instance at the beginning and end of an answer, also serve as pragmatic
markers of turn-taking in the conversation (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 248). In
addition, anaphoric indexicals are an alternative to exact repetitions: the pronoun
that, context-dependent verbs for their meanings such as was (Clayman and
Heritage, 200: 249), as well as “units of talk (which are shorter than a sentence [and]
who also tend to be parasitic on the question for their meaning)”, for instance

(Clayman and Heritage’s example, 2002: 249):
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Question: “But who’s going to be the judge of that [..]?”

Answer: “Child support offices.”

Clayman and Heritage study the positive and negative dimensions of resistance in
Q&As (2002: 250-257). Negative aspects include plain, explicit refusals to answer a
question, partial or incomplete responses (especially in answer to complex questions
“‘with multiple components”: the speaker chooses to answer on some but not all)
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 251), and minimal responses (especially in the case
of yes/no questions), as studied previously.

Positive aspects of resistance include “departures” (Clayman and Heritage,
2002: 253), when IE changes the topic of the question altogether. In those cases,
though, “a response may lie within the question’s topical parameters but perform a
task or action other than what was specifically requested by the question” (Clayman
and Heritage, 2002: 254). In the following examples (Example 2.2 and 2.3) extracted
from the 2012 US debate series, the interviewer Martha Raddatz asks in turn Joe
Biden (the Democratic Vice President) and Paul Ryan (his Republican opponent)
about the terrorist attack on the American Embassy in Benghazi (Libya) that
occurred one month before the debate. In the debate, this interaction occurs the
other way around, Biden answers first, and then Ryan. However, their answers are
presented in reverse order here, to illustrate each evasion strategy. Here, Ryan is
effectively performing a departure. The question asked is: wasn't this a massive

intelligence failure [...]? (cf Example 2.2).

Example 2.2

RADDATZ: Congressman Ryan?
RYAN: We mourn the loss of these four Americans who were

murdered.
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In this case, the response is in a “broadly similar topical parameter of the question”,
but “performs a somewhat different task than the question originally called for”
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 254), namely the expression of one’s state of
mourning, rather than addressing the issue of the massive intelligence failure.
Finally, there is a subtler form, in which the IE introduces competing qualifiers or
“qualifying adjectives” with those used in the question in order to avoid a too abrupt
answer which may be impact the remainder of the candidate’s campaign negatively.
Example 2.3 shows Biden’s attempt to do so in response to Raddatz’s question on

the Benghazi attack.

Example 2.3

RADDATZ: it was a pre-planned assault by heavily armed men. Wasn't

this a massive intelligence failure, Vice President Biden?

BIDEN: What is was, it was a tragedy, Martha. It -- Chris Stevens

was one of our best. We lost three other brave Americans.

In this example, Biden switches the qualifier used by the IR to describe the attack:
massive intelligence failure (underlined) with a tragedy (underlined), while he repeats
the framework of the question, by using the verbal form was (bold) twice, to assert
his independence from the question, and introduce his own agenda. To accomplish
these means of doing answering, Clayman and Heritage review two types of
practices: overt and covert types. The goal of overt practices is to shift the agenda
via permission requests (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 257-269). Permission
requests to shift the agenda show deference to the interviewer, in that they openly
acknowledge attempts to shift the agenda. This way, both interactants maintain face.

Token requests for permission are a pervasive overt technique found in the

data studied here. They resemble permission requests but do not actually require a
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response from IR. They are prefaced by means similar to: can | also point out, let
me just say this, usually including “minimising characterisations” (Clayman and
Heritage, 2002: 261) such as very quick, just one... This “incomplete clausal unit”
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 260) informs the IR (and the audience) that there is
more talk to come, which makes it more difficult for them to interrupt or interject (that
is if they attempt to do so). It nevertheless allows the IE to show that they are “going
through the motions” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 260) of seeking permission,
thereby continuing to “honor the principle that it is the interviewer who normally sets
the agenda” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 260). Such requests or request tokens
have the effect of “mitigating” the threat these impose on the IR’s authority over the
agenda-setting of the interview (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 260) which, as a
result, primarily constitute a face management strategy as well as an attempt to shift
the agenda.

In addition, justifying the shift via permission requests can be performed,
such as a reference to something specific: another interactant’s question, embedded
as an answer preface (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 262), which “provides an
implicit rationale to the shift” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 262).

In the case of debates, a response to points made earlier by an opponent
tactfully justifies the shift on the grounds of fairness between interviewees, and “the
principle that partisan accusations should not be permitted to stand unanswered”
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 262). In effect, the particularity of electoral debates
warrants two basic principles: on the one hand, fairness and the right of response to
another interactant, and on the other hand, the principle that “the unsolicited
intervention has some relevant bearing on the subject” (Clayman and Heritage,
2002: 263). Such an “import” is “seeking to forestall unflattering inferences that
interviewers and audience members might otherwise draw [...] by portraying the shift

as legitimate and properly motivated” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 264).
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Covert practices (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 269-286) imply that the interviewee
“avoids any explicit acknowledgement of the fact that they are shifting the agenda”
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 269). These strategies present one advantage:
“getting away with it” and one major inconvenience: they may be “particularly costly”
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 269) in that they may represent the IE as devious and
manipulative. There are steps Clayman and Heritage account for to “to render it less
conspicuous” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 269). This includes unmarked
transitions beyond answering, such as a tense shift, or a similar tense use but a
response that does not address the question directly (Clayman and Heritage, 2002:
270). This allows the speaker, in the case of a tense shift, for instance from past to
present, to provide answers that “fall broadly within the topical domain targeted by
the prior question, but [...] exploit tense shifts and allied practices to alter the
temporal orientation of the talk” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 271-72). In relation to
this strategy, Clayman and Heritage point out that and prefaces can, in some cases
be used as a device that puts each part of the argument on an equal footing. This is
done even though it may have been previously established that they are not similarly
relevant to the question: “when items are grouped together in this way, their
differences are minimized and they are presented as if they somehow “belong
together” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 272, Jefferson, 1986). This generic
interactional practice obscures the transition from answer to unsolicited material.
Another strategy consists of subverting the trappings of “answering”: using
markers of typical “answers” such as word repeats, anaphora etc. which “construct
the answers” as a way of shifting the agenda (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 274).
Word repeats, as mentioned above, “preserve some of the exact wording of the
question in the initial response” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 274), but “veer away
from the question as it framed, deal instead with the presupposition that was
embedded in the question [...] and counter that presupposition in [their] response”

(Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 274).
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Other types of strategies are available to politicians in order to perform adversarial
moves. In the next section, | review features of multimodal communication that

contribute to the performance of such moves.

2.4 Multimodality

Questions and answer interactions (Q&As), are the starting point of this analysis. |
study questions from both the moderators and the debaters, and especially
Rhetorical Questions as a means of Answering (RQASs) from the debaters, as they
indicate the performance of FTAs as well as attempts to reset the agenda
(Clayman, 2010: 265-68; Clayman and Heritage, 2002). Studying adversarial
moves as they are performed in a live filmed context allows the researcher to focus
both on the verbal and non-verbal modes of communication, and on how
adversarial moves are performed through these modes. The multimodal character
of this study refers to the assumption that the verbal part of the message is less
explicit in face-to-face dialogue (than in written language) because it is
“continuously accompanied and supplemented by various non-verbal signals,”
which makes it “part of a comprehensive communicative act.” (Bavelas and Chovil,
2000: 164). In fact, research on multimodality increasingly considers spoken
language as only one mode among others (Goodwin, 1981: 1490; Kress et al.,
2001, Norris, 2004), rather than the one and only primary mode of communication.
Norris (2004: 2) considers that the central role in any given interaction is not always
attributed to verbal communication, and that it can be effectively subordinated to
other means (and vice-versa): gesture, gaze, and head movements, which are all
different systems of representation, that is, "semiotic systems with rules and

regularities attached to [them]” (Norris, 2004: 11; Kress and van Leeuwen, 2001).
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Posture relates to how participants position their bodies in a given interaction, and
specifically evaluate degrees of open/closed-ness as well as directionality, in order
to gain an insight into the participants’ involvement with other interactants (Norris,
2004: 24).

Gesture can occur in several forms: iconic, metaphoric, deictic, and beat. In

this study, | only review iconic gestures: gesture with pictorial content “"mimicking
what is conveyed verbally, describing specific objects or events, making them more
vivid” (Norris, 2004: 28).

Head movements can be either simple or complex, and include conventional
and iconic movements, such as yes/no movements, for instance (Norris, 2004: 32-
33). | focus on head movement in relation to gaze, and to the direction that the
speakers are facing at a particular time.

Gaze can play a subordinate role when people are conversing and not
engaging in another activity (Norris, 2004: 36), that is, it is conceived as being
primarily dependent on the activity of the interaction. It can also hold a
superordinate role when interactants are engaging in different activities
simultaneously (Norris, 2004: 37). This is the case in the debates. For instance,
when interactants are listening, and taking notes at the same time, their gaze
focuses on the notes instead of the other interactants. Gaze is sequentially
structured or randomly structured according to whether it is integrated with "the
higher-level acting performed and the environment in which the interaction takes
place" (Norris, 2004: 37). Kendon (1967) also finds that hearers tend to gaze at
speakers more often than the other way around. This is an important point in
relation to the findings discussed in this chapter. In addition, patterns of gaze are

found to be different in each position (hearer/speaker):
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Hearers give speakers fairly long looks broken by brief glances away,
whereas speakers alternate looks toward their recipients with looks away
from them of about equal length (Norris, 2004: 37).

Finally, Goodwin, (1981) analyses mutual gaze at turn beginning and co-
participation, and finds that gaze is subordinate to language, and varies from culture
to culture, as well as within subcultures, and among individuals. It is also not always
sequentially structured, that is, it does not always match the object of the talk in
which the interactant is taking part. For instance, gaze is more “random” (Norris,
2004: 2) in certain types of interactions, such as walking in the street or in the forest,
and so on. In effect, the study of interactive talk in the 2012 US election debates
(Chapter 3) finds that gaze does vary drastically from one speaker to another. The
next section details the transcription conventions used in the study of those

debates.

2.5 Transcription and translation of the data

In Chapter 3, | study the 2012 US presidential debate series. In doing so | focus on
extracts from the debates, which | have transcribed manually referring to Clayman

and Heritage’s conventions (2002) (Table 2.5).
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Table 2.5 Transcription nomenclature used for the debate extracts.

Symbol Meaning

At the end of a sentence: indicates a falling, or final, intonation contour, not
necessarily the end of a sentence.

Between individual words/syllables: indicates pauses/insistence on each
item.

) Indicates “continuing intonation,” not necessarily clause boundaries.

Indicates prolongation or stretching of the sound just preceding them: the
more colons, the longer the stretching, also used as indicator of a short
pause before reported speech.

? Indicates rising intonation, not necessarily a question.

! Indicates insistence with a short pause.

)] Indicates apparent irony in the speaker’s tone.

{3t

Indicates reported speech

(text) Indicates almost inaudible speech

[-..] Indicates text omission for relevance purposes

text Indicates some form of stress or emphasis on phrases, words or syllables,
either by increased loudness or higher pitch. The more underlining, the more
emphasis.

TEXT Indicates especially loud talk.

) Indicates a short but noticeable pause between words, not necessarily
matching the presence of punctuation. Most often used to create effects,
emphasis, but also to mark hesitations and time for the speaker to catch their
breath

(0.2) Indicates pauses between words in seconds. Nowhere lower than (0.2), in
which case the (.) symbol is preferred.

- Marker of hesitation at the end/beginning of a word, followed/preceded by a
space: indicates very short breaks, usually to account for spasmodic,
involuntary breaks, when the speaker is searching for words or about to
rephrase his talk.

Between syllables or between words: indicates syllable omission, and/or
acceleration of speech rate, by which very little silence is noticeable between
words.

’ Indicates omitted syllables.

*text* Indicates multimodal features of language.

Indicates interrupted speech, usually because another participant starts
speaking.

[text] - On two or more lines, indicates the onset and termination of

simultaneous speech, also marked by vertical alignment of the text
on both lines.

- On asingle line, indicates “best guess” of transcriber as to what the
speaker has said, when somewhat intelligible.

The multimodal features studied in Chapter 3 are also included in two different

ways. The first one consists of describing vocal features in the following way:
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*laughter*. The second means relies on screen captures. When applicable,
references to the relevant screen capture are made as shown below (boxed) in the

relevant extract.

1 |Fig 3.5d| now, and the jobs of the future. (.) Number three.

In order to avoid cluttering, and to keep the analysis as clear as possible, this study

focuses solely on the features of multimodality that are relevant to the analysis.

2.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, | have outlined the methods | follow through this analysis. The
analytical focus is driven by the subcorpus studied in each chapter, to which | apply
the mixed methods approach outlined above. CDA provides the terminology, and
allows me to uncover what ideologies drive political discourse. Face, stancetaking,
evasion, and political rhetoric echo that terminology in that “by becoming aware of
linguistic choices we are also becoming aware of the political choices they imply and
their underlying assumptions” (Charteris-Black, 2005: 198).

In addition, the compatibility of the CDA framework with the other dimensions
of this mixed methods approach allows me to study adversarial discourse from a
comprehensive point of view. | combine the methodology of face with that of
stancetaking, in relation to FTAs, which are speech acts whereby interactants
evaluate one another, and sometimes themselves. This leads me to studying

adversarial moves as not only hostile speech acts, as seen in evasion strategies, but
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also subtler, positive forms of discourse such as self-promotion strategies, and
displays of honesty.

To start with, | focus on the 2012 US presidential debate series, in which |
focus on three different strategies of adversariality, which allows me to highlight the
importance of individual style, performance, and state of mind. Second, | focus on
campaign speeches, through which more strategies are uncovered, especially in
relation to metaphors, ethos-enhancement, and self-victimisation. Finally, | consider
electoral manifestos, in order to find out if and how adversarial moves are performed
in this different electoral discourse type. This allows me to build on the work of Harris
(2001) in that this research analyses politeness strategies in a monologic discourse
type, written manifestos, in order to see politeness from a different perspective, and

to “foreground different dimensions” (Harris, 2001: 453)
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3 Characterising adversarial moves in political debates: a case

study of the 2012 US presidential election debate series

3.1 Introduction

My analysis of the 2012 US presidential election debate series consists of a case
study of a subcorpus of my data, and uncovers how aspiring leaders interact with
their opponents in an adversarial manner in the context of political debates.
Rhetorical questions (RQs) and FTAs as well as vague language and a constant
fight for setting the agenda are among the most significant techniques identified
and studied in this chapter.

Focusing on the four candidates, the presidential nominees, Barack Obama
(Democrat) versus Mitt Romney (Republican), and the vice presidential nominees,
Joe Biden (Democrat) and Paul Ryan (Republican), as well as on the debate
moderators, | investigate the nature and function of adversarial moves. FTAs
constitute an important part of those moves, and their study uncovers the three
main strategies used by the candidates: Obama’s self-promotion, Biden’s attempts
to intimidate Ryan (and to a lesser extent, the moderator), and Romney and Ryan’s
very similar rhetoric, which involves regular evasion techniques and use of vague
language.

Electoral debates are the only ultra-mediatised opportunities for candidates
to interact with one another. This type of event takes place so that the candidates
can confront each other’s ideas, and eventually win the debate, or debate series,
in the public opinion. As a result, the adversarial moves that occur in that context

are expected to be antagonistic, in that the candidates use an array of rhetorical
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tools to highlight their competence to the expense of the opponent(s). This requires
finding the right balance for each candidate between talking combatively and
appearing likeable to engage to the voter, through all modes of communication. In
effect, this analysis demonstrates that adversarial discourse is an inherent part of
individual style and is constituted from the adversarial moves the speaker choses
to perform in interaction, whether such moves occur verbally or non-verbally. The
ultra-mediatised nature of the data, live broadcast debate interactions, allows me

to study how adversarial moves are performed through multimodal communication.

3.2 Data

The subcorpus created for this chapter, UDebates12, is made up of the four main
debates from the 2012 US election extracted from my main corpus of political
discourse (PolDisc). | have selected these debates as this chapter’s focus, as they
are an event of significant importance in the campaign. In 2012, the first debate of
the series (Debate 1) was watched by 70 million Americans whereas the three
remaining debates were watched by approximately 60 million Americans. As a
result, this debate series became the most widely televised event after the Super
Bowl of that same year (Kalb, 2012), and thus, a series of political events of great
importance in the 2012 US presidential campaign. Table 3.1 provides a breakdown
of the corpus (UDebates12) debate by debate, including dates, the participating
candidates and moderators, duration and location. This also provides more
information on the internal organisation of the debates. The eight participants in the
debates (Table 3.1) are as follows: four moderators (one per debate) and four
candidates (two per debate). The two presidential nominees, Obama and Romney,

participate in three debates, whereas the two vice presidential nominees (Biden
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and Ryan) only participate in one: Debate 2, the Vice Presidential (VP) debate.
There are other participants too. Members of the audience directly interact with the

candidates in Debate 3.

Table 3.1 UDebates12 subcorpus overview

Debate 2
Debate 1 / VP Debate Debate 3 Debate 4
Date 03/10/2012 11/10/2012 16/10/2012 22/10/2012
Barack Joe Biden vs Barack Barack
Participants Obama vs Paul Rvan Obama vs Obama vs
Mitt Romney y Mitt Romney Mitt Romney
Domestic Dom_e stic and n/a (cf Foreign
Theme(s) Foreign o .
Issues . Organisation) Policy
Policy
Jim Lehrer Martha g?:v(\jllizy ggrt:ieffer
M
oderator (PBS Raddatz (CNN State of  (CBS News)
NewsHour) (ABC News) )
the Union)
Questions 5 segments
6x 15min and Answers agreed upon
Organisation segments 9x segments EQ&AS), with each
as many as “campaign”
possible”
Submitted by
the Gallup
Written institute, on
submissions behalf of 82
. to the Moderator’'s uncommitted Moderator’s
Questions . .
broadcaster questions voters from guestions
by members the New York
of the public Area
(audience
members)
Location Denver Danville Hempstead Boca Raton
(Colorado) (Kentucky) (New York) (Florida)
Duration 90 min 90 min 90 min 90 min
Word count 17,458 17,098 18,777 17,658

This participation is, however, minimal as it only consists of reading out their own
questions, which have already been submitted to the broadcasters (cf organisation

section of Debate 3, in Table 3.1). At other times, the studio audiences are
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reminded before the debate starts that they have to stay silent at any time except

at the beginning (and end) of the debates:

The audience here in the hall has promised to remain silent. No cheers,
applause, boos, hisses — among other noisy distracting things — so we
may all concentrate on what the candidates have to say. There is a noise
exception right now, though, as we welcome President Obama and
Governor Romney. (Jim Lehrer, Debate 1)

Other types of interactions, booing, applauding, tweeting, talking, which may take
place in the privacy of the viewers’ homes, or in other settings, are neither captured
nor included in the interactions studied here; they are performed by different
participants in different settings that do not influence the interactions taking place
in the debate studios.

The US election debates are run by the Commission on Presidential Debates
(CPD), which describes itself as an “independent organisation.” Its purpose is to
“ensure, for the benefit of the American electorate, that general election debates
are held every four years between and among the leading candidates for the offices
of President and Vice President of the United States” (The CPD, 2015). It is
financed by the input of “the communities that host the debates and, to a lesser
extent, from corporate, foundation and private donors” (The CPD, 2015), which
ensures its independence from either parties. In effect, the Commission only
organises the debates between the two main candidates, whereas other networks
organise other debates. The Commission is also in charge of choosing the debate
moderators according to three criteria: “a) familiarity with the candidates and the
major issues of the presidential campaign; b) extensive experience in live television
broadcast news; and c¢) an understanding that the debate should focus maximum
time and attention on the candidates and their views” (The CPD, 2015). It is added
that, to ensure that they are left unbiased and independent, the moderators “alone

select the questions to be asked, which are not known to the CPD or to the
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candidates. They do not meet with the campaigns, nor do the campaigns have a
role in moderator selection” (The CPD, 2015). According to the moderator of
Debate 1: Jim Lehrer, the preparation required for the moderators differs greatly

from that of “practiced journalism”:

It's about preparation, but its preparation so you could listen,
intelligently [...] it's spending hours and hours trying to get enough in
your head [...] you bring a context, with you, for the listening. [...] The
debate is among the candidates, and it's for the candidates, for the
public, and has nothing to do with the people who’re asking the
questions [...]" (Lehrer, 2012).

The extracts on which this study is based are transcribed according to Clayman
and Heritage’s conventions (2002), laid out in Table 2.5 (Chapter 2). This analysis

starts with Extract 3.1 from Debate 2 (VP debate) in the next section.

3.3 Rhetorical Questions as a means of answer (RQAS)

Election debates essentially rely on questions from the debate moderators to the
candidates. In this context, it is interesting to note that rhetorical questions are often
used as a means of answering those genuine moderator’s questions. In addition,
guestions and answers characterise moments in interaction during which adversarial
relations are the most obvious (Clayman and Heritage, 2002). The analysis of the
questions in the debates shows that, as well as appearing in the questioners’ moves,
rhetorical questions (RQs) are a crucial part of the debaters’ answers. | have called
these Rhetorical Questions as a means of Answering (RQAs). Examples 3.1 and 3.2
provide an insight into how RQAs are used by different candidates (bold, in

Examples 3.1 and 3.2).
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Example 3.1 RQA in Joe Biden’s discourse during the VP Debate (Debate 2)
RADDATZ: Vice President Biden?

BIDEN: It's incredible. Look, imagine had we let the Republican
Congress work out the sanctions. You think there's any
possibility the entire world would have joined us, Russia and

China, all of our allies?

Example 3.2 RQA in Romney’s discourse during Debate 1

ROMNEY : No, I — I have to respond to that —
LEHRER: No, but —
ROMNEY : — which is — [..] I want to bring down the tax burden

on middle-income families. And I'm going to work
together with Congress to say, OK, what are the
various ways we could bring down deductions, for

instance?

The interest in studying this phenomenon lies in the fact that although a common
feature of the political interview genre, rhetorical questions are not a commonly
agreed upon feature of political debates, as they are in fact often used by politicians
as a means to reset the agenda and thereby avoid a sensitive topic during
interviews. The two examples above show that each speaker attempts to reset the
agenda with the rhetorical question. In Example 3.1, Biden’s rhetorical question
aims at refocusing the discussion on the benefits of having a Democratic President
on international relations. In Example 3.2, Romney attempts to steer the agenda
away from a sensitive topic: the tax burden on middle-income families, towards the
broader area of bringing down deductions. This exemplifies how the two debaters,

as well as their running mates, are no exception, although | find that rhetorical
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guestions are not used as frequently across the board, nor are they used in the

same way, or with the same goal.
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Figure 3.1 RQA frequencies per candidate in the 2012 US presidential debate series
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In Figure 3.1, RQA types (1) break down the rhetorical questions found in the
debates according to their syntactic forms (Archer, 2005: 24): wh-questions, yes/no
guestions, disjunctive questions and negative questions, to show exactly how the
candidates use this powerful rhetorical tool. In parallel, | have broken down RQAs
according to how they occur in the data (RQA types (2)): prefaced questions,
guestions to which the speakers provide answers, bulk questions (that is, a series
of successive questions), and how many questions are asked in bulk.

Some of the RQA types (1) such as negative questions are possibly more
powerful as rhetorical questions in that they are “always conducive, i.e. they
indicate the speaker’s expectation of and preference for a given answer” (Archer,
2005: 26). Consequently, they are often seen as “controlling,” and “powerful”
(Archer, 2005: 26). This way, the use of negative questions as RQAs effectively
allows the speaker to achieve greater persuasion in that it manipulates the type of
response this triggers in the audience, whether mental or expressed. In addition,
this question type as an RQA can be a powerful “face aggravating structure,” similar
to negative-tag questions, (Johnson and Clifford, 2011: 56) in that the speaker can
construct the question in such a way that it elicits a type of response that could be

damaging to the opponent:

Example 3.3 Negative face aggravating question (in bold), Paul Ryan, Debate 2 (VP
Debate): 00.04.48-00.05-07

Our ambassador in Paris has a Marine detachment guarding him.

Shouldn't we have a Marine detachment guarding our ambassador in
Benghazi, a place where we knew that there was an Al Qaida cell with

arms?

This question exemplifies how Ryan attempts to direct the audience into thinking
that the decision of the Obama/Biden administration not to have a marine

detachment guard the US ambassador in Benghazi was a mistake in relation to the
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guestion preface (underlined). As a result, this constitutes an attack on Biden’s (and
Obama’s) positive face in that it expresses Ryan’s disapproval of an
administration’s decision, for which he holds them responsible.

Wh-questions usually start with an interrogative word. The “question element
is usually sentence/utterance initial [...] and indicates an element to be specified by
the addressee. In addition, it can be “a subject, object, predicate, complement, or
a part of a phrase” (Archer, 2005: 25, Biber et al. 1999: 204). In the context of
rhetorical questions, this type allows the speaker, for instance, to redirect the topic
of the discussion to something specific, or perform an agenda shift. As RQAs, wh-
guestions enable the speaker to hold the floor in that they assume the role of both
the questioner and the addressee and are, consequently, expected to “specify the
element” that constitutes the answer to the question, before the interaction can
follow its course. This proves to be a handy device for the debaters whose answers
often overrun the allocated speaking time, in a context where timing is scrutinised
to ensure that equality of treatment is respected. This prompts two facework related
side effects. First, it may enable the speaker to hold the floor for longer, as it is
pragmatically more difficult for the moderator to interrupt either participant while
they perform such RQAs. Interruptions are, in fact, “universally considered to be
impolite, as [they constitute] ‘an attempt to deny the speaker’s right to take that turn
construction unit to its first possible completion’ (Hutchby 2008: 228)” (Johnson and
Clifford, 2011: 50). However, if a speaker uses this technique too often, or, in the
context of the debates, generally ends up overrunning their timer, interruptions
become justified in that they protect the integrity of the debate, in which case the
speaker’s turn is ended by the moderator, to the benefit of the opponent, which, in
itself, constitutes a threat to the speaker’s face.

Disjunctive questions can be used to achieve similar goals (that is, holding
the floor) although to a lesser extent as they usually already include elements of

the possible responses in themselves. Example 3.4 occurs towards the end of
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Obama’s timed two-minute introductory statement to the Debate 1 segment on
entitlements (Debate 1: 00.38.31). As a result, Obama uses the rhetorical question:
how do we strengthen the system over the long term, as a tool to ensure the
moderator does not attempt to move on to Romney’s introductory statement. In
effect, the question complexifies what would be an otherwise straightforward
statement: my approach is to find the means to strengthen the system over the long

term.

Example 3.4 Disjunctive question as a technique to hold the floor, Obama, Debate 1.
00.40.18-00.40.57

So my approach is to say, how do we strengthen the system over

the long term?

RQA types (2) show that all three main categories (bulk, prefaced, and answered)
are a trademark of Romney’s discourse, which is also most likely to provide
answers to those questions among the four candidates.

RQA uses are very different across the four candidates: they are much more
frequent in Romney and Biden’s discourse than in the other two, whilst Obama is
the least likely to use them throughout the three debates he participates in. In
addition, Romney is most likely to provide answers to his rhetorical questions (30
out of 39 in Figure 3.1). This phenomenon is only accounted for approximately half
of the time in Biden’s discourse (11 out of 21 occurrences, Figure 3.1) and Ryan’s
discourse (7 out of 13), whereas Obama only provides answers to 6 out of 16
rhetorical questions over three debates. Example 3.5 reviews a case of RQA with

answer provided in Ryan’s discourse.
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Example 3.5 RQA with answer provided in Ryan'’s discourse, Debate 2

RYAN Look (.) *chuckles* (.) *sniffles* (0.2) Did they come i:n (.)

an’ inherit’ tough situation? Absolutely. (0.2) But we're

Example 3.5 highlights how Ryan clearly provides a direct answer to the rhetorical
question: did they come in and inherit a tough situation? In doing so, he effectively
builds up his own ethos (cf Mshvenieradze, 2013: 1940) as he acknowledges the
difficult task the opponent had in this particular case. This allows him to
subsequently launch an attack, introduced by but (bold). Meanwhile, Romney very
often uses rhetorical questions as a ‘bulk’ tool (my definition), with successive
rhetorical questions, rather than dispersed throughout the debates (Figure 3.1,
Types 2). Extract 3.1 exemplifies the bulk tool in Romney’s discourse (rhetorical

questions, II. 3, 5-6, 7-8, and 10-11, bold; answers, Il. 3-5, 6-7, 8-10, 11-14, italics).

Extract 3.1. ‘Bulk’ rhetorical questions in Romney'’s discourse (Debate 3, 00.13.09-
00.15.28).

1 ROMNEY ‘s a matter of fact, oil production is down 14 percent

2 this year, on federal land, and gas production is down
3 9 percent. (.) Why?-Because the President cut in ha:1f
4 (.)the number of licenses and permits (.) for

5 drilling- on federal lands, and in fed’ral waters. So
6 where’d the increase come from? (.) Well, ‘lot of it

7 came from the Bakken Range in North Dakota. (.) What

8 was his participation there? (.)The administration (.)
9 brought a criminal action (.)against the people

10 drilling up there for oil, this massive new resource
11 we have. Eh-u-uh-eh- an’ and what was the cause? Uh-
12 twen’y or twen’y five birds were killed and they

13 (.)brought out a: (.)migratory bird act to go after

14 them on a criminal basis.-Look I wanna make sure..
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In this extract, all rhetorical questions are wh-questions. They are introduced
strategically by Romney in order to create empathy with the public, while asking
“out loud” what everybody thinks about the incumbent President’s record on this
specific issue. In doing so, Romney’s aim is to damage the opponent’s credibility,
and to appeal to the voters’ emotions through pathos (cf Mshvenieradze, 2013:
1940) by showing that he is closer to them than the opponent is. More importantly,
the bulk aspect of these questions also allows Romney to hold the floor, which
highlights the role of said RQAs as a Constitutive means of an Adversarial Move
(CMAD), rather than supportive (SMAD) as it is a salient reoccurring pattern of
Romney’s strategy during the debates. Transition Relevance Places (TRPs) (Cora
Garcia and Baker Jacobs, 2010: 345; Sacks et al., 1974) are avoided through using
questions, which call for an answer (either by the speaker, or mentally, by the
listener), and therefore prevent a speaker change from occurring as the next action.
Thus, an interruption from either interactant carries a risk of being accused of
preventing him from providing a clear account of his thoughts on the matter, and
communicating effectively with the public. It is therefore both rhetorically powerful,
and an efficient pragmatic tool that contributes to asserting his position as a worthy
candidate and opponent.

By comparison, Romney’s running mate Paul Ryan makes a different use of
rhetorical questions. Table 3.5, highlights that rhetorical questions are more likely
to appear at the beginning of each of his interventions than at any other point of the
debate (8 occurrences out of 13 in total), that is, when his turn to speak formally
comes up in the debate. He also uses twice as many yes/no questions as wh-
questions, (Figure 3.1. columns 2 and 3) which is an especially high figure in
comparison to the other speakers, all the more so at the beginning of his
interventions. More peculiarly, Ryan’s use of rhetorical questions differs from that

of Romney, as they appear to be genuine requests for information.



-62 -

Example 3.6

Was 1t a good idea to spend taxpayer dollars on electric

cars in Finland, or on windmills in China?

Example 3.7

Can I tell you what that meant?

The use of the modal verb can in Example 3.6 creates ambiguity in that it is
uncertain whether an answer is expected from another participant, even though
Ryan does provide his own answer straight away. This way, the question functions
pragmatically as a rhetorical question. In Example 3.6, the positive orientation of
the rhetorical question seems to indicate a preference for the negative answer
(Archer, 2005: 26) while in Example 3.7, the illocutionary speech act performed
through the question pragmatically functions like an introduction of his argument
rather than an actual request for permission. “In saying [it, Ryan] do[e]s as [he]
says” (Butler, 2013: 12). This, in fact, is an example of conversationalised
monologue (Steen, 2003: 2), whereby Ryan attempts to make his input more
spontaneous and dynamic, “in order to increase the attraction and involvement” of
the public (Steen, 2003: 2). This way, both Republican candidates seem to use
RQAs as a means to achieve pragmatic goals in the context of the debates, which
demonstrates how two similar means of adversarial discourse can be used in order
to fulfill two different strategies: to hold the floor, or to conversationalise the
discourse. | provide more detail on Ryan’s discourse in the next section, and more
specifically how adversarial relations are constructed between him, the opponent,

and the moderator, in the 2012 US vice-presidential debate (Debate 2).
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3.4 Contrasts in challenging the opponent: the Biden/Ryan face-to-face

Confrontation occurs when two or more interactants challenge one another rather
than cooperate on a given topic. Confrontation consists of “the bringing of persons
face-to-face [...] for examination and eliciting of the truth” (Oxford English
Dictionary, 2015a). In the case of “countries, parties, etc., face-to-face: used of a
state of political tension with or without actual conflict” (Oxford English Dictionary,
2015a). In addition, confrontational is “characterised by or likely to cause
confrontation [...]; aggressive, marked by an adversarial approach” (Oxford English
Dictionary, 2015a). This is the case of the face-to-face between the two vice
presidential nominees Joe Biden (Democrat, incumbent) and Paul Ryan
(Republican, opposition), which took place in the second presidential debate of the
2012 series (Debate 2 / VP Debate). On this occasion, Biden’s performance was
described in terms of his “aggressive offence from the very beginning [which]
drowned out Ryan [...]” (Hamby et al., 2012), to the point that the latter “was unable
to regain his footing” (Hamby et al., 2012). In effect, it seems Vice President Biden’s
gaffe-free performance (Hamby et al., 2012; Burkeman, 2012), during a debate
which “much like Vice Presidents themselves, [does not] particularly matter,” was
generally perceived as a “high energy performance” (Burkeman, 2012). Meanwhile,
his opponent “visibly gulped” “on more than one occasion” (Burkeman, 2012):
“Biden did absolutely roll his eyes, snort, laugh derisively, and throw his hands up
in the air whenever Ryan trotted out his little beady-eyed BS-isms. [...] He was
absolutely right to be doing it” (Taibbi, 2012), especially in light of “Obama’s
uninspiring performance” the previous week (Cillizza, 2012). In relation to how the
debate was perceived through the above examples of media coverage, | review

how confrontation plays a key part in the development of adversarial moves in this
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event. | focus on how questions from the moderator are answered by the two
debaters, with a particular focus on how this is performed by Ryan and Biden

through a multimodal analysis of two extracts from the debate.

3.4.1 Stancetaking, distractions, and setting the agenda

Extract 3.2 highlights one particular interaction during which the moderator (Martha
Raddatz) interrogates Paul Ryan on tax cuts. This interaction takes place
approximately half-way through the debate. At this point, Joe Biden has already
responded to the question: who will pay more in taxes? Who will pay less? In
relation to this, Raddatz specifically asks Ryan for specifics (.3, 5, 10) through a
multiple yes/no question (ll. 4-6) prefaced by the explicit accusation: you have
refused, and again... (ll. 1, 3-4). In addition, the combination of the past process
refused in the question preface (1.3) combined with the future process won't (1.6)
insinuates that he is not prepared to comply, whatever the time and place.
Through that question (1.1, 3-6), Raddatz places herself as the spokesperson
of the voters (1.6). This stance allows her to justify the direct attack on the credibility
of Ryan’s plan, and constitutes an adversarial move in the sense that her
accusation implies an antagonistic relationship between the candidate, Ryan, and
the voters, whom she implies Ryan is misleading, and on whose behalf she claims
to be speaking. In fact, this stance type is commonly used as leverage to motivate
the pursuit of an “adversarial line of questioning” vis-a-vis the interviewee.
(Clayman, 2010: 271) (Extract 3.2, Il. 3-6). This stance is expressed throughout the
entire interaction. First, the repetition of the keyword specifics, (ll. 3, 10, 35) acts as
a reminder to the audience that she is not satisfied with Ryan’s answer throughout
the interaction. Second, the proposition you won't tell the voters (1.6) implies that
Ryan’s failure to respond accordingly results from his reluctance to communicate

effectively with the voters, while the stress on have (.5, 10) implies that this is a
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key element of her question, which presupposes that Ryan refuses to answer
because he does not know how to. Furthermore, the insinuations and interruptions
she performs contribute to the adversarial move she has launched against him, on
behalf of the voters (ll. 3, 4-5, 10, 13, 35): do you actually have the specifics, do
you have the specifics, do you know exactly what you're doing? No specifics again.
Also, those interruptions illustrate her attempts to redirect the focus of the
discussion on the agenda she has set. Raddatz does not leave time for Ryan to
respond to each part of the question, which allows her to restrict his answer within
the limits of the agenda (cf Clayman, 2010: 265). In fact, not allowing time to answer
is face aggravating (Archer, 2008: 182) and has the effect of further justifying the
allegations she is formally making through the question, that the candidate is indeed
misleading the voters. Second, the format of the yes/no question do you have the
specifics allows her to provide the two possible reasons why this is the case in
advance, which further restricts the scope of Ryan’s response within such a rigidly
set agenda. Thus, he can accept that he does not have the specifics and does not
know what [he’s] doing (1.4-5, 10, 13). This implies that there is no tangible evidence
that his proposal will work, as he has not done any research on the matter. And,
Raddatz’s concern suggests that Ryan is either “misguided” or “unreasonable,”
which poses a threat to his positive face (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 67).
Alternatively, he admits he is still working on it (I.5) which confirms his ill
preparedness, which also constitutes a loss of face. This establishes an overall
threat to Ryan’s face as it challenges both his good faith and intentions towards the
voters, which is “face threatening to the interlocutor” (Bull and Wells, 2012: 34) as
well as his knowledge of the technical side of the policies he advocates, which is
equally damaging. In addition, this showcases Raddatz’s strategy to confront the
candidate on issues about which she assumes he has not been forthcoming, which
exemplifies how debate moderators can also carry out adversarial strategies as

part of their moderating role.
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Extract 3.2 Confrontation between Martha Raddatz (MRAD), Paul Ryan, and Joe Biden
(Debate 2/VP Debate: 00.47.52 - 00.49.04)

1
2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

MRAD

BIDEN

MRAD

RYAN

MRAD

BIDEN

MRAD

RYAN

BIDEN

RYAN

BIDEN

MRAD

RYAN

We-well, let-let’ [s talk] about this [20 percent]. (.) You
[M-Mah...] [*laughs*]
refused, and-again, (0.2) to offer specifics on ho:w you

(.)pay for that 20 percent across.the board.tax cut. Do
actually have the specifics? Or are you still working on
and that's why you won't tell voters?
Different (.) than this administration, (.) we actually
to have (.) big bipartisan agreements. (0.2) You see (.)I
understand the..
Do you have the specifics? [D’you have the..]

[That woul’-that would be a
first for the Republican Congress] *chuckles*
[Do you know exactly what you’re doing?]
Look-look at what Mitt Romn’-(.)look at what Ronald

Reagan and Tip O'Neill did, (.) they worked together

(.) out of a framework to lower tax rates and broaden
the base (0.2) and they worked together to fix that.
What we're saying is: “here's our framework: (.) Lower
(.)”tax rates 20 percent. We raised about $1.2
trillion through income taxes, (.) We forego: about

$1.1 trillion in loopholes and deductions, (.)And so

what we're saying is, deny: those loopholes and
deductions to higher-income taxpayers, (.) so that
more of their income is taxed, (.) which has a broader
[base of taxation..]

[Can I translate?]

..s0 we can l:ower tax rates across the board.-Now
here's why I'm saying this. (.) What we're saying is,
[here's the framework...]

[T hope I'm going to get time to respond to this, Martha]
[You-you'll get time.]

[We wanna work with Congress..] (.)We wanna work with

the Congress on how best to achieve this. That mea:ns
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34 (0.2) successful.-Look..
35 MRAD No specifics, again.
36 BIDEN *laughs*

37 RYAN [What we’re saying is..]

Because the loss of face would constitute a severe risk of damaging his campaign,
the other alternative for Ryan is to attempt to maintain face and shift the agenda via
a new proposal of his own, which he does each time the moderator enquires again
about those specifics (Il. 7-9, 14-25, 27-29, 32-34, 37).

Multiple verbal interruptions by Joe Biden occur in addition to those from the
moderator: that would be a first for the Republican congress (ll. 11-12), can |
translate (1.26) and so on (l. 2, 30, 36). More importantly, these interruptions often
include a form of laughter (1.2, 12, 36) and contribute to challenging Ryan’s
credibility, (and act as FTAs on the part of Biden). This is made especially clear to
television viewers, who can witness the two candidates’ very different body
language side by side during the interaction, thanks to the split screen broadcast
format of this entire debate (cf Figures 3.2a, b, c).

Figure 3.2 highlights those differences. Biden’s reaction and first interruption
to Raddatz’s challenge of Ryan’s credibility: [M-Mah...] [*laughs™] (l. 2, Extract
3.2; Fig 3.2a), primarily informs the viewer that he does not give his opponent’s
proposal much credibility. The laughter at the mention of the 20 percent tax decrease
proposed by Ryan (1.2, Fig 3.2a) indicates Biden is effectively mocking his opponent.
This constitutes a threat to the latter’s positive face in that it “ridicules” the hearer’s
(Ryan) want (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 66) for, in this case, being considered as
a politician worthy of the policies they advocate. In fact, this aside is the starting point
of gradually intensified attempts from Biden to destabilise his young opponent during

his turn to speak by 1) creating an impression of mutual understanding between
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HD™

a. Biden (left) : [M-Mah...] b. Biden (left): [That woul’that
[*laughs*] (1. 2, Extract 3.2) would be a (1.11 Extract 3.2)

c. Ryan (right): they worked together (1. 15, Extract 3.2)

Figure 3.2 Screen capture of Ryan's (right) bodily communication compared to Biden's (left)
(Debate 2: 00.48.15-00.49.04)

himself and the moderator (1.2, 11-12, 26, 30, 36), and 2) seemingly attempting to
distract the audience from the opponent’s answer. In addition, Biden’s cheerful
expressions throughout the interaction (Figures 3.1a, b) whether he looks at the
moderator (Figure 3.2a), the camera, or his notes (Figure 3.2c) give an impression
of spontaneity, ease, and confidence which contrast with the more restrained,
composed (Fig 3.2a), serious (Figure 3.2c) and sometimes tense expressions
displayed by Ryan. This contrast is effectively heightened by Ryan’s stiff and
crouched posture, while Biden alternates between a variety of postures and
effectively occupies the space, without seeming agitated or nervous. Biden’s second
interruption takes the form of a sarcastic interjection in answer to Raddatz’s question

(1.11-12, Figure 3.2b) which pushes the FTA further:
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MRAD Do you have the specifics? [D’you have the..]

BIDEN [That woul’-that would be a

first for the Republican Congress] *chuckles*

LIVE
9:49pm ET

TCSPAN HD™

c-span.org

a. Ryan (right): What we're saying is: (1.18, Extract 3.2)

LIVE

6:50pm PT

TCSPAN HD™

c-span.org

b. Ryan (right): (.) We forego:.. (1.20, Extract 3.2)

Figure 3.3 Ryan’s (right) posture and facial expressions during Extract 3.2

Meanwhile, Paul Ryan’s face is slightly tilted down (Figure 3.2c.). Throughout the
extract, his face tenses up as he argues his case, and his eyebrows are almost

constantly raised, which as a result make his eyes look bigger. This enables the
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viewer to notice how intensely focused his gaze is towards the moderator (Figure
3.2a, b, c¢), which should preferably be avoided so that “the primary parties to the

eye contact [do not feel] uncomfortable” (Freeley and Steinberg, 2013: 341). This

is also peculiar, as hearers usually tend to focus their gaze more in the direction of

‘11 .
-~ L

Question: How would you pay for TCSPAN HD™
a 20% across-the-board tax cut? Span.org

a. Ryan (right): ..deductions to higher-income taxpayers..
(1.23, Extract 3.2)

Question: How would you pay for
a 20% across-the-board tax cut?

P AR PLAR i RR G AR PEAR P

anw @) @ 32 &
b. Ryan (right): [here's the framework...] (1.29, Extract 3.2)
Biden (left): [I hope I'm going to get time to respond to this,
Martha] (1.30, Extract 3.2)

Figure 3.4 Ryan’s upper body movements and facial expressions during the interaction
(Extract 3.2)
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the speaker rather than the other way around (Norris, 2004: 37).

Meanwhile, Ryan’s upper body movements are synchronised with his own
involvement with the facts he is reporting on, although they are quite spasmodic.
At the beginning of his answer, he starts almost immobile while referring to Tip O’
Neil and Reagan (I. 14-17). He then starts moving with a sudden shrug as soon as
he says, what we're saying (l. 18). Neck and shoulder movements as well as hand
movements follow through in accordance with the parts of discourse during which
he shows the most empathy: we forego, higher income, their income is taxed, lower
tax rates (1.20: Fig 3.3b, and Il. 18, 23, 24, 27).

Overall, Ryan’s body language seems rather agitated at times, quite different
from general expectations in a political debate of this scale, and quite different from

his opponent’s too:

Debaters and most public speakers should limit their physical
movement so as to allow the audience to maintain focus on their face
and eyes [...] keeping the shoulders square to the audience [...] the
head relatively still (not bobbing, looking down, or swaying side to side).
[...] Movement should be purposeful — it should aid in communicating
with the audience, [...] easy, economical, and purposeful, yet
apparently spontaneous (Freeley and Steinberg, 2013: 341).

Body movements mark his reactions to interruptions from Joe Biden throughout the
extract, and synchronise with repetitions in verbal language (Il. 28-33, Figure 3.4):
here’s why I'm saying this. What we’re saying is, here’s the framework... This draws
attention to Ryan’s struggle in his fight to move the agenda away from that which
has been set by the moderator, in order to portray himself as a worthy and serious
candidate to the voters. This also highlights his struggle to maintain face whilst

dealing with FTAs coming from both his opponent and the moderator.
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3.4.2 Creating distractions as an adversarial strategy

Biden’s third interruption is a rhetorical question: can | translate? (1.26) which
functions as a “token request for permission” (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 260)
and, because of its rhetorical nature, Biden takes it for granted. However, that
attempt fails and Ryan keeps speaking (ll. 27-29). Biden’s next interruption
intervenes immediately after (1.30-31), in which he directly addresses the moderator
again without consideration for the opponent, and this attempt is successful:
Raddatz acknowledges his requests and provides an answer to it (Figure 3.4b).

This constitutes a very powerful threat to Ryan’s positive face.

BIDEN [I hope I'm going to get time to respond to this, Marthal]

MRAD [You-you'll get time.]

Biden ignores the principle of turn-taking and offers to respond instead of Ryan.
Consequently, he blatantly refuses to cooperate in the activity of turn-taking in
providing answers to the moderator’s questions (cf Brown and Levinson, 1987: 67),
which shows he does not care about Ryan’s ‘positive or negative face wants”
(Brown and Levinson, 1987: 67). Furthermore, the moderator’s response to this
interruptive question from Biden (1.31, and extracted above) endorses Biden’'s FTA
against Ryan. His final interruption occurs towards the end of the interaction, and
solely consists of laughter, following Raddatz’s conclusion in response to Ryan’s

argument (1.36) (Figure 3.5).
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1
‘ =Y

l LIVE
6:50pm PT

Question: How would you pay for TC-SPAN

a 20% across-the-board tax cut? c-span.org

Raddatz (off-screen): No specifics, again. (1.35, Extract 3.2)
Biden (left: *laughs* (1.36, Extract 3.2)

Figure 3.5 Biden'’s reaction to Raddatz’s conclusion of the interaction (Extract 3.2)

In those instances, Biden either triggers responses from the moderator by his
interruptions, or chooses to react to her interventions/criticism of the opponent. This

combination of perfect timing, a certain ability to engage with the moderator (see

TARNT

Mo

Question: How would you pay for
SERAT a 20% across-the-board tax cut?

Figure 3.6 Biden's (left) bodily communication in reaction to Ryan's (right) answer (Debate 2:
00.48.15 - 00.49.04)
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Biden’s gaze towards her, and away from Ryan, Figure 3.5), and to monopolise
her attention while his opponent speaks, enhances Biden'’s face considerably, in that
it shows strength and leadership in ways the opponent does not. In addition, it allows
him to play the role of a commenting figure, and Raddatz’s equal in that respect,
rather than a simple debater.

Further consideration of Biden’s bodily communication throughout the debate
highlights his ability to balance appropriate behaviour and expressions of
spontaneity which enable him to effectively communicate both when it is his turn to
speak, and when it is not. In effect, Biden’s body language and facial expressions
become more tense and serious at times. He frequently appears to be taking notes
while listening to the opponent. In those moments, head movements are key to
convey silent messages, which distract the public from the opponent’s discourse.
He alternates between facing the camera, the opponent, and looking down to write
notes, thereby showing he is fully engaged with all aspects of the interaction, in
contrast with Ryan’s fixed stare towards the moderator (cf Figures 3.3, 3.4, 3.5,
3.6).

The study of Biden’s behaviour also highlights telltale signs of interruptions (|.
26, Extract 3.2). Before uttering the words: can | translate? Biden’s gaze shifts
quickly towards the moderator (who is off camera during the whole interaction)
which seems to convey he is taking issue with what the opponent just said. This is
confirmed when he interrupts Ryan again to address the moderator (1.30): | hope
I'm going to get time to respond to this, Martha, as if to bear witness that Ryan’s
discourse is not only inaccurate to his ears but also to hers, in spite of the
impartiality required by her position. In this way, Biden is effectively drawing on her
own attitude towards Ryan during this interaction, and exploiting the weaknesses

in her impartiality, which also participates in Biden’s adversarial strategy.
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3.4.3 Ryan’s fight to reset the agenda

Ryan’s first attempt at resetting the agenda consists of antagonising the opponent
(Joe Biden), different than this administration (1.7) and redirecting the topic of the
discussion on bipartisanship, or alluding to the absence thereof in the incumbent
administration led by the opponent: we actually want to have big partisan
agreements (I.7-8). In spite of the multiple interruptions from the moderator and from
the opponent discussed above: do you have the specifics (1.10), can | translate?
(1.26) (also, 1.11, 13, 30, 31, 35, 36), Ryan attempts to maintain the focus of his talk
on a twofold argument based on the repetition of sets of key words: lower tax(es),
and framework, first introduced at .16, then repeated at Il. 18, 19, 27, 29 (highlighted:
bold). In the meantime, the second axis of his argument draws a parallel between a
historical precedent, which occurred in the 1980s: look at what Ronald Reagan and
Tip O’ Neill did, they worked together... (11.15-16), and the plan he promotes: What
we're saying is: “here's our framework” (1.18-19). He achieves this while using
identical grammatical items: the keyword framework (11.16, 18, 29, in bold) and the
phrase lower tax rates (1.6, 18-19, 27) which guide the argument throughout the
interaction. However, the use of deictic markers (you see, look, what we're saying
is, at 11.8,14, 18, 21-22,27-28-29, 34, 37) at the start of a new block of coordinate
phrases makes the argument more complex and therefore less intelligible. Although
those are usually referred to as “topicalisers,” that is, markers of a topical shift, so
that the argumentation can be followed easily (Hind, 2012: 1262-63), it is difficult to
see how they make Ryan’s argument any clearer in this particular case. In addition,
the array of politico-economical jargon: loopholes, deductions, forego, higher
income, base of taxation, which punctuate the extract, render it even less intelligible
to the average viewer. Thirdly, the use of the inclusive pronoun we (.7, 18, 19, 20,
22, 27, 28, 32) is ambiguous at times in relation to its level of inclusivity: we raised,

we forego (I1.19-20), which adds to the incoherence of the discourse. In fact, it does
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not specify whether we refers to Ryan and the Republicans as part of his argument
for bipartisanship, or to the Democrats, as part of his attempt at antagonising the
opponent. The succession of subordinate relative clauses: so that more of their
income is taxed, which has a broader base of taxation, so we can lower tax rates
(I.23-27) make the argument longer and more complex, which is likely to create a
loss of interest from the audience. Ryan’s conclusion of the argument crystallises
that impression: We wanna work with the Congress on how best to achieve this. That

means... Successful.” (Il. 32-34)

3.4.4 Power relations and stancetaking in the 2012 US vice presidential
debate

On multiple occasions throughout the debate, as exemplified in Extract 3.2 above,
and Extract 3.3 below, Biden addresses the moderator by her first name. Although
it is common practice for candidates to address the moderators by their first names,
in this particular case, this is associated with the performance of an adversarial
move. Addressing another interactant by their first name is usually associated with
higher ranked individuals addressing subordinates: “higher status actors enjoy a

general right of entry into the psychological sphere of subordinates.

Examples 3.8a, (Extract 3.2) and b (Extract 3.3). Biden’s address strategy in the VP Debate

a. [M-Mah...] [*laughs*]

b. Oh, I didn't say-no, I'm not saying that! (.) But facts
ma:tter, Martha.-You're a foreign policy expert,-Facts

matter. (.) All this loose talk about them, "All they have to

They address subordinates by first-name, while subordinates use title-last-name

speaking ‘up” (Morand and Hocker, 2002: 305). Second, in Extracts 3.2 (I.2) and
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3.3 (1.17), these injunctions are in effect token requests for permission to speak and
interrupt the opponent, in order to assert one’s authority.

In doing so, Biden asserts his social rank in spite of the debate rules, and, as
discussed above, this is not challenged by either the moderator herself or the
opponent. Raddatz is summoned for attention, even though she is the figure of
authority in this context, and the guarantor of a fair treatment to both candidates,
therefore, if she responds her integrity as moderator is jeopardised. In addition, the
summons also functions as a double threat to Ryan’s face. As the moderator replies
positively, acknowledges the summons and complies, neither she nor Biden is now
paying attention to Ryan (Extract 3.2, 11.30-31). This move is pragmatically
extremely powerful in destabilising the opponent. Biden’s attitude and multiple
interruptions constitute a very aggressive strategy of face threats overall. This
apparent alignment and mutual understanding with the moderator implied at times
by Biden is, however, not consistent throughout the debate, and is sometimes a
rather dangerous, potentially self-damaging strategy. In Extract 3.3, Biden
addresses Raddatz by her first name again (1.17), as he responds to her statement:
you’re acting a little bit like they don’t want one. In this case, he uses her name not
as a request for attention, but as a ploy to reassess his authority as a socially higher
ranked individual. In doing so, he also takes the opportunity to remind her of her
own expertise as a foreign policy expert, and implies that her expertise may come
into question if she does not agree with what he is saying. This constitutes a
dangerous move for the candidate because appearing too assertive may cause him
to lose face if the moderator responds negatively to the threat. However, Biden’s
earlier demonstration of force and leadership allow him to maintain and even

enhance his own face via the repetition of the phrase facts matter (Il. 16-17, 17-18).
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Extract 3.3 Joe Biden: signs of assertiveness. (Debate 2: 00.19.00 - 00-.19.53)

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

RYAN

BIDEN

RYAN

BIDEN

MRAD

BIDEN

MRAD

RYAN

BIDEN

MRAD

BIDEN

Thank heavens we had these sanctions in place, (.) it’s in
spite of their oppos[ition.] (.) They've given 20 waivers

[O:h God!]*chuckling*

to this sanction. (.) And a:11 I have to point to are the
results! (.) They're four years closer toward a nuclear
weapon. (.) I think that case speaks for itself.

[And they’re..] *laughing*
Ca-can.. can you tell the [American people, what’s worse:
[By the way, they-they are not four

years closer to a nuclear weapon.]
another war in the Middle East..]

[Of course they are]
They-they're closer to being able to get enough fissile
material to put i:n a weapon if they HA:D a weapon!
You’re acting a little bit like they don't want one.
Oh, I didn't say-no, I'm not saying that! (.) But facts
ma:tter, Martha.-You're a foreign policy expert,-Facts
matter. (.) All this loose talk about them, "All they have to
do is get to (.) enrich uranium in a certain amount and they
have a weapon," no:t. true. Not true. They. Are. More..-And if

we ever have to take action, (.) unlike when we took office,

we will have the world behind us, and that matters. (.)

That matters.

Extract 3.3 highlights another instance in the debate in which Biden’s style is
particularly assertive. In this extract, the debaters are discussing the probability, and
subsequent menace, of a nuclear-armed Iran. At this point in the discussion, Ryan

accuses (l. 1-2) the incumbent ticket (Obama-Biden) of opposing sanctions against

Iran, to which Biden’s reaction is unequivocal (I. 3):

BIDEN

[O:h God!]*chuckling*
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The first half of the interaction (up to |. 14 included) allows Biden to assert his
confidence on the topic and showcase his experience as Vice President for the past
four years, which contributes to the creation of a stark contrast with his younger, and
relatively inexperienced opponent Paul Ryan. This confidence is shown (l. 2, 7) in
Biden’s reactions to what Ryan is saying: chuckling, and laughing (1.3, 7). Those
spontaneous reactions emphasise his ability to perform and occupy the stage when
he is supposed to stay silent, all the while creating a distraction from the opponent
when it is his turn to speak. As a result, this contributes to increasing the contrast
with the dramatic tone Ryan adopts: thank heavens (l. 1), they're four years closer
towards a nuclear weapon (l. 4). Multimodal study of Biden’s behaviour at this point
of the interaction reveals that he is very lively, both in his reactions as a recipient and
while speaking. Similar to Extract 3.2, he appears either to be enjoying himself far
more than his serious and tense opponent, or to be in perfect control of his image,
through both verbal and non-verbal communication (cf Figures 3.2, 3, 4, 5, 6). Extract
3.3 confirms the previous findings. Biden interrupts both his opponent and the
moderator on several occasions (ll. 3, 7, 10). At 1.3, 7, he interrupts the opponent.
First, it consists of an exclamation: Oh God, followed by laughter, which indicates
disbelief regarding what Ryan is trying to say, and a similar interruption occurs at 1.7:
Andthey’re... *laughing*. What occurs at |.10 is, however, quite different, for this time

Biden interrupts the moderator, thereby denying her position of authority.
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L=
¢l 9:20pm ET
Question: How effective would a military  se.gpAN
strike be on Iran? c-span.org

Biden (left): [By the way, they-they are not four years closer to
a nuclear weapon]

Raddatz (off-screen): [..another wayr in the Middle-East]

Ryan (right): [Of course they are]

Figure 3.7 Biden (left) interrupts the moderator (1.10, Extract 3.3)

As Figure 3.7 shows, Biden’s behaviour at that point is quite assertive and self-
centred: his eyes are closed to signal to the other interactants that their attempts to
regain the floor are ignored. In the meantime, he raises his voice and, repeats the
word they four times overall (Il.10-15), which adds more power and effectiveness to

the interruption:

BIDEN [By the way, they-they are not
four years closer to a nuclear weapon.]

MRAD war in the Middle East..]

RYAN [Of course they are]

BIDEN They-they're closer to being able to get enough fissile

material to put i:n a weapon if they HA:D a weapon!

Eventually, Biden’s use of force is so intense that the moderator gives up, while the

television audience can barely hear Ryan’s attempt at contradicting his opponent: of
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course they are (1.12). This use of force is performed on multiple levels of
communication, via non-verbal means as described above, and via verbal means:
repetitions (they) and emphasis: weapon, HA:D.

On a lexical level, the repetition of the opponent’s words: they’re four years
closer to a nuclear weapon (.5, 10, 11, 13-14) allows Biden to mitigate the impact
of his attempt to reset the agenda, while his insistence on a vocal level and the
closing of his eyes allow him to clearly assert his opinion as definitive and
unquestionable.

In the second part of the interaction, Biden directly addresses the moderator
by her first name (1.17) as a defensive reaction to what seems like an attempted FTA
from her: you're acting a little bit like they don’t want one (1.15, highlighted: red). This
reaction marks a crucial difference between him and Paul Ryan in relation to how
both respond to FTAs throughout the debate. The next section highlights how
Obama’s strategy varies greatly from that of his running mate Joe Biden, in that it
focuses on self-promotion to perform adversarial moves, rather than open

confrontation.

3.5 Self-promotion: the Obama strategy

While Biden and Ryan choose confrontational strategies, using antagonisation,
evasion techniques to reset the agenda, intimidation, and distracting the audience,
Obama avoids direct confrontation with his opponent Mitt Romney and uses
promotion of his own record as a means of indirectly attacking his him.

To begin, | discuss the importance of the quality of the performance of the
candidate, and draw on this dimension of adversarial moves to discuss the

effectiveness of Obama’s self-promoting strategy throughout the debate series, and
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the implications of Obama and Biden’s diametrically opposed adversarial styles as a

consequence.

Extract 3.4 Debate 1 - 00.07.15 - 00.08.10

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

LEHRER Mr. President-u:h. please respond directly to what the

OBAMA

governor just said abou:t trickle-down - u:h his trickle-

down approach he’s (.) -as he said yours is.
Well (.)-uh let me talk specifically about what I think
we need to do (.) u::h First (0.2) we’ve gotta improve

our education system. An::d we’ve made enormous progress
drawing on ideas from (0.5) both Democrats and
Republicans. Uh-that are already starting to show gai:ns
in some of the (.) toughest to-deal-with school. Uh:
we’ve got a program called Race to the Top (.) that (0.3)
uh (0.3) has (0.3) prompted (.) reforms in 46 states
around the country raising standards, improving (.) how
we train teachers, so now I wanna (0.2) hire another
100,000(.) uh new math and science teachers. And create
2 million more slots in our community colleges, so that
(.) people can get trained for the jo:bs (.) that are out
there right now. And I wanna make sure that we keep

(.)u:uh) tuition low (0.3) for our young people.-uh- [..]

In Extract 3.4, the moderator Jim Lehrer requests that Obama comments on Mitt

Romney’s opening statement, and especially on the trickle down government

criticism (in bold, below).

Now,

I'm concerned that the path that we're on has just

been unsuccessful. The President has a view very similar

to the view he had when he ran four years ago, that a

bigger government, spending more, taxing more, regulating

more — 1if you will, trickle-down government would work.
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That's not the right answer for America. I'll restore the

vitality that gets America working again.

(Mitt Romney, Debate 1: 00.06.54-00.07.15).

In his response (Extract 3.4), Obama does not comply with the request expressed
guite clearly by the moderator (I.1): please respond directly to what the governor just
said about trickle down [...]. In his answer: Well, let me talk specifically about what |
think we need to do (I.4), Obama ignores the term trickle down (Il.2-3, highlighted:
bold) and performs an explicit “request for permission token” with the use of the “shift
marker” well (Hind, 2012: 1267), which pre-indicates Obama’s intention to move
away from the agenda (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 260). This is enhanced through
let me, which performs the explicit permission token itself to shift the agenda towards
a different perspective (Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 260). This pragmatically forms
a turn-type violation (Greatbatch, 1986: 443), through which he denies the topical
relevance of that which is set by the interviewer, thus enabling him to avoid
responding to the question. In the meantime, the “marker of differentiation of opinion”
performed through well (Hind, 2012: 1267) serves the purpose of 1) mitigating the
agenda shift (cf Bull and Wells, 2012: 43; Harris, 2001) and 2) maintaining face for
both himself and the moderator. However, multiple hesitations (highlighted: grey),
make his speech delivery staggered, with pauses placed within clauses rather than
in between them, which indicate the speaker’s lack of focus (I1.9-11) and/or struggle

to find the words to speak his mind.

OBAMA in some of the (.) toughest to-deal-with school. Uh:
we’ve got a program called Race to the Top (.) that (0.3)

uh (0.3) has (0.3) prompted (.) reforms in 46 states
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Consequently, the argument is less intelligible to the audience, as the numerous
pauses become a distraction from the argument, which shows Obama in a rather
weak position, very similar to that of Ryan, as studied in the previous section. After
a successful attempt to shift the agenda, he does not succeed in articulating clearly
the key points of his argument. The comparison of this answer with that which he
performs in Extract 3.5 is particularly interesting in that it highlights the differences in
Obama’s performances on these two occasions (Debate 1 and Debate 3).

The interaction captured in Extract 3.5 occurs in Debate 3 (the second debate
in which Obama and Romney participate), which consists of a Q&A session during
which the candidates take turns to answer preselected questions from uncommitted
audience members from the area. Here, both candidates have been asked about
what they can do to ensure that young people can find a job after graduating, which

invites a very similar response with Extract 3.4 from Obama.

60
50

40

30 /
/

20

Percentage of voters

10

Debate 1 Debate 2/VP Debate 3 Debate 4
Debate

- (Obama/Biden victory Romney/Ryan victory Tie

Figure 3.8 Public perception of the debates’ outcomes

In relation to this phenomenon, let me introduce Figure 3.8, relating the public’s

perception of the candidates’ performances throughout the debate series (Dutton et
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al., 2012a, b, c, d). Those results are based on the percentage of uncommitted voters
whose opinion was requested in relation to each debate’s result: a victory/defeat of
either side, or a tie.

First, Obama’s performance was reported to be notably worse in the first
debate (Extract 3.4, Debate 1 in Figure 3.8) in which he participated (Extract 3.5,
Debate 3 in Figure 3.8). Second, the argument repetition almost word for word in
Extract 3.5 (Il.15-19) exemplifies the attention to detail that is put in by the candidates’
teams prior to the debates. The line: offering slots for workers to get retrained for the
jobs that are there right now is repeated in Extracts 3.4 (ll. 15-17) and 3.5 (Il. 20-21).
The differences in terms of the execution of the answer highlight how Obama’s
performance was poorly executed on the first occasion (Extract 3.4), in comparison
to Extract 3.5. In addition, the line | want to make sure is almost exclusively present
in the Debate 3 (Extract 3.5), with one occurrence in Debates 1 and 4 respectively,
out of 9, with a few variants: | do want to make sure (Figure 3.9, bold). Figure 3.9
shows that the phrase is used in a specific context, where the outcome of the actions
carried in the subordinate clauses introduced by make sure that, have to be mostly
inclusive and with a positive outcome. Additionally, the keyness of make sure (85
occurrences overall in the entire corpus) reaches a score of 338.13 in Wordsmith
Tools (Scott, 2005), whereas its log likelihood score (UCREL, 2015) is 119.59 in
comparison with the COCA wordlist. This demonstrates the importance of the phrase

in Obama’s discourse during this debate especially.
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Extract 3.5 Obama’s response to a question from the audience. Debate 3 - 00.05.28 —

00.06.40

1 OBAMA And there’re (.) a bunch of things that we can do- to

2 Fig3.5a make sure your future (.) is bright. (.) Number one. I
3 Fig35b (0.2) wanna build manufacturing -jobs in this country

4 (.)again. Now when (0.2) Governor-Romney said we should
5 let Detroit go bankrupt. (.) I said: (.) we’re gonna bet
6 on American workers and the American auto industry, and
7 Fig35c it’s come (.) surging back. I wanna do that in industries
8 not just (.) in Detroit but all across the country! (.)
9 And that means we change our tax code so we’re giving
10 incentives (.) to companies that’re investing here in
11 the United States and, creating jobs here. It also means
12 we’re helping them- and to small businesses, to export
13 all around the world new markets. (.) Number two. (.)

14 We’ve got to make su:re- that we have the best education
15 system in the world. And the fact that you’re- going to
16 college is great, but I want everybody to get a great

17 education. And we’ve- worked hard to make sure (.)that
18 student loans are available for folks like you. (.) But
19 I also want to make sure that community colleges are

20 offering slots for workers to get retrai:ned for the

21 Fig3.5d jo:bs that are there right now, and the jobs of the

22 future. (.) Number three. (.) We’ve got to control our
23 own energy. (.) Not only oi:1 and natural gas (.)which
24 we’ve been investing in, but also we’ve got to make sure
25 we’re (.) building (.) the energy sources of the future
26 (.)not just thinking about next year, but 10 years from
27 now, 20 years from now. That's why we invest in solar
28 and wind and biofuels, (0.2) energy-efficient cars. (.)
29 We’ve gotta reduce our deficit,but we’ve got to do it in
30 a balanced way..
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Furthermore, the alternating inclusive and individual dimension of | want to make
sure, we want to make sure, we make sure, make sure that we (ll. 14, 19, 24) subtly
implies that the Obama approach to tackling the problem of education is a personal
concern, while it also needs to be the result of a common, if not national, effort to find

the right solution.

N Concordance

20 on. THE PRESIDENT: I do want to make sure -- THE PRESIDENT: I
21 mportant thing we can do is to make sure we control our own en
22 rterrorism efforts. Number two, make sure that they are standin
23 dy have during my administration, make sure that they can affor
24 me initial emergency measures to make sure we didn't slip into

25 sure your kids can go to college, make sure that you are getting

26 th our tax code, and how do we make sure that we are reducing

27 there right now. And I want to make sure that we keep tuition

28 t cooperation from Congress to make sure that we fixed the sys
29 , what he says is he's going to make sure that this doesn't ad

30 ot two daughters and I want to make sure that they have the sa

31 e entire country. And I want to make sure that the next generati

32 here, not overseas. I want to make sure we’ve got the best ed

33 n't think so, Candy. I want to make sure your timekeepers are

34 or structural change in order to make sure that Social Security

35 ely to help you in your life, make sure your kids can go to ¢

36 g an international coalition to make sure these sanctions were

37 at grows the economy is when we make sure small businesses ar

Figure 3.9 Concordance list extract of make sure in Obama's discourse during the 2012 US

debate series

The audience member’s question provides an opportunity for him to give the same

message in Extract 3.5 in a more effective way than in Extract 3.4. In effect, Obama’s
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speech delivery has radically changed. It is more assured and more regular, as the
transcript shows. Here, the absence of any noticeable hesitations contributes to
making the argument clear and intelligible, on the contrary to Obama’s spasmodic
speech delivery highlighted in Extract 3.4. In addition, even though the argument
relies in both cases on self-promotion rather than confrontation, the articulation of
the discourse has evolved between the two extracts. In Extract 3.5, the argument is
well structured, broken-down into numbered points: number one, number two,
number three (Il.2, 13, 22) which are followed by first person pronouns, | to start with

(Il.2-3) then Obama switches to we (Il.13-14, 22-23).

Number one. I (0.2) wanna build manufacturing -jobs in this country
Number two. (.)We’ve got to make su:re- that we have the best
Education system in the world.

Number three. (.) We’ve got to control our own energy. (.)

Each point of the argument is constructed as a procatalepsis, through which the
candidate anticipates a possible counterargument from another interactant by raising
an objection (Silva Rhetoricae, 2016, Lanham, 1991: 119) to it, which 