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Abstract

The present study examines the (de) legitimization strategies
used in the statements made by diplomats from Saudi Arabia, the
United Arab Emirates, Bahrain and Egypt, the four Arab states
that severed ties with Qatar on June 5, 2017 for supporting and
funding terrorism, in interviews, press conferences, and UN
Security Council meetings. It also examines these strategies in
the statements made by the U.S. State Department spokesperson
in Department press briefings. Employing van Leeuwen's (2007)
and Reyes' (2011) (de) legitimization strategies, the study also
investigates the linguistic devices used to realize the
(de)legitimization strategies as well as the functions that these
strategies and their linguistic realizations fulfill. The study shows
that diplomats from the Arab quartet use a number of
(de)legitimization strategies, such as authorization, moral
evaluation, a hypothetical future, and altruism, to directly and
explicitly legitimize the decision to boycott Qatar and
delegitimize its policies. It also reveals that the U.S. indirectly
and implicitly delegitimizes boycotting Qatar, and explicitly
legitimizes Qatar's efforts to fight terrorism and extremism as
well as Kuwait's mediation efforts. The study develops the
strategy of posing unanswered questions which is used to
legitimize some actions and delegitimize others.

Keywords: Qatar crisis — the Arab quartet — U.S. State

Department — (de) legitimization strategies — political discourse
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1. Introduction
Political discourse is an activity that is inherently linguistic in

nature as politicians employ language to inform audiences about the
decisions made and actions taken with regard to important political
issues. The aim is to legitimize these decisions and actions so as to
explain, justify and hence convince others that they are right, lawful,
desirable and a must since they are for the good not only of certain
countries but also of the world community. This act of legitimization,
which is a key concept in political discourse, involves an act of
delegitimization that serves to present others negatively, and their
actions and policies as unlawful and can do harm to the whole world.

One major political issue that has recently received wide
attention is the Qatar crisis which started on June 5, 2017. Four
countries, namely Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain
and Egypt, severed relations with Qatar due to its support of terrorism
and extremist Islamist groups classified as terrorist organizations, such
as the Muslim Brotherhood. The Arab quartet also cut diplomatic ties
with Qatar because it finances and provides safe havens to terrorist
groups, incites hatred and violence, and interferes in the internal affairs
of these countries as well as in those of other countries. Since the crisis
started, diplomats from the four boycotting countries have sought to
explain and justify, i.e. legitimize their joint decision and actions
against Qatar, and delegitimize its policies that drove them to end
relations with it. The U.S. State Department also made statements that
reveal whether it legitimizes or delegitimizes the decision and actions
of the four countries. The present study examines the (de)
legitimization strategies employed by diplomats from the four Arab
states and the U.S. State Department spokesperson in statements made
on the Qatar crisis as well as the linguistic realizations of these
strategies. It also examines the functions fulfilled by the (de)
legitimization strategies and their linguistic realizations.
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2. Aims of the Study

Because legitimization is considered a type of justification, it is
tackled "in connection with courses of action: we ought to do X (or
action X is legitimate) because it conforms to certain norms or values
that we adhere to" (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012, p. 109).
Accordingly, the justification involved in legitimization has "one
particularity, namely to invoke publicly shared and publicly justifiable,
and sometimes even highly formalized, codified, institutional system

of beliefs, values and norms, in virtue of which the action proposed is
considered legitimate" (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012, p. 109).
Moreover, legitimization, which 1is prototypically political, is
employed when politicians seek to justify their decisions, policies or
actions when they expect opposition or criticism (van Dijk, 1998). It is
especially required in contexts of "controversial actions, accusations,
doubts, critique or conflict" (Rojo & van Dijk, 1997, p. 561). Thus,
(de) legitimization is essential in managing crises as politicians use
this technique to show that

"m

our' actions and policies were correct and
beneficial, and 'their' actions deviant and threatening to the country"
(Rojo & van Dijk, 1997, p. 560). In this regard, the present study
attempts to answer the following research questions:

1- What are the (de) legitimization strategies used in statements made
by diplomats from the Arab quartet as well as in the ones made by the
U.S. State Department spokesperson to (de) legitimize boycotting
Qatar and its policies?

2- What are the linguistic devices used to realize the (de)
legitimization strategies?

3- What functions do the (de) legitimization strategies and their
linguistic realizations serve?
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3. Data and Methodology

The data of the present study consists of the statements made
by diplomats from the Arab quartet that cut off diplomatic relations
with Qatar on June 5, 2017. More specifically, the data comprises the
interviews conducted with the foreign ministers of the four boycotting
countries in which they tackled the issue in question, the joint press
conferences held by the foreign ministers of the quartet in Cairo on
July 5, 2017 and in Manama (Bahrain) on July 30, 2017 as well as a
joint press conference held on July 19, 2017 in Baghdad between
Egyptian Foreign Minister, Sameh Shoukry, and Ibrahim Al-Jaafri, his
Iraqi counterparty. The statements made by Egypt's representatives in
the UN are also analyzed. The representatives are Thab Moustafe,
Egypt's Deputy Ambassador to the UN, and Amr Abdellatif Aboulatta,
Egypt's Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the UN since
2014 and Chair of the UN Security Council Counter-Terrorism
Committee. The statements made by the Arab diplomats are all in
Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). Analysis of this authentic Arabic
data, rather than its English-translated version, is carried out in this
study. The statements issued by the U.S. State Department on the
Qatar crisis are also examined as the U.S. has been sending mixed
messages on the dispute between the quartet and Qatar since the
beginning of the crisis. These statements are made by Hethaer Nauert,
spokesperson of the U.S. Department of State, during Department
press briefings.

The Arabic data has been obtained from YouTube whereas the
English data has been downloaded from the website of the U.S.
Department of State. The date collected covers the period from June
2017 to July 2017 as the crisis began on June 5, 2017 and was at its
peak during these two months. It was also during this period that
important statements were made by the U.S. State Department and
diplomats from the four boycotting countries in interviews, joint press
conferences and the U.N. Security Council meetings. The total number
of statements made by diplomats from the quartet and which are
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analyzed in the present study is 15. The number of press briefings in
which the U.S. State Department spokesperson made statements about
the Qatar crisis from June to July 2017 is 11.

The present study adopts a qualitative methodological
approach. To analyze the collected data, van Leuwen's (2007) and
Reyes' (2011) (de) legitimization strategies are employed. The
qualitative approach as well as van Leeuwen's and Reyes' strategies
have been chosen as they are deemed more suitable for the purposes of
the current research, and help yield an in-depth analysis of the data.
Instances of legitimization and delegitimization strategies and their
linguistic realizations are identified in the data. Significant examples
that are representative of the strategies, the linguistic devices used to
realize them in the data, and the functions fulfilled by the strategies
and their linguistic realizations are given and elucidated.

4. Theoretical Background

In political discourse, language and politics are closely related
since politics has "a linguistic, discursive and communicative
dimension" (Chilton, 2004, p. 4). This entails that any "political
activity does not exist without the use of language" (p. 60). Thus,
language plays a key role in political discourse analysis whose aim is
to seek "the ways in which language choice is manipulated for specific
political effect" (Wilson, 2001, p. 410). Indeed, politicians employ
language to reconcile differences through persuasion, discussion,
bargaining and eliciting support for collective decisions, and thus
legitimize political actions, goals and what is presented as right or
wrong (Chilton, 2004, p. 5; Hague, Harrop, & Breslin, 1998, pp. 3-4;
Reyes, 2011, p. 784). Moreover, some political problems can "be
studied more completely and sometimes more adequately when it is
realized that the issues have an important discursive dimension" (van
Dijk, 1997, p. 12). This is the case in legitimization which is one
crucial concept in political discourse that is discursively constructed
and is essential for political communication. It is also argumentative in
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nature as it involves deliberation and an appeal to reason (Fairclough
& Fairclough, 2012; Fonseca & Ferreira, 2015).

Legitimization is defined as "the creation of a sense of positive,
beneficial, ethical, understandable, necessary or otherwise acceptable
action in a specific setting" (Vaara, 2014, p. 503). It is a crucial
function of language use and involves "providing good reasons,
grounds, or acceptable motivations for past or present action that has
been or could be criticized by others" (van Dijk, 1998, p. 255). In
legitimization, speakers attempt to win "accreditation for social actions
and relations" (Hart, 2014, p. 7). They tend to explain and clarify why
they act in a certain way and why this action is reasonable or desirable.
In other words, legitimization justifies actions, decisions and policies
(van Dijk, 1998, p. 256). Thus, legitimization "is public justification,
an argumentative process in which an action is justified in terms of
reasons which can themselves, in turn, be justified as (worthy of
being) collectively accepted or recognized" (Fairclough & Fairclough,
2012, p. 242). There are two levels of justification involved in
legitimization. These are "justification of action in virtue of some
reason and a justification of that reason in virtue of a publicly
recognized system of norms, values, beliefs" (Fairclough &
Fairclough, 2012, p. 110). In other words, speakers legitimize actions
by showing that they conform to certain norms, beliefs and social
values (Ross & Rivers, 2017, p. 3).

According to van Leeuwen (2007), legitimization provides
"answers to the question "Why' — "'Why should we do this?' and "Why
should we do this in this way?" (p. 93). Answering those questions
requires providing the type of reasoning of the form "we ought to do X
because of y" so as to persuade hearers that a particular action, stance
or viewpoint are right (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012, p. 110;
Fonseca & Ferreira, 2015, p. 685). To this end, legitimization
techniques include "arguments about voters' wants, general ideological
principles, charismatic leadership projection, boasting about
performance and positive self-presentation” (Chilton, 2004, p. 46).
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The discourse of legitimization goes hand in hand with
delegitimization which is seen as "discursively creating and
transmitting a negative image of the Other" (Screti, 2013, p. 212).
Delegitimization involves challenging the opponents' policies and
showing that they are incongruous with values and norms as they lack
any positive, beneficial or ethical acts (Ross & Rivers, 2017; Steffek,
2003). Delegitimization techniques involve presenting the other
negatively using "ideas of difference and boundaries, and speech acts
of blaming, accusing, insulting, etc." (Chilton, 2004, p. 46).

Speakers legitimize their own policies, actions and decisions,
and delegitimize those of their opponents using a number of strategies
which "can be used in either predetermined or unprompted way" (Alj,
Christopher, & Nordin, 2016, p. 78). These strategies are "specific, not
always intentional or conscious, ways of employing different
discourses or discursive resources to establish legitimacy" (Vaara,
Tienari, & Laurila, 2006, p. 794). According to Chilton (2004),
legitimization  strategies include "positive self-presentation,
manifesting itself in acts of self-praise, self-apology, self-explanation,
self-justification as a source of authority, reason, vision and sanity..."
(p. 47). Strategies of delegitimization involve "acts of negative other-
presentation, acts of blaming, scape-goating, marginalizing, excluding,
attacking the moral character of some individual or group, attacking
the communicative cooperation of the other, attacking the rationality
and sanity of the other" (Chilton, 2004, p. 47).

Van Leeuwen (2007) proposes a framework in which he
distinguishes four strategies of (de) legitimization and their linguistic
realizations. These strategies are: authorization, moral evaluation,
rationalization and mythopoesis. They are defined as a "way in which
language functions and is used for the construction of legitimacy"
(Vaara & Tienari, 2008, p. 988). According to van Leeuwen (2007),
these strategies "can occur separately or in combination. They can be
used to legitimize, but also to de-legitimize, to critique ... And they
are all realized by specific linguistic resources and configurations of
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linguistic resources" (p. 92).

4.1 Authorization

Van Leeuwen (2008) characterizes legitimization as an answer
to the "spoken or unspoken 'why' questions — '"Why should we do this?
or 'Why should we do this in this way?" (p. 106). Authorization
provides an answer to those questions by indicating the appropriate
personal or impersonal authority held by an individual, government,
organization or law. This is indicated by van Leeuwen (2008) who
holds that authorization refers to "legitimization by reference to the
authority of tradition, custom, law, and/or persons in whom
institutional authority of some kind is vested" (p. 105). Thus, answers
to the above questions can be "because I say so", where the authority is
assigned to a person or "because so — and — so says so", where the
authority is vested in a government, organization, rule or law (Ali et
al., 2016; van Leeuwen, 2007).

Authorization is divided into six categories: personal authority,
expert authority, role model authority, impersonal authority, the
authority of tradition, and the authority of conformity. In personal
authority, legitimate authority is assigned to individuals who, due to
their status or position, do not have to explain or justify their actions or
what they ask others to do except by saying "because I say so".
However, they can provide reasons if they wish to do so. Personal
authority legitimization is linguistically realized using verbal process
clauses in which the utterance of the person in authority includes
obligation modality (e.g. Magnus sat down. Because the teacher said
they had to) (Ali et al., 2016, p. 78; van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 94, 2008, p.
106).

In expert authority, expertise, rather than status, provides
legitimization. This expertise may be stated explicitly or taken for
granted if the expert is a key figure in a given field. Expert authority is
realized via verbal or mental process clauses. In this case, the expert
occupies the subject position (e.g. Some experts say it is best to kiss
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the child, not look back and go; Dr. Juan believes it may be a good
idea to spend some time with the child in class) (Sadeghi, Hassani, &
Jalali, 2014, p. 1583; van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 95, 2008, p. 107).

In role model authority, "people follow the example of role
models or opinion leaders ... and the mere fact that these role models
adopt a certain kind of behavior, or believe certain things, is enough to
legitimize the actions of their followers" (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 95).
Examples of role model authority are: "The wise teacher finds out the
correct way to pronounce the child's name" and "Experienced teachers
involve the whole class in supporting the new comer" (van Leeuwen,
2008, p. 107).

The answer to the "why" questions in impersonal authprity is
"because the laws (the rules, the policies, the guidleines, etc.) say so"
(van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 108). Like personal authority, impersonal
authority can be the subject of verbal process clauses (e.g. "The rules
state that ...", "The law says that ..."). Impersonal authority is also

nn nn

realized by using nouns, such as "policy", "regulation", "rule", "law",
etc., or their adjectives or adverbs (e.g. "compulsory", "mandatory",
"obligatory"). This kind of legitimization is seen in "It is the policy in
her area to admit children termly after their fifth birthday" and
"Playtime is usually a compulsory break in the programme" (van
Leeuwen, 2007, p. 96).

In the authority of tradition, "the implicit or explicit answer to
the 'why' question is ... 'because this is what we always do' or 'because
this is what we have always done' (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 96). The
authority of tradition can be invoked through words like "tradition",
"practice", "custom", "habit", etc. This is seen in "It was the practice
for children in infant schools to be given free milk daily" (van
Leeuwen, 2008, p. 108).

The answer to the "why" question in the authority of
conformity is "'because that's what everybody else does' or 'because
that's what most people do" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 109). The

authority of conformity is legitimizing because of the implicit
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messages "'everybody else is doing it, and so should you' or 'most
people are doing it, and so should you" (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 97).
Conformity legitimization is recognized through an explicit
comparison, as in "Then she let go of Mummy's hand and skipped
along towards the open gate of the playground, just as Uncle Jack and
Uncle Ned, Auntie Mary and Mummy had done, when they were

children". It is also realized using high frequency modality, as in "The
majority of teachers keep records of their progress" and "Many schools
now adopt this practice" (Ali et al., 2016, p. 79; van Leeuwen, 2007, p.
97).

4.2 Moral Evaluation

Moral evaluation is based on moral values and is not imposed
by an established authority according to which actions are (de)
legitimized without any justification. This strategy can be employed

indirectly. Therefore, moral evaluations can be recognized using
common sense knowledge rather than by means of explicit linguistic
methods (Ross & Rivers, 2017, Sadeghi & Jalali, 2013, van Leeuwen,
2007). Moral evaluation is subdivided evaluation, abstraction and
analogies.

In evaluation, evaluative adjectives, such as "good", "bad",
"healthy", "normal", "natural", "useful", etc., are essential as they
"communicate both concrete qualities of actions or objects and
commend them in terms of some domain of values" (van Leeuwen,
2007, p. 98). Evaluation is seen in the following examples:

- It is perfectly normal to be anxious about starting school.

- It is only natural that the first days of school are upsetting.

- Showing signs of stress about starting school is a natural and healthy
response (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 111)

In abstraction, moral evaluations are expressed by "referring to
practices (or to one or more of their component actions or reactions) in
abstract ways that 'moralize' them by distilling from them a quality that

links them to discourses of moral values" (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 99).
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For example, "get on with others" or "cooperate" can be used instead
of "the child goes to school for the first time" to legitimize going to
school with respect to a discourse of independence (van Leeuwen,
2008, p. 111).

The strategy of analogies refers to making comparisons that
have legitimizing or delegitimizing purposes (Sadeghi et al, 2014; van
Leeuwen, 2008). The questions "Why must I do this? and "Why must I
do this in this way" are answered by saying "'because it is like another
activity which is associated with positive values' (or, in the case of
negative comparison, 'because it is not like another activity which is
associated with negative values')" (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 99). The
analogy can be expressed implicitly or explicitly. In implicit analogy,
"an activity that belongs to one social practice is described by a term
which ... refers to an activity belonging to another social practice, and
the positive or negative values ... which are attached to that other
activity, are then transferred to the original activity" (van Leeuwen,
2008, p. 112). For example, in "drilling pupils" and "incarcerating
pupils", the words "drilling" and "incarcerating" are borrowed from the
military and the prison to describe the actions of teachers (van
Leeuwen, 2008, p. 112). Explicit analogy is expressed explicitly by
using a similarity conjunction or circumstances of comparison, as in
"Like an adult starting in a new job ... the child will be worried" and
"It will become as automatic as cleaning your teeth" (van Leeuwen,
2007, p. 100).

4.3 Rationalization

Rationalization refers to legitimization "by reference to the
goals and uses of institutionalized social action, and to the knowledge
society has constructed to endow them with cognitive validity" (van
Leeuwen, 2007, p. 92). It is divided into instrumental rationality and
theoretical rationality. The former "legitimizes practices by reference
to their goals, uses, and effects" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 113). The
latter "legitimizes practices by reference to a natural order of things"
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(van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 113). Instrumental rationalization is divided
into three categories: goal-oriented instrumentality, means-oriented
instrumentality and effect-oriented instrumentality.

In goal-orientaion, "purposes are constructed as 'in people', as
conscious or unconscious motives, aims, intentions, goals ... the
formula is ' do X in order to do (or be, or have) y" (van Leeuwen,
2007, p. 102). It can be realized either explicitly using a purpose
clause with "to", "in order to", "so as to", as shown in the first
example, or implicitly, as in the second one.

- Jane's teacher used eye contact and facial expression to establish
positive bonds with her.

- Your child may respond by spending hours happily entertaining
herself drawing while she develops her visual, creative and motor
skills (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 102).

In means-oriented instrumentality, "the purpose is constructed
as 'in the action', and the action as a means to an end. The formula is

then either 'l achieve doing (or being, or having) y by X-ing', which
leaves the agency intact, and uses circumstances of means with 'by’,
'by means of, 'through,' etc., or 'X-ing serves to achieve being (or
doing, or having) y', which does not" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 114).
Means-orientation is seen in the following example:

- The skilful teacher can save the new entrant's face by showing herself
to be on his side (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 102).

The category of use is one subcategory of means-orientation in
which the purposeful action is presented as a means to realize a goal,
as in "Registration can also be used to encourage children to respond
to their own names and learn each others" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p.
115). Another subcategory of means-orientation "focuses on the
potential of specific actions for serving specific purposes and uses
clauses with 'facilitating' processes, such as 'allow', '‘promote’, 'help',
'teach’, build', 'facilitate,' etc., in which the purposeful action is subject
and the purpose object or complement" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 115).
This is seen in "It helps her to develop her sense of time" (van
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Leeuwen, 2008, p. 115).
Effect-oriented instrumentality underscores the outcome of

actions. According to van Leeuwen (2007), in effect-orientation:
Purposefulness is looked at ... as something that turned to
exist in hindsight, rather than as something that was, or could
have been, planned beforehand. Those involved might be
able to predict the outcome, but they cannot fully bring it
about through their own actions. In this case there is no
identity between the agent of the action whose purpose is to
be constructed, and the agent of the action that constitutes the
purpose itself. (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 103)

Thus, the purpose is the outcome of the action. It is expressed using
"so that" or "that way", as in "Your child has to learn to control
aggressiveness, so as to be accepted by others" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p.
115). The purposeful action can also be the agent of the purpose
action, as in "Sending children away from home at an early age builds

character". In this example, the purposeful action is the initiator of the
action (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 103).

In theoretical rationalization, legitimization "is grounded, not
in whether the action is morally justified or not, nor in whether it is
purposeful or effective, but in whether it is founded on some kind of
truth, on 'the way things are" (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 103). There are
three forms of theoretical legitimization: definition, explanation and
predication. According to van Leeuwen (2008), in definition "one
activity is defined in terms of another moralized activity. For a
definition to be a definition, both activities must be objectivated and
generalized, and the link between them must either be attributive ('is',
'constitutes', etc.) or signicative ('means', 'signals', 'symbolizes', etc.)
(p.116). This form of theoretical rationality is shown in the following
examples:

- Transition is a necessary stage in the young child's experience.
- School signals that her children are growing up.
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- What we are asking for is not just economic prosperity, but civil
rights, equality, freedom, justice and freedom of speech (Sadeghi et
al., 2014, p. 1584; van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 116).

In explanation, one or more of the actors involved in a practice,
rather than the practice itself, who are defined or characterized
(Sadeghi & Jalali, 2013; van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 104). Van Leeuwen
(2008) holds that in explanation "the answer to the 'why' question is:
'because doing things this way is appropriate to the nature of these
actors'. Generality is again essential. Explanations describe general
attributes or habitual activities of the categories of actors in question”
(p. 116).

As for predictions, although they "have a ring of authority
about them, they are meant to be based, not on authority, but on
expertise, and they can therefore be denied by contrary experience"
(van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 104). An example of prediction is: "Don’t
worry if you or your child cries. It won’t last long" (van Leeuwen,
2008, p. 116).

4.4 Mythopoesis
Mythopoesis refers to "legitimation conveyed through

narratives whose outcomes reward legitimate actions and punish non-
legitimate actions" (van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 92). Mythopoesis is
divided into four categories. These are moral tales, cautionary tales,
single determination and overdetermination. In moral tales,
"protagonists are rewarded for engaging in legitimate social practices
or restoring the legitimate order" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 117). In
other words, legitimization is established by acknowledging or
rewarding what is considered a legitimate social practice (Ross &
Rivers, 2017). An example of moral tales is: "No wonder there had
been so many voices cheering her on. The whole family had come
with Daddy to see Mary Kate win her first race (van Leeuwen, 2008,
p. 118). Unlike moral tales, cautionary tales "convey what will happen
if you do not conform to the norms of social practices. Their
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protagonists engage in deviant activities that lead to unhappy endings"
(van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 106). In other words, cautionary tales show
what happens when social actors do not abide by norms of social
practice. Thus, "the discursive practice of delegitimization is more
closely aligned with the consequences of non-legitimate actions,
beliefs and practices (Ross & Rivers, 2017, p. 9). A cautionary tale is
seen in: "The demonstrators will not accept the latest government
concessions saying the only way out of the crisis is for President
Mubarak to step down and face possible prosecution for his nearly
three-decade authoritarian rule" (Sadeghi et al., 2014, p. 1585).

Sngle determination occurs when events are represented in a
straightforward way in a narration so as to be legitimized or
delegitimized (Sadeghi & Jalali, 2013, p. 1068; van Leeuwen, 2007, p.
106). An example of single determination is "Millions of Egyptians
are protesting all over Egypt to demand an end to Mubarak's regime"
(Sadeghi et al., 2014, p. 1585)

Overdetermination occurs "when social actors are represented
as participating, at the same time, in more than one social practice"
(van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 47). It is divided into two subcategories,
namely inversion and symbolization. In the former, "the actors and/or
actions are inverted in terms of specific semantic features" (van
Leeuwen, 2008, p. 118). In other words, social actors in inversion are
represented as being involved in two practices which are opposite each
other. A case in point is The Flintstones, a comic in which the
activities and actions of the Flintstones resemble those of an American
family. They are overdetermined as "they do things that twentieth-
century families do, but they look alike, and are nominated as,
prehistoric cave dwellers" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 48). In the latter,
stories may '"use symbolic actions, specific actions that can
nevertheless represent more than one domain of institutionalized social
practice" (van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 119).

Reyes (2011) expands onsome of van Leeuwen's (2007) (de)
legitimization strategies and develops new ones that can be employed
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to justify actions. The strategies proposed by Reyes are: (1) emotions,
(2) a hypothetical future, (3) rationality, (4) voices of expertise and (5)
altruism. Like van Leeuwen's (2007) strategies, Reyes' (2011)
strategies can occur alone or along with other strategies. Reyes also
presents how these strategies are linguistically represented in
discourse. Two strategies, namely rationality and voices of expertise,
are not explained below since they resemble van Leeuwen's (2007)
strategies of rationalizations and authorization, respectively.

4.5 Legitimization through Emotions

This legitimization strategy "deals with the appeal to emotions"
(Reyes, 2011, p.788). Social actors appeal to their interlocutors'
feelings to evoke different emotions so as to explain and justify, and
hence legitimize, their deeds and thus elicit particular responses from
their interlocutors or gain their understanding and approval of their
actions.

Because appealing to emotions enables social actors to shape
their interlocutors' viewpoints with respect to a certain issue,
politicians employ constructive strategies to linguistically establish an
"us-group" and a "them-group". These strategies are "utterances which
constitute a "we" group and a "they" group through particular acts of
reference" (van Leeuwen & Wodak, 1999, p. 92). Legitimization by
appealing to emotions is realized linguistically by making linguistic
choices to represent the "others" negatively by attributing "negative
qualities to their personalities or their actions" (Reyes, 2011, p. 785).
Thus, they are described and represented using Referential or
Nomination Strategies to answer the question "How are persons named
and referred to linguistically?", Predicative Strategies to answer the
question "What traits, characteristics, qualities and features are
attributed to them?" and Argumentative Strategies in answer to the
question "By means of what arguments and argumentation schemes do
specific persons or social groups try to justify and legitimize the
exclusion, discrimination, suppression and exploitation of others?"
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(Wodak, 2001, pp. 72-73). Referential or Nomination Strategies are
used for constructing and representing social actors. Predicative
Srategies are used to identify social actors via evaluative attributions.
They are similar to the category of evaluation in van Leeuwen's
strategy of moral evaluation. Argumentative Strategies are used to
refer to the actions of social actors (Reyes, 2011, pp. 785-786). The
following are examples of legitimization through emotions using
Referential or Nomination Strategies, Argumentative Strategies and
Predicative Srategies:

- ...clear a neighborhood of extremists and terrorists (Referential or
Nomination Strategies).

- They killed innocent people (Argumentative Strategies).

- ... The Taliban — a ruthless, repressive and radical movement
(Predicative Strategies) (Reyes, 2011, pp. 791-792).

4.6 Legitimization through a Hypothetical Future

Another strategy employed in political discourse is to pose a
possible future threat that entails immediate action in the present
(Dunmire, 2007). In legitimization through a hypothetical future,
politicians show that present problems and decisions occur due to past
deeds and thus require carrying out imminent actions to ensure that
these problems do not happen again in the future. In other words, the
present is shown as a time that requires making decisions about taking
actions against others presented as being guilty. These actions are
caused by past events or deeds and can have future consequences
(Fonseca & Ferreira, 2015; Reyes, 2011, p. 793). The future is
displayed according to the actions taken in the present. Accordingly,
"the future displays two alternatives depicted in two different ways: (a)
If we do not do what the speaker prpposes in the present, the past will
repeat itself ... (b) If we do act according to the speaker's suggestion,
we will have security at home and we will enjoy a series of familiar
values: freedom, liberty, happiness" (Reyes, 2011, p. 793). In option
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(A), politicians legitimize their actions by presenting a hypothetically
fearful future scenario. In this case, the future represents "an
ideologically significant site in which dominant political actors and
institutions can exert power and control" (Dunmire, 2007, p. 19). To
this end, hypothetical future problems resulting from not acting
according to what the speaker proposes are linguistically represented
by using conditional structures and the modals "would" and "could", as
in:

- Yet, it's important for our fellow citizens to understand that failure in
Iraq would be a disaster for our future ... If we were to fail in Iraq, the
enemy would follow us here to America.

- It's a different kind of war in which failure in one part of the world
could lead to a disaster here at home (Reyes, 2011, p. 794).

Politicians can display the hypothetical consequences of not

following their proposals without the use of modality which indicates
the degree of the speaker's commitment to the truth of what is being
said (Thompson, 2004; Reyes, 2011). Lack of modal adjuncts
expresses the speaker's strong commitment to what they are saying as
their statements are presented as facts. According to Reyes (2011), this
strategy helps "achieve political goals by presenting hypothetical
assumptions as factual reality ... A lack of modality adverbs and
modal verbs ... calls for imminent action" (p. 796). This is seen in the
following example:
- It is from here [Afghanistan] that we were attacked on 9/11, and it is
from here that new attacks are being plotted as I speak (Reyes, 2011,
p. 796).

In option (B), speakers depict "a future with enduring

prosperity and familiar values for the audience" (Reyes, 2011, p. 796).
A promising and secure future is appealed to by showing what will
happen when the speaker's proposed course of action is accepted, as in:
- And therefore, in the long run, your children and grandchildren are
more likely to live in peace with the advent of liberty (Reyes, 2011, p.
796)
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4.7 Altruism

This strategy refers to the legitimization of actions by
proposing them "as actions beneficial to others. Doing things for
others ... presents the action as beneficial for a community and
circumvents judgment about the selfishness of the speaker" (Reyes,
2011, p. 801). In other words, politicians legitimize their decisions and
actions by showing that they ensure and promote the well-being of
other groups or communities, as in: "Troops from Fort Benning are
now serving in Iraq right now, helping to protect the troops and the
Iraqi citizens, training Iraqi security forces. You're doing something

else remarkable here, rebuilding schools and helping improve lives"
(Reyes, 2011, p. 802).

In political discourse, previous research on legitimization and
delegitimization has mainly examined these notions in newspaper
articles (Ali et al., 2016; Rasti & Sahragard, 2012; Yagcioglu & Cem-
Deger, 2001), political speeches (Mirhosseini, 2017; Oddo, 2011;
Reyes, 2011; Said, 2017, Sulaiman & Jamil, 2014) and the discourse
on key events like the Arab Spring, wars and economic crises (Cap,
2006; Chouliaraki, 2005; Dunmire, 2007; Fonseca & Ferreira, 2015;
Reyes-Rodriguez, 2008; Sadeghi et al., 2014; Sadeghi & Jalali, 2013;
Vaara, 2014; van Dijk, 2005).

The present study adds to the above literature on legitimization
and delegitimization by studying them in relation to the Qatar crisis
with Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Bahrain and Egypt. To the researcher's
knowledge, no earlier studies examined the statements made by
diplomats from the Arab quartet and the U.S. State Department
spokesperson on this issue. Moreover, unlike the existing research on
the two notions in question, which has either applied van Leeuwen's
(2007) (de) legitimization strategies only or developed different ones,
the current study employs both van Leeuwen's (2007) and Reyes'
(2011) strategies and proposes a new one as well.
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5. Analysis
This section demonstrates the employment of legitimization

and delegitmization strategies in the statements made by diplomats
from the Arab quartet and the U.S. State Department spokesperson.
The data is analyzed using van Leeuwen's (2007) and Reyes' (2011)
(de) legitimization strategies. Van Leeuwen's strategies are analyzed
first followed by those of Reyes.

5.1) Authorization

The strategy of authorization characterizes the person or party
entitled to exercise legitimate authority. In the analyzed data,
impersonal authority and authority of conformity are employed in the
statements made by diplomats from the Arab quartet, as seen in the
following examples:

Example (1)
Ol b Jasill g ol HY) aca (e 22 ¢ yla8 Al g0 agdi YT aadall (4
agin e baaiall as¥) eliact Jgall Z8S o) ) clgd Al Jsall 2020
AadlSay ¢ Aokl a1 Gl <ol ) 585 Al sall cldlasy) ASaY g ¢ juae
Al 48 Gla Yl
It's only normal for Qatar, which supports terrorism and
interferes in the internal affairs of countries, not to
understand the commitment of UN member states, including
Egypt, to combat terrorism in all its forms in accordance with
the binding provisions of international conventions and
Security Council resolutions (All News, 2017).

In example (1), impersonal authority, which refers to authority
legitimization by reference to laws, rules and regulations, is employed
in the statement made by Amr Abdellatif Aboulatta, Egypt's
Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the UN and President of
the UN Security Council Counter-Terrorism Committee. By using the
two nouns "a\Sai" (provisions) and "<l & (resolutions) in  &s..."
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" A kel e Gudae @l )5 A gall L8N HSAY (.. in accordance with

the binding provisions of international conventions and Security
Council resolutions), Aboulatta legitimizes Egypt's act of fighting
terrorism by showing that it results from its commitment to the
provisions of international conventions and Security Council
resolutions because they are binding to all UN member states.

Example (2)
O3S Ui ga L asiy 3 Al gsslaall 83 (588 el gl JMlae
Js2 IS b daY) Jsal) i aal Lggle (380 daal g (sala a5 A )|
Al
Minister Sameh Shoukry mentioned the six principles upon
which the position of the four countries is based. These
principles are clear and are agreed upon not only by the four
countries but also by all the countries in the world (RT
Arabic, 2017).

In this example, Bahraini Foreign Minister, Khaled bin Ahmed
Al-Khalifa, seeks to legitimize the position adopted by the Arab
quartet with respect to the Qatari crisis as well as the six principles of
fighting terrorism and extremism outlined in the joint press conference
held in Cairo on July 5, 2017 by employing conformity legitimization.
He shows that these principles, upon which the position of the four
Arab states rests, are legitimate because all countries in the world, and
not just the four boycotting countries, agree on them. The authority of
conformity is realized by using the cognitive verb "@i" (agree) and
high frequency modality in "JS" (all) to emphasize the legitimacy of
the decision taken by the four Arab states to boycott Qatar by
conveying the message that all the countries support the quartet in
their stance towards it because of the common consensus on the six
principles of combating all forms of terrorism.

Only personal authority is used in the statements made by the
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spokesperson of the U.S. State Department, as shown in example (3):

Example (3)

So the Secretary has said, and continues to say, that he
believes that this dispute can be resolved with the parties
themselves (U.S. Department of State, 2017f).

Personal authority legitimization is utilized in this example in
which Heather Nauert, spokesperson of the U.S. State Department,
refers to what Rex Tillerson, U.S. Secretary of State, said with respect
to the rift between Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Bahrain and Egypt, on the
one hand, and Qatar, on the other hand. Legitimization is vested in
Tillerson because of the authority he has due to his position as
Secretary of State. Linguistically, personal authority legitimization is
realized in this example via the verbal process "said" and the modal
verb "can". Although van Leeuwen (2007) holds that in personal
authority legitimization "the authority's utterance contains some form
of obligation modality" (p. 94), this is not the case in example (3) in
which this kind of legitimization is realized using the epistemic modal
"can" which is used to express ability and possibility rather than
obligation. This may be done to show that it is possible for the Arab
quartet and Qatar to resolve their dispute on their own without
interference from the U.S. In other words, avoiding the use of
obligation modality reflects the desire of the U.S. not to take part in
defusing the Qatari crisis.
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5.2 Moral Evaluation

The strategy of moral evaluation is employed in the analyzed
Arabic and English data. While it occurs through evaluation only in
the Arabic data, it occurs through evaluation and abstraction in the
English data. Evaluation in the statements made by diplomats from the
Arab quartet is realized through evaluative adjectives which are used
to legitimize the decision taken by the four Arab states to boycott
Qatar and delegitimize Qatar's acts and practices. These uses are
shown in examples (4) and (5), respectively:

Example (4) , )
sk sy el jde ) el 3aldl 8 cule ) gsalal)
o) g M) cugill b 5y A )5 e s Leileld Ll g 48 paa e sl a) (b
Gliie) o Lalad 3 Gl 5 W jlse (ga i Gl yladl adla g Llia g y¥) J 50l
kil i yall oo o a1 Sl
The principles that were outlined in Cairo and the thirteen
demands which Qatar has to meet are unprecedented,
effective and necessary measures that are taken at the time
that the four countries believe is suitable and drives Qatar to
change its path and stop adopting extremist ideologies (Dmc,
2017c).

In this example, Egyptian Foreign Minister, Sameh Shoukry, talks
about the six principles and the thirteen demands which are deemed
necessary by the quartet to start the negotiation process to resolve the
crisis with Qatar. He describes them using the evaluative
adjectives " 2" (unprecedented), "lhlel LI (effective),

"y )5 wa" (necessary) and the adjectival phrase dasijall... cud gl é Sl
"o kil (...taken at the time ...extremist ideologies). By so doing,
Shoukry aims at legitimizing boycotting Qatar by showing that the
measures which the four Arab states have taken against Qatar are the
result of its practices and promotion of extremist ideologies.
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Example (S
Cunnay R il ya) 53 5 dalw sl a) oo AR &5 ) sl aY)
YOO b ol s oS Al degSall Lo e ) il
Lt 8 o paiad LAY o2a L8 (3abad o (K15 byl 5 Y £
Addaiall J g0 olad 43 gaad) g Al
The measures are sovereign and were taken because of the
policies followed by the Qatari government .. Two
agreements were made in Riyadh in 2013 and 2014 but Qatar
did not adhere to them and kept adopting its negative and
hostile practices towards the countries of the region (On
Live, 2017¢c).

In example (5), Adel bin Ahmed Al-Jubeir, Saudi Foreign
Minister, describes the measures taken by the quartet as "4l
(sovereign), thereby legitimizing them as well as the decision to cut
ties with Qatar. He also says that Qatar has failed to comply to the
agreements signed in Riyadh in 2013 and 2014 which dictated not
meddling in the internal affair of Arab countries, not supporting
antagonistic media, the Muslim Brotherhood or other groups or
organizations that would threaten the security and stability of the
region, and not providing refuge to media outlets or Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC) citizens who commit encroachments against GCC
states. By saying that Qatar persistently pursued policies that the
quartet considers "dxlses 4ul." (negative and hostile), Al-Jubeir
delegitimizes Qatar's policies and practices towards Arab countries.

In the analyzed English data, evaluation is used to legitimize
Qatar's practices and delegitimize those of the quartet, as shown in
examples (6) and (7):

Example (6)
We recognize that Qatar has made some great efforts to try to

stop financing of terror groups, including prosecuting
suspected financiers, freezing assets, and introducing

141



stringent controls on its banking system there ... We're
grateful to the Qataris for their long-standing support of our
presence there in that nation. They have helped to provide us
with an enduring commitment to regional security (U.S.
Department of State, 2017a).

Heather Nauert, spokesperson of the U.S. Department of State,
attempts to give a positive image of Qatar in this example by using the
positive evaluative adjectives "great", "long-standing" and "enduring"
to describe Qatar's efforts to fight terrorism, support the presence of
the U.S. in it, and show commitment to regional security. Thus, these
evaluative adjectives serve to legitimize Qatar's acts and practices,
thereby implying delegitimization of boycotting Qatar as well as the
measures taken against it.

Example (7)

The only thing I can say about the demands ... some of them
will be difficult for Qatar to incorporate and to try to adhere
to. That's as far as I'm going to go in saying that — some of
them will be challenging for that country (U.S. Department
of State, 2017g).

In example (7), Nauert talks about the thirteen demands made
by the Arab quartet to mend the diplomatic rift with Qatar. She uses
the negative evaluative adjectives "difficult" and "challenging" to
describe the demands and thus delegitimize them. Thus, Nauert
expresses disapproval of these demands and implicitly delegitimizes
the tension between the quartet and Qatar.

Expressing moral evaluation through abstraction is employed
in the statements made by the spokesperson of the U.S. Department of
State to legitimize Qatar's practices by highlighting a moral and
desirable quality. This is shown in example (8):

142



Example (8)

So we recognize that Qatar continues to make efforts to stop
the financing of terror groups ... They have made progress in
this arena (U.S. Department of State, 2017a)

In this example, Heather Nauert talks about Qatar's efforts to
stop providing financial support to terrorists and says it succeeded in
this respect. Nauert legitimizes Qatar's practices in terms of a
discourse of combating terrorism by indicating that it managed to
improve its record on extremism.

5.3 Rationalization

Legitimization through rationalization is employed in the
statements made by diplomats from the quartet and the spokesperson
of the U.S. Department of State. In terms of instrumental
rationalization, goal-orientation and effect-orientation are found in the
Arabic data, as shown in the following example:

Example (9)

Gstaill bua S G Lle 5 Ll Ly gy (gl (3 5 paal) 038 2m i gy
G el i 5a 335 G e ) peal) S Ui (e Jald i) il
elaall 5 agaldl LIy )5 Lial o g Ul i e 5 el 4 kil colulud)
Clabidl Gilagin) e Ll se dleny gy o Lliall dal o
Oabiy o &Y aga 138l Jd (e el B a5 e 2t ) Aula Y

Al gl el gl Baiad e cilalaiil) o3a adal ool acinall 48
We observe this phenomenon in Yemen, Syria and Libya and
we all have to increase cooperation in order to achieve all-out
victory. That's why we insisted on taking a decisive stand
against Qatar's policies that affect our stability and security.
Many sacrifices were made so as to maintain stability and
protect our citizens from being targeted by terrorist
organizations which Qatar supports and provides a safe
haven. The international community must partake in those
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efforts to prevent these organizations from realizing any
political goals (Extra news, 2017b).

In example (9), Egyptian Foreign Minister, Sameh Shoukry,
mentions the motives for carrying out some actions. He says of Lie 5"
"ol latl et ogladll s &S5 (we all have to increase
cooperation in order to achieve all-out victory", Jal (e slaall 5 agall WlAY
"o e Llisll (Many sacrifices were made so as to maintain
stability ...), and "...cledaiill o3 aial ol acinall 4 (el ) 1Y 2¢a 138"
(The international community must partake in these efforts to prevent
these organizations ...). In other words, goal-oriented rationalization is
employed here to legitimize past and future acts that are deemed
rational. To this end, clauses of purpose, which are introduced by the

nn

adverbs "in order to", "so as to" and "to", are used.

Example (10)
Gl Ul Jysai g ol Ul ae s ) agad oa e e 33U Al
ol Ll S pds QY (A sie jealial i ddlaiul
Gy 4l ¢ gl g V) Jsall Cage IS5 dilaiall Jgo oy 5id & Jaaill
le (b Lgiad s A (aly ) AL o 35 Jlae W) od (o IS5 o b e
Ao et of et YoV E 5 YN Y
As for the crisis with Qatar, it has arisen because Qatar's
supports and finances terrorism, hosts terrorists, spreads and
incites hatred, and interferes in the affairs of Arab countries.
The position of the four countries was clear; desisting from
such acts and abiding by the agreement signed in Riyadh in
2013 and 2014 are a must to overcome the crisis (DW 4x e,
2017).

In this example, Adel bin Ahmed Al-Jubeir, Saudi Foreign
Minister, lists the actions carried out by Qatar which caused the Arab
quartet to boycott it. He also mentions what Qatar needs to do to solve
the problem with the quartet. He says o o <S8 of jhad e cany "

"da V) 3 et of aakiindl | JleeVI (.. .desisting from such acts ... to

144



overcome the crisis). Al-Jubeir rationalizes desisting from supporting
terrorism and extremism and complying with the 2013 and 2014
Riyadh agreements by focusing on the effects of these practices. Thus,
effect-oriented rationalization, which is realized using the gerund, is
employed here to emphasize the outcome and effects of the actions
that Qatar is required to carry out to settle the dispute with the Arab
boycotting countries.

The three categories of instrumental rationalization, namely
goal-orientation, means-orientation and effect-orientation, are found
in the English data. They are shown in examples (11), (12) and (13):

Example (11)

We believe now that the dispute is at a standstill ... We are
urging direct talks between all of the parties in order for the
situation to be resolved — and it does need to be resolved —
but they have to sit down together and have some direct
dialogue about it (U.S. Department of State, 2017k).

In this example, Heather Nauert talks about the stance of the
U.S. towards the tension between the four Arab states and Qatar. She
says that the U.S. encourages talks between the two camps and
mentions the aim of this position, namely "in order for the situation to
be resolved." Goal-orientation is used here to highlight the reason for
the concern of the U.S. about urging the Arab quartet and Qatar to
hold talks to solve the crisis. This legitimization strategy is realized
using the adverb of purpose "in order for".

Example (12)
The Secretary is excellent at that. He is good at bringing

parties together and speaking with them. I think the President
provided that as an opportunity that helps facilitate and bring
all parties together on this matter ... (U.S. Department of
State, 2017b).
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Example (12) demonstrates the use of means-orientation
rationalization by focusing on the potential of an action to serve a
certain purpose. Nauert here talks about an offer made by U.S.
President Donald Trump to mediate to resolve the crisis between Qatar
and the Arab quartet. She says that the purpose of providing mediation
is to serve as a chance which "helps facilitate and bring all parties
together on this matter".

Example (13)

The President had offered Secretary Tillerson weeks ago to
do that ... We believe through the Secretary talks — talking
with those nations and hearing what they have to say, they'll
be able to work this out (U.S. Department of State, 2017¢).

In example (13), Heather Nauert again talks about the
mediation offered by U.S. President in the Qatar crisis. She says that
the U.S. believes that the parties concerned will manage to solve the
problem "through the Secretary talks" and by "talking with those
nations and hearing what they have to say". In other words, effect-
orientation is used to show the effects or results of holding talks with
all the parties in the Qatar dispute. This strategy is linguistically
realized using the gerund in "talking" and "hearing".

As for theoretical rationalization, it occurs in the form of
definition and explanation in the statements made by diplomats from
the boycotting countries, and in the form of explanation and prediction
in the ones made by the spokesperson of the U.S. State Department.
Examples (14) and (15) demonstrate the occurrence of theoretical
rationalization in the Arabic data.
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Example (14)
.Jbu.:\ (Ac a1l t_a\;\);\z“ ) A.G}AM ‘5;5 LA.\‘} L})uu g_u».d g_ﬂua.d\

N_ua.\aﬁ (oL, Yl ac ‘; gLl g_sz)\.a.d\ o M)J:SS\ bl

e ) Jueel 3dk ) sie Clladd (e
The demands are not conditions but a set of measures that
signal the departure of the Qatari authorities from past
practices of supporting terrorism and hosting people involved
in terrorist acts (France 24 Arabic, 2017).

Theoretical rationalization in the form of definition is used in
this example in which Sameh Shoukry talks about the thirteen
demands which Qatar is required to meet to resolve the crisis with the
Arab quartet. He talks about the nature of the demands by defining
them in terms of the moralized activity of Qatar's abandonment of the
policy of supporting and financing terrorism and extremism. Using this
strategy helps legitimize the demands and the quartet's position
towards Qatar, and delegitimize Qatar's policies and practices towards
Arab countries.

Example (15)

Maiely aY) alae 48 a5y (s gl (8 4l Jsial) ) Jsinall o
AaSlal) Aakas) o aao Wil Gla Y A8l ol YY) 8
5 patusall LeSLeil clldy angd) Jgaey Y 138 gt Jsall e Aidal
Go Andd Al s B s ) deay ile JSG el )
sy Ol eolaal s cla W) el B La ) ey el | dpdadll
ASlall aUaill s 8 JEal) o e dueaty (21 591 52 cad Y1 3
OeY) Bl g g ZOdly oalael g 4l sy o HY) aed Aubud Hlad (d
Js2 8 sl Bloall (& sl Lsm (B 5l Ll (B Gl (IS o) gas (i pailly

g Al
It's not possible or acceptable that at the time the Security
Council passes resolutions to authorize combating terrorism,
we find the regimes governing a handful of countries defy
these resolutions by violating them openly, rudely and
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without fear of accountability by constantly funding
terrorism, supplying arms and providing safe havens. For
instance, the ruling regime in Qatar adopts a policy of
supporting terrorism by financing it, supplying weapons,
providing safe havens, and incitement whether in Libya,
Syria, Iraq or in other countries (On Live, 2017b).

Example (15) demonstrates the wuse of theoretical
rationalization in the form of explanation to characterize the actors
involved in a practice. In this example, Thab Moustafa, Egypt's Deputy
Ambassador to the UN, characterizes regimes that do not abide by the
Security Council resolutions "by violating them ... safe havens." He
also talks about the ruling regime in Qatar and describes it by referring
to its terror-related activities. He says that it "adopts a policy ...
incitement ..." By so doing, Moustafa delegitimizes Qatar's activities
as well as those of other countries whose ruling regimes adopt similar
policies.

Examples (16) and (17) show the occurrence of theoretical
rationalization in the form of explanation and prediction in the
English data.

Example (16)

The Secretary is determined to remain engaged as we
monitor the situation ... We are encouraging all sides to de-
escalate tensions and engage in constructive dialogue. We,
once again, call on parties to focus on the core regional and
international goal of fighting terrorism, to meet the
commitments that were made in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, and to
constructively resolve this dispute (U.S. Department of State,
2017e).

Legitimization via explanation occurs in this example in which
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Heather Nauert talks about the role of the U.S. in the Qatari crisis. She
describes the position of the U.S. as an actor in the crisis, saying that
"the Secretary is determined to remain engaged...resolve this dispute".
By using explanation, Nauert implicitly delegitimizes the quartet's
boycott of Qatar by saying that Qatar and the Arab quartet should
focus on combating terrorism, meeting the commitments that were
made in Riyadh, and resolving the dispute. The implication is that all
parties, and not only Qatar, have to work on alleviating the tension to
end the problem.

Example (17)
I think to highlight that the United States and Qatar have this

agreement on terror financing sends a really good message to
all of the nations that we can get to an agreement that terror
financing is a major issue and a major concern. So I think
that helps set a good example for the other nations that we
hope that they will come to the table with us as well (U.S.
Department of State, 20171).

In example (17), theoretical rationalization via prediction is
employed as Heather Nauert sheds light on the possibility that an
agreement between the U.S. and Qatar on financing terrorism can be
useful in bringing the parties in the Qatari crisis to the negotiating
table since this agreement sends a message that "we can get to an
agreement that terror financing is a major issue and a major concern."
Nauert bases her prediction on experience and expertise and can thus
be proven wrong by contrary experience and expertise. The use of this
strategy indicates that the U.S. implicitly delegitimizes the stance of
Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Bahrain and Egypt towards Qatar by showing
that it — Qatar — already takes part in fighting terrorism. Therefore, the
quartet's position towards it needs to be reconsidered.
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5.4 Mythopoesis
In mythopoesis, narratives are used to legitimize and

delegitimize actions. This strategy is employed in the analyzed data by
using cautionary tales and single determination in the Arabic data, and
single determination only in the English data. The use of cautionary
tales and single determination in the Arabic data is shown in examples
(18) and (19), respectively.

Example (18)
e el A ga (gl pal) (A 80 LS ()l e e iy (3lay Lasd
L Al sall e Al )5S daiill ) )
In terms of the close relation between Qatar and Iran, as |
mentioned before, any country that deals with Iran will face
negative consequences (On Live, 2017c).

In this example, Adel bin Ahmed Al-Jubeir, Saudi Foreign
Minister, talks about the results of dealing with Iran. He says that
countries that establish diplomatic relations with Iran will face
unfortunate outcomes. The use of the strategy of cautionary tales
serves to delegitimize developing a relation with Iran and legitimize
the actions that could be taken by Saudi Arabia against any country
that deals with it.

Example (19)
Jso e OO Cums (g Baw 288 ka8 aa Jalail) 83 5had sl Cand o2
203 gl A jal) ALl g ol oa I clag)jia andall ¢ sladl) Gulaa
acd lliey Glaii culSy dasall o el jiu Gasidl Dy jell @l Y
@A) Jilas A el Jsall s el ey e SY) slsals oY)
G ayg el i ad o ssha ollia S cagl) Gl iy 50K
Rl By Yoy 8 Gl ) Bl 8 g sasad) dallaa a3 gl jiud)
JB e Gl LA Ji e &Y Je adgll o3y YoV E 8 Ll
s ol LS g ol Uil (e gebocil Zc il lallne) i 1 L
Aabalidll ) yissdad helad AN aial g
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This is not the first step in dealing with Qatar; three GCC
states, namely Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and the UAE, had
withdrawn their ambassadors from Doha for reasons related
to many issues including supporting terrorism, hosting
terrorists and conspiring against Arab countries. At that time,
ambassadors were withdrawn and then the issue was dealt
with in the 2013 Riyadh agreement and the 2014
supplementary Riyadh agreement. The agreements were
signed by our leaders as well as by Qatar which was given
the chance to change its policies towards our countries.
However, this did not happen, hence the decision to boycott
Qatar (Dmc, 2017a).

Sngle determination is employed in example (19) in which
Khaled bin Ahmed Al-Khalifa, Bahraini Foreign Minister, talks about
the acts taken by Saudi Arabia, the UAE and Bahrain against Qatar
because of its support for terrorism. He presents in a straightforward
way the steps taken by these GCC states in this respect. He also makes
it clear that the decision to boycott Qatar was taken due to its failure
to adhere to the 2013 and 2014 Riyadh agreements which it signed.
The use of single determination in this example legitimizes the
quartet's decision to boycott Qatar by delegitimizing its actions and
policies.

The use of single determination in the English data is shown in
example (20).

Example (20)

. we ask all countries involved to look again at the top
issue. And the top issue, as we see it and as we all agreed to
from Riyadh, was defeating terrorism. Each of these nations,
including Qatar, has confronted terrorism in one way, shape
or form. That continues to be the main issue. We call on
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those countries to resolve their differences, to work together,
and speed this along (U.S. Department of State, 2017¢).

In example (20), Heather Nauert emphasizes the realization
that defeating terrorism is a top issue that has been agreed upon by
GCC countries in Riyadh. Saying that gulf countries, including Qatar,
have fought terrorism, and that these countries have to "resolve their
differences" indicates that the strategy of single determination is used
to implicitly delegitimize boycotting Qatar since it has already worked
on defeating terrorism, as maintained by the spokesperson of the U.S.
Department of State.

Examples that demonstrate the use of Reyes' (2011) (de) legitimization
strategies are given below.

5.5 Emotions

In the analyzed data, politicians seek to legitimize certain
actions and delegitimize others by appealing to emotions and
manipulating them. In the Arabic data, (de) legitimization through
emotions is accomplished by using Referential or Nomination
Srategies, Argumentative Strategies and Predicative Strategies, as
shown in the following examples.

Example (21)

dihie g 533 La JS (e dilaiall 028 £ DAY (S 3¢ IS Jan o Wile
o DY) (e aal) Ll i jall Alaiall b (i i sill 5 penill (e ilad
138 Coneey dgally < ) 138 Liacal UKD Lalaaly 5 Geli 5 W Jadl Jiina
o2 () aalyi Gl a8 aaandl Gl dilidl 8 ) seiall sl

g sl 0 13 a0 Lra om0 Lagan )iy 5
We have to make every possible effort to empty the region
from everything that has made it suffer from destruction and
chaos. We, in the Arab region, have many hopes for a better
future for us, our children and grandchildren, but we wasted
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this time and effort because of the reckless beast in the
region. For this reason, everybody agreed with President
Trump that this is a historic opportunity for all of us to work
together to end this tragic epidemic (RT Arabic, 2017).

In example (21), Abdullah bin Zayed Al-Nahyan, Minister of
Foreign Affairs the UAE, talks about the role played by Qatar in
destroying the Arab region by supporting and funding terrorism. He
employs the appeal to emotions to delegitimize Qatar's acts and thus
legitimize its boycott. To this end, Qatar is linguistically represented
by using the referential or nomination strategies "Uis " (beast) and
"sLslI" (epidemic). Qatar is also negatively evaluated and represented
through the predicative strategies "_seiall" (reckless) and " slall"
(tragic) to further delegitimize its terror-related acts and policies.

Example (22)
Gga e eladll J deay o 2 (oo gine B 0585 o W (S Y
el 5 IS Jaadl 138 Eliia) (55 a5l Wl ) ol )Y Jlee 5 o kil
138 Caa ya g Cinans i G Gl ae 5 Aikiall o2 8 e @ jidiag
oY) e Y S b sl Jiall Cipea Juad 8 Jdi L 4K
. el g Anall Gl o4 IS uia yaal) (paliag
We cannot be in an international community that wants to put
an end to the voice of extremism and acts of terrorism that
we see today without uprooting these acts clearly and jointly
... In this region, we unfortunately see that Qatar allowed
these acts and incited them ... We hope to communicate the
voice of reason to the leadership in Qatar because it supports
terrorism and incubates instigators and haters of the discourse
of love and forgiveness (Extra news, 2017a)

In example (22), legitimization is displayed through the appeal
to emotions by referring to what Qatar does. The Foreign Minister of
the UAE presents the acts carried out by Qatar through the use of
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argumentative strategies by saying that it "Cuajay G
(allowed...and incited), "a=x" (supports) and "(»=isi" (incubates).
These argumentative strategies are represented through the use of
material processes to show Qatar's actions that motivated the Arab
quartet to boycott it. In other words, the argumentative strategies are
used to delegitimize Qatar's actions and thus legitimize the quartet's
decision.

Example (23)
G JsaY) o 8le e sl e IS aEY) e e Y ae o
Lo S udli ad A5 Jal) Js o i) Js o Lle (3 shoaas
S e 2 e I Glall b Jany ol ) il Y 53 ile ol
s )5S Laxie apdasill 138 (gl o Jaiaall 5 (pibaiaiall 2y 50aY1 5 )
A OsSiL0eY) Galae A pladll gl s Jie o) 31 adl dea
e Y AailSa 2 e e dala cildSad)
Terrorists must be prevented from benefiting, whether
directly or indirectly, from ransom payments. For example,
Qatar paid almost one billion dollars to a terrorist group that
works in Iraq to free members of the royal family who were
kidnapped and detained while they were on a hunting trip.
This serious violation of Security Council resolutions ...
would have a negative bearing on counterterrorism efforts
(On Live, 2017a).

In this example, Thab Moustafa, Egypt's Deputy Ambassador to
the UN, presents Qatar negatively by showing that it does not respect
Security Council resolutions because it deals with terrorist
organizations. This negative presentation of Qatar is realized through
predicative strategies by using the evaluative attributions " ))"
(terrorist) and "_sbkall" (serious) to underscore Qatar's relation with
terrorist groups and violation of Security Council resolutions, and thus
delegitimize its actions.
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In the English data, (de) legitimization through emotions is
realized through Argumentative and Predicative Strategies, as shown
in examples (24) and (25), respectively.

Example (24)

An important piece of news to announce is that we worked
out an arrangement with the Qataris ... And this is something
we're pretty proud of, and this is something that the President
has made a major initiative of his that was worked out at the
Riyadh conference. And that is the Qataris and the United
States have signed a memo of understanding between the
United States and Qatar on counterterrorism financing (U.S.
Department of State, 20171).

In example (24), the U.S. State Department spokesperson,
Heather Nauert, declares that the U.S. and Qatar have reached an
agreement on counterterrorism financing. Argumentative Strategies are
employed through the material process verbs "worked out" and
"signed" to indicate that Qatar is serious in combating all sorts of
terrorism and extremism, thereby implying that the reasons stated by
the Arab quartet to boycott Qatar could be false claims. Thus, the use
of Argumentative Srategies serves to indirectly delegitimize
boycotting Qatar by showing that it is keen on fighting terrorism or
else it would not have signed an agreement on counterterrorism
financing with the U.S.

Example (25)

Kuwait has really done a lot of hard work in terms of trying
to bring the nations together so that they can come to some
sort of agreement ... These nations are going to have to work
out their disagreements ... a lot of these are long-simmering
tensions (U.S. Department of State, 2017g).
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Predicative Strategies are employed in this example through
the evaluative attributes "hard" and "long-simmering". The former is
used to positively evaluate the Kuwaiti mediation efforts to resolve the
crisis between the quartet and Qatar. The latter is used to negatively
describe the tension between the quartet and Qatar. These evaluative
attributes clearly legitimize the role played by Kuwait to mend the rift
in question, and indirectly delegitimize the position taken by the four
Arab states towards Qatar.

5.6 Hypothetical Future

Politicians employ this strategy to show that decisions taken in
the present are caused by undesired actions committed by others in the
past, and can thus trigger future decisions and actions. (De)
legitimization through a hypothetical future occurs in the Arabic data
only in which the consequences of not acting according to what the

speaker proposes are sometimes stated explicitly, as shown in example
(26), and sometimes implicitly, as in example (27).

Example (26)
Ols il s sa 5 (B O a ) oo L) g o bl (paiall 8 il s
Shedll e (e Slasall 13a jpat jlad ) 8 AL o) Ll AN 5 5 ol s pall 6 8
b e Jlaiil Alla e jleeY) e )
In the last two decades, Qatar proved that it enjoys making
people sad and seeing blood and destruction. If Qatar does
not decide to change this course from the path of destruction

to that of construction, our relations will remain severed
(Sada El-Balad, 2017b).

In this example, Abdullah bin Zayed Al-Nahyan, Foreign
Minister of the UAE, says that Qatar is fond of "<l &l .. ool sy
(making people ... destruction). Legitimization through a hypothetical
future is employed in the speaker's utterance 8 &siw ... ki )8 o o))"

"Juadil s (If Qatar does not decide ... our relations will remain
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severed) by explicitly stating the consequences of not doing what the
speaker proposes. Al-Nahyan legitimizes future acts carried out by the
quartet by showing that the ball is in Qatar's court as the ties with the
four boycotting countries will remain cut off if it does not deviate from
the path it currently pursues. Explicit legitimization through a
hypothetical future is linguistically constructed by using the
conditional structure: If + present [protasis] = will+infinitive without
to [apodosis].

Example (27)
daleall s dalall it ) e cailel 13) b e ) sall ey Gy ,Y1 Jsall S
o il s Al SI Qe g Caphaill 5 ol )30 Ll o5 Lgaen 2y (&
Gl Al e BN Calldaal) sy 5 5aY) dsall sl 8 Jaaill aae
Al dlaiall d l Y AL
The four countries have asserted that they would start a
dialogue with Qatar if it declared its sincere and practical
desire to stop supporting and financing terrorism and
extremism, disseminating hate speech and incitement, and
interfering in the affairs of other countries. It also has to meet
the thirteen demands that ensure peace and stability in the
region and the world (On Live, 2017¢).

In example (27), Khaled bin Ahmed Al-Khalifa, Bahrain's
Minister of Foreign Affairs, declares the conditions that Qatar has to
comply with in order for the four Arab countries, namely Saudi
Arabia, the UAE, Bahrain and Egypt, to start a dialogue with it. He
makes it clear that the quartet will hold a dialogue with Qatar only if it
carries out certain actions. These are 3 ... W 2 Leby sty Lgacy i 5"
" e 233U Qlladll (stop supporting and financing terrorism ... meet the
thirteen demands). The implication is that if Qatar does not act as
desired by the quartet, the boycott will be sustained. Thus, Bahraini
Foreign Minister legitimizes the decision to boycott Qatar as well as
any possible actions that the quartet can take in the future against
Qatar by delegitimizing the possibility of its non-commitment or non-
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compliance with the requests of the four boycotting countries. In other
words, the hypothetical future scenario is only alluded to and is not
stated directly. Linguistically, the strategy in question is realized by
using the conditional structure: If + past [protasis] = would+infinitive
without to [apodosis] and inverting the order of protasis and apodosis
by saying "..ulel 13 . sl ea"(would start a dialogue ... if it
declared...).

5.7 Altruism

Legitimization through altruism occurs in the Arabic data only
in which it is used to legitimize decisions and actions by projecting
them as important and favorable for others. The use of this strategy is
shown in example (28).

Example (28)
Ga Byspa o e oSl A V) Jsadl e Goaa il il
@bl acall ey Ay kil AN (e A Y1 Jeall Alaa s uibal gall
el e Jal e o il cilel aY) O Al ) Glehal
o) Y1 ien Jal (a1 sl g ien Jal (a5 (5 el
2l Al
The statements issued by the four countries stressed the need
to protect the citizens and the quartet from Qatar's
interference and support for terrorist organizations ... All the
measures that have been taken protect the Egyptian people,
and the peoples of the four countries. They also protect the
Arab framework and the whole world (Dmc, 2017c).

In this example, Sameh Shoukry, Egyptian Foreign Minister,
talks about the statements issued by Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Bahrain
and Egypt concerning the measures taken against Qatar. He legitimizes
the actions and measures taken by showing that they are beneficial not
only to the peoples of the Arab quartet but also to the Arab world and
the whole world. Thus, he legitimizes the decision to boycott by
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proposing an altruistic motivation, namely protecting the peoples of
the world and making their lives better.

In addition to van Leeuwen's (2007) and Reyes' (2011) (de)
legitimization strategies, the analyzed data reveals that political actors
employ another strategy to legitimize certain actions and delegitimize
others. This strategy is: posing unanswered questions. The use of this
strategy is shown in examples (29) and (30).

Example (29)
digay Wasladl ddiga Ll ki Al (e Ais 3l 5 (gl asall ) 2ni ol
lsadl G Yy G Al s G padlly kil dddge (A LS Lehana
I3l € cam gill 028yl ay i 13l 1A g anle Caglad o)) Lk e (g3l
aasl o Al aw b Hld il Y I € ppenilly o ATl lad gy 5
Until today, we haven't seen any real initiative from Qatar to
show that it cares about its brothers and the region as much

as it cares about extremism, incitement, vandalism and
terrorism. The question that Qatar has to answer is:_Why?
Why does Qatar want this chaos? Why does Qatar want
vandalism and destruction? Why doesn't Qatar seek to put a
smile on people's faces? (Sade El-Balad, 2017b)

In example (29), Abdullah bin Zayed Al-Nahyan, Foreign
Minister of the UAE, says that Qatar only cares about terrorism,
destruction, extremism, incitement and vandalism. To delegitimize
Qatar's concern with terrorism, he asks "Soslll aa sl . S0 " (... Why?
...people's faces?) Thus, using the wh-question "why?" is not intended
to request information or invite an answer. Rather, it is meant to blame
Qatar for indulging in terror-related practices that result in chaos and
destabilization not only in the four boycotting countries but also in the
Arab region and the world.
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Example (30)

Now that it's been more than two weeks since the embargo
started, we are mystified that the Gulf States have not
released to the public, nor to the Qataris, the details about the
claims that they are making toward Qatar. The more that time
goes by, the more doubt is raised about the actions taken by
Saudi Arabia and the UAE. At this point, we are left with one
simple question: Were the actions really about their concerns
regarding Qatar's alleged support for terrorism or were they
about the long simmering grievances between and among the
GCC countries? (U.S. Department of State, 2017e).

In this example, Heather Nauert seeks to delegitimize the
quartet's decision to cut ties with Qatar for supporting and funding
terrorist groups by asking "Were the actions ... GCC countries?" She
holds that no details have been provided to prove the truth of "the
claims that they are making toward Qatar." She implies that the four
Arab countries are merely making unsubstantiated allegations about
Qatar's policies. The use of yes-no questions aims at negatively
evaluating the quartet's decision to boycott Qatar, and encouraging
critical thinking about whether the embargo is motivated by "the long
simmering grievances between and among the GCC countries? Thus,
the purpose of Nauert's yes-no questions is to delegitimize the decision
to sever relations with Qatar by questioning the real motivation behind
this decision.

6. Conclusion

Employing van Leeuwen's (2007) and Reyes' (2011) (de)
legitimization strategies, the present study has examined the (de)
legitimization strategies used in the statements made by diplomats
from Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Bahrain and Egypt and by the
spokesperson of the U.S. State Department concerning Qatar's policies
and terror-related practices as well as the quartet's decision to boycott
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it. It has also investigated the linguistic devices used to realize the (de)
legitimization strategies used in the data and the functions that these
strategies and their linguistic realizations perform.

The data reveals that van Leeuwen's (2007) (de) legitimization
strategies, the linguistic devices used to realize them, and the functions
of the strategies and their realizations are as follows. In terms of
authorization, two subcategories of this strategy, namely impersonal
authority and authority of conformity, are used in the statements made
by diplomats from the four boycotting countries. Impersonal authority
is used to legitimize the measures taken by Egypt to combat terrorism
by showing that they result from Egypt's commitment to the Security
Council resolutions and provisions of international conventions.
Linguistically, it is realized using nouns like "a\SaI" (provisions) and
"<&l 8" (resolutions). Authority of conformity is used to legitimize the
quartet's stance towards Qatar as well as the six principles which Qatar
is required to accept and adhere to in order to end the crisis. This
strategy is realized by using high frequency modality, such as "JS"
(all), and cognitive verbs like "@u" (agree). Only one category of
authorization, namely personal authority, occurs in the statements
made by the spokesperson of the U.S. State Department. It is used to
refer to the statements made by Rex Tillerson, U.S. Secretary of State,
concerning the dispute between the quartet and Qatar. It is
linguistically realized using the verbal process "said". Although in van
Leeuwen's (2007) framework, the authority's utterance, in personal
authority legitimization, has a form of obligation modality, in the
analyzed data, this legitimization strategy is realized using the
epistemic modal "can" which expresses ability and possibility rather
than some form of obligation modality.

Moral evaluation occurs in the analyzed Arabic and English
data. In the former, it occurs through the subcategory of evaluation
and is linguistically realized using evaluative adjectives like <"
"43 510 (unprecedented) and "4l s2e" (hostile) to legitimize boycotting
Qatar and delegitimize its acts and practices. In the latter, moral

161



evaluation occurs through evaluation and abstraction. Evaluation in
the English data is used to legitimize Qatar's policies and delegitimize
the quartet's actions against it. It is linguistically realized using
evaluative adjectives like "stringent" and "difficult". Abstraction is
used in the English data to legitimize Qatar's practices by highlighting
moral and desirable qualities.

Rationalization is employed in the Arabic and English data. In
instrumental rationalization, two categories occur in the Arabic data.
These are: goal-orientation and effect-orientation. Goal-oriented
rationalization is used to legitimize past and future acts taken by the
Arab quartet which are considered rational. This strategy is
linguistically realized using clauses of purpose which are introduced
by the adverbs "in order to", "so as to" and "to". Effect-oriented
rationalization is realized using the gerund, and is used to underscore
the effect of the policies that Qatar has to adopt to resolve the crisis
with the quartet. In the English data, the three categories of
instrumental  rationalization, namely goal-orientation, means-
orientation and effect-orientation, are employed. Goal-orientation is
mainly used to show why the U.S. is concerned about making the four
boycotting countries and Qatar hold talks to ease the tension. It is
realized using the adverb of purpose "in order to". Means-orientation
is used to highlight the potential of certain actions to serve particular
purposes. Effect-orientation is constructed using the gerund, and is
employed to shed light on the results of holding talks with the parties
involved in the Qatari crisis. With respect to theoretical
rationalization, it occurs in the form of definition and explanation in
the Arabic data. Definition is used to legitimize the demands made by
the four Arab countries and the stance taken against Qatar. It is also
used to delegitimize Qatar's terror-related practices. Explanation,
which is used to describe the actors involved in a practice, serves not
only to delegitimize Qatar's support for terrorism but also the policies
adopted by other countries that support terrorist groups and actions.
Theoretical rationalization in the English data occurs in the form of

162



explanation and prediction. Explanation is used to delegitimize
boycotting Qatar and implying that all the parties involved in the
dispute have to work together to settle it. Prediction is used to
delegitimize the quartet's position towards Qatar by showing that it has
already taken measures to combat terrorism.

Mythopoesis occurs in the Arabic data by using two categories:
cautionary tales and single determination. The former is used to
delegitimize establishing relations with Iran and legitimize subsequent
actions that could be carried out against countries that deal with this
country. The latter is used to legitimize the decision to sever relations
with Qatar and delegitimize its policies and the acts it performs to
support terrorist organizations. Only one category of mythopoesis,
namely single determination, occurs in the English data in which it
serves to implicitly delegitimize cutting ties with Qatar since it had
already worked on fighting all forms of terrorism.

The data also shows important results concerning Reyes'
(2011) (de) legitimization strategies, their linguistic realizations as
well as the functions of these strategies and their realizations. In the
Arabic data, Referential or Nomination Strategies, Argumentative
Srategies and Predicative Strategies are used to realize (de)
legitimization through emotions. Diplomats from the boycotting
quartet use Referential or Nomination Strategies, such as "Uis "
(beast) and "<LsV" (epidemic), to negatively evaluate Qatar and its acts
so as to delegitimize its policies and thus legitimize the measures taken
against it. The Argumentative strategies employed in the Arabic data
also serve to legitimize the decision to boycott Qatar and delegitimize
its terror-related practices. The Argumentative Strategies are realized
using material processes such as "<ua a"(incited) and "Oaaisd"
(incubates). Qatar is also negatively represented using Predicative
Srategies which are realized using evaluative attributions like adai"
" S l(terrorist group) and "_sba " (serious violation) to highlight
the close relation between Qatar and terrorist groups and show its
disrespect for Security Council resolutions. This helps legitimize the
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quartet's boycott of Qatar by delegitimizing its acts. In the English
data, Argumentative and Predicative Strategies are used to realize (de)
legitimization through emotions. The Argumentative Strategies, which
are accomplished through material processes such as "worked out" and
"signed", are used to indirectly delegitimize boycotting Qatar by
shedding light on the effort it has put in to combat all forms of
terrorism and extremism. Predicative Strategies are realized through
evaluative attributes such as "hard" and "long-simmering". They are
used to positively evaluate, and thus legitimize, the mediation role
played by Kuwait to handle the dispute between the quartet and Qatar.
They are also used to negatively evaluate, and thus delegitimize, the
rift between the two parties.

(De) legitimization through a hypothetical future is employed
in the Arabic data only to highlight the results of not acting according
to what the speaker proposes. This strategy sometimes occurs
explicitly and sometimes implicitly. When it is used explicitly, it is
linguistically realized using the conditional structure: If + present
[protasis] = will + infinitive without to [apodosis] and is used to
legitimize the possible future acts of the four Arab countries by explicitly
showing the consequences of not doing what they ask for. Implicit (de)
legitimization through a hypothetical future is linguistically realized
through the conditional structure: If + past [protasis] = would + infinitive
without to [apodosis] and inverting the order of protasis and apodosis. It is
used to implicitly delegitimize the possibility that Qatar might not comply
with the demands made by the four boycotting countries, and thus
legitimize future measures that could be taken to force Qatar to change its
policies and stop supporting terrorism.

Legitimization through altruismis employed in the Arabic data
only and it is used to legitimize the quartet's decision to cut ties with
Qatar as well as possible future actions that they could carry out by
projecting an altruistic motivation. It is used to show that the quartet's
decisions and acts are crucial and beneficial not only to the citizens of
these four boycotting countries but also to the peoples of the Arab
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region as well as the whole world.

Besides van Leeuwen's (2007) and Reyes' (2011) (de)
legitimization strategies that have been examined, it has been found
that another (de) legitimization strategy, namely posing unanswered
questions, is employed in the Arabic and English data. In the former,
it is realized using the wh-question "why" not to seek information but
to delegitimize Qatar's concern with terrorism, incitement and
vandalism, and unconcern about peace and stability in the region and
the world. In the latter, it is realized using yes-no questions and is
employed to delegitimize boycotting Qatar by casting doubt on the
motivation behind cutting ties by implying that the claims made about
Qatar's support for terrorists are unfounded.

The study reveals some differences in the stance taken by the
Arab quartet and the U.S. towards Qatar. Diplomats from Saudi
Arabia, the UAE, Bahrain and Egypt delegitimize Qatar's policies and
terror-related actions and legitimize the decision to break relations
with it. They justify the boycott by saying that relations were broken
because Qatar harbors terrorists, supports terrorist groups designated
as terrorist organizations, including the Muslim Brotherhood, Hamas,
Al-Qaida and IS, incites hatred, spreads violence and chaos, and
interferes in the internal affairs of other countries. By adopting these
policies, Qatar is deemed to be destabilizing and undermining the Arab
countries in the region. Therefore, the four Arab states stress that all
measures taken are in line with international law and thus insist that
Qatar meets the list of demands they set out as a requirement to come
to the negotiating table to resolve the rift. The U.S., on the other hand,
directly legitimizes Kuwait's mediation efforts in the Qatari crisis and
indirectly, as well as implicitly, delegitimizes the quartet's boycott of
Qatar by commending its — Qatar's — efforts to combat terrorism and
extremism. This indicates that while the State Department does not
back the boycott, it seeks to seem neutral with respect to the dispute by
trying not to show a clear, direct or coherent stance towards it.
However, the U.S. wants the crisis to end because Qatar is the linchpin
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of U.S. military interests in the region as it hosts Al-Udeid, the largest
U.S. military overseas airbase.

Results of the study indicate that legitimization and
delegitimization are employed to generate a positive-self presentation
and negative-other presentation. This "Us vs. Them" dichotomy
reflects a desire to justify "our" actions and policies by showing that
they are correct, beneficial and are carried out in accordance with
international law, while "their" actions and policies are not in line with
the normative order because they are perverse, deviant and pose a
threat to other people's lives. This is shown in the direct and explicit
use of (de) legitimization strategies in the statements made by
diplomats from the Arab quartet as opposed to the indirect and implicit
use of these strategies in the ones made by the State Department
spokesperson.

Unlike the State Department, U.S. President Donald Trump has
taken a tougher and more direct stance against Qatar by assailing it for
financing terrorism and providing safe havens to terrorists. He has also
voiced support for boycotting Qatar, saying that it marks "the
beginning of the end to the horror of terrorism" (Trump, 2017).
Therefore, future research can compare and contrast the (de)
legitimization strategies used by Trump and the State Department with
regard to the dispute between the Arab quartet and Qatar. Future
studies can also examine the strategies used by Qatari diplomats to
legitimize Qatar's policies and delegitimize the boycott which Qatar
views as a blockade that violates international law. Since the present
study examines data from political discourse, future research can
investigate the (de) legitimization strategies utilized in non-political
discourse so as to compare the strategies used by politicians and non-
politicians and the reasons for using them.

Transcription Conventions
omitted speech
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