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Global perspective in the representation of events in practice.

Critical discourse analysis of differences related to underlying cultural and ideological issues in two current affairs texts published on different continents, both dealing with the same ‘global’ events.
Abstract:
Our discourse is never based on a universal perspective but on our own social, cultural, educational, ideological, religious and psychological identities, which shape our understanding of the world.

Depending on the purpose of discourse many of the structural features of discourse are variable and thus quite complex to analyse.  

This paper aims at critically analysing two newspaper articles issued in the United States of America – the “USA Today” and the United Arab Emirates – the “Gulf News” both dealing with the same ‘global’ event – President Bush’s plan to win the war in Iraq by escalating the U.S. military presence in the country.  The articles appear subjective, which might be to a large degree related to the relevant cultural and ideological stance of the newspapers, power relations and social position of the speaker and his/her approach to norms and democracy and also be associated with the intended audience.
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1. INTRODUCTION


‘… discourse analysis involves examining language from a complex variety of linguistic, textual, psychological, ideational and socio-cultural perspectives…’  (Holland, 2000: 141)

According to the statement our discourse is never based on a universal perspective but on our own social, cultural, educational, ideological, religious and psychological identities, which shape our understanding of the world.   This is because:

‘Our everyday lives are conducted in situations that are part of our context of culture and, to a large extent, these situations are familiar – which is partly how we recognise and understand other people’s meanings – because we share the same cultural knowledge.  Whenever we speak or write we make selection from the entire lexical and grammatical system of English to produce appropriate meanings… of a context of situation.’  (Butt et. al, 2003: 14) 

Depending on the purpose of discourse ‘many of the structural features of discourse are large scale and highly variable’ (Sinclair, 2005: 13) and thus quite complex to analyse.  

This paper aims at critically analysing two newspaper articles issued in the United States of America – the “USA Today” and the United Arab Emirates – the “Gulf News” both dealing with the same ‘global’ event – President Bush’s plan to win the war in Iraq by escalating the U.S. military presence in the country.  I expect the articles to be subjective which might be to a large degree related to the relevant cultural and ideological stance of the newspapers, power relations and/or social position of the speaker and his/her approach to norms and democracy and also be associated with the intended audience.

Both newspapers and articles’ authors are introduced in more detail in section 2.

Section 3 provides general background information on Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) framework, while section 4 critically analyses the two texts. 

Since the paper aims at providing a detailed and therefore extensive CDA of both texts it is beyond its scope to detail various theoretical roots and developments in contemporary CDA.  
Final section 5 provides conclusions on identified differences in the representation of events, in relation with the intended audience and summarises how any such differences might be related to underlying cultural an ideological perspectives of both texts.

Appendix 1 presents both articles while appendix 2 associated pictures.
The referencing used throughout my paper is as follows: Text 1: the “USA Today”, Text 2: the “Gulf News”,  § 1: paragraph one, § 2: paragraph two etc.  Paragraph numbers refer to the aforementioned appendix 1.  My personal comments and attempts to make explicit what is implied following provided quotations are in italics. 
2. THE NEWSPAPERS AND AUTHORS

	Title
	‘USA Today’
	‘Gulf News’

	Articles
	Both articles present the same ‘global’ event – recent President Bush’s plan to win the war in Iraq by escalating the U.S. military presence in the country.



	Place of issue
	Issued in the United States of America.

	Issued in the United Arab Emirates. 



	Newspaper profile
	The “USA Today” is a pro-

American most popular daily

newspaper that can be available 

internationally.  It is written for mass readership.

	The article was written exclusively for 

the Gulf News – Arab  newspaper 

written in English for the (often Western)

educated Arabs and Anglo-lingual 

expatriates.  The newspaper frequently
critically evaluates local policies and is
not afraid to address taboo subjects as
long as they do not affront Islamic 

Shari'a law.  However, based on my
experience of living in the Middle East
for several years, it has to be highlighted
that Arab nations generally deeply

dislike Americans and thus even 
relatively objective newspaper might 
shown a certain degree of bias against

the USA.


	Authors
	‘USA Today’ introduces Mr Tom Vanden Brook on their website: www.usatoday.com as their long serving US reporter.
	Dr James Zogby is introduced in the 

article as an American citizen and the 

President of the Arab American
Institute in Washington, D.C.   It is  
therefore reasonable to assume that he understands Iraqi and American political situation from both Arab and American perspectives.   



Table 1. Newspapers’ and the articles’ authors profiles 

3. CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

Critical studies of language are based on:

‘… an analysis designed to get at the ideology coded implicitly behind the overt propositions, to examine it particularly in the context of social formations.’  (Fowler, 1996: 3)

Kress complements the above by:

‘[the Critical Discourse Analysis provided] a clear insight into the social, political and ideological processes at work.’  (1996: 15)

CDA does not leave a unitary theoretical framework that would apply to all text types and their contexts.  According to Fairclough and Wodak (1997: 217 – 280) the typical principles of CDA are:

1. CDA addresses social problems

2. Power relations are discursive

3. Discourse comprises society and culture

4. Discourse influences ideologically

5. Discourse is historical

6. The link between text and society is mediated

7. Discourse analysis is interpretative and explanatory

8. Discourse is a form of social action 

Fairclough (1992a and b, 1995 cited in Caldas – Coulthard and Holland, 2000: 121-122) proposed that every discourse has three dimensions, which are inseparable: text (spoken and written), interaction between people and social action based on which are depended the ways texts are produced and interpreted.  Thus, discourse analysis has also three dimensions: ‘description of the text, interpretation of the interaction and explanation of how the two first dimensions are inserted in social action’.  Firstly the analysis is concerned with the formal characteristic of the text i.e. vocabulary, grammar, cohesion or text structure (micro and macro structures), and then it aims at interpreting various conventions including interactional genres in order to finally explain them in a social action context.  Fairclough further proposes that the dimensions of the social could be examined using ideational, interpersonal and textual modes of meaning.  

	Ideational Meaning
	“We use language to talk about our experience of the world, including the worlds in our own minds, to describe events and states and the entities involved in them.” 

                                                                (Thompson, 2004: 30)



	Interpersonal Meaning
	“We use language to interact with other people, to establish and maintain relations with them, to influence their behaviour, to express our own viewpoint on things in the world, and to elicit or change theirs.” (ibid: 30)


	Textual Meaning
	      “In using language, we organize our message in ways that
        indicate how they fit in the other messages around them and
        with the wider context in which we are talking or writing.”

        (ibid: 30)




Table 2.  Ideational, interpersonal and textual metafunctions

The metafunctions of language are analysed throughout the paper and in particular in sections: 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. 
4. CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

The examined two articles are critically analysed in terms of used vocabulary, grammar and textual structures, as proposed by Fairclough (1989: 110 – 112):  

	Vocabulary
	· Experiential values of lexis: ideology, classification schemes 

· Relational values: markedness, euphemisms

· Expressive values: evaluative lexis

· Metaphors 

	Grammar
	· Experimental values: types of processes and participants, type of agency, nominalization; types of sentences i.e active/passive voice, positive/negative.

· Relational values: types of modes (declarative, interrogative and imperative), interpersonal relationship (writer/reader, social relationships), complex sentences characteristics, modality features, types of personal pronouns, indirect referencing.

	Textual Structures
	· Types of genres, domain of meanings and generic structures, clause complex relations.  


Table 3. Criteria for Critical Discourse Analysis
‘There is no neat fit between sociological and linguistic categories, and if Critical Discourse

 Analysis, in investigating for instance the representation of agency, ties itself in too closely

 to specific linguistic operations or categories, many relevant instances of agency might be

 overlooked.  One cannot, it seems, have it both ways with language.  Either theory and

 method are formally neat but semantically messy…, or they are semantically neat but

 formally messy…’  




(van Leeuwen, 1996: 33)
To find balance between the two aforementioned aspects of Critical Discourse Analysis

the examination will commence with placing both texts in their ‘Context of Culture’ and ‘Context of Situation’ as recommended by Halliday and Hasan (1985) cited in Caldas – Coulthard and Holland, 2000: 126 -127.  Subsequently it progresses to analysing: Ideational and Interpersonal meanings, Cohesion, Interdiscursivity and Intertextuality as proposed by Caldas - Coulthard and Holland, 2000: 128 – 138.
4.1
Context of Culture

Culture generally remains below the threshold of conscious awareness because it involves taken for granted assumptions about how one should perceive, think, act and feel.  Cultural anthropologist Edward T. Hall put it this way: 

‘Since much of culture operates outside our awareness, frequently we don’t even know what we know.  We pick … [expectations and assumptions] up in the cradle.  We unconsciously learn what to notice and what not to notice, how to divide time and space, how to walk and talk and use our bodies, how to behave as men or women, how to relate to other people, how to handle responsibility, whether experience is seen as whole or fragmented.  This applies to all people. … What we think of as ‘minds’ is really internalized culture.’  (1976: 69)

It is therefore reasonable to assume that since culture can be understood as a set of believes and values about what is desirable and undesirable in a community of people reinforced by formal or informal practices to support the values must be somewhat reflected in the way people of this particular culture communicate.  Thus according to Gee (1990) every cultural group has its own and unique Discourse which is based on that group’s perspective of understanding and acting upon the world.  Of a similar opinion is also Malcolm Coulthard who proposes:

‘All interaction has regulative rules, usually not explicitly stated, which govern greetings,
 choice of topic, interruption and so on, and as Hymes (1972a) points out, the rules vary from
 community to community.’  (1985: 21)

	
	Text 1
	Text 2

	Cultural overview
	The text is written in a culture that sees President Bush’s plan of sending additional 21,500 U.S. troops to Iraq as a magnanimous offer of peace, freedom, security and political and economical growth to the troubled nation.  The article indirectly appeals to two principles of the American culture: humanitarianism and hard work.


	The text is written in a culture that considers President Bush’s plan of escalating the U.S. military presence in Iraq as plan that ‘has ignored the reality’ of the current situation in the Arabic country and the consequences it might have on American leadership in the world.  The article might indirectly appeal to the Americans’ national pride. 



	Cultural principles
	Humanitarianism 

One of the main aspects of the American culture is cultivating the virtue of humanitarianism. Americans love to portray themselves as a nation that pays a lot of care and concern to a misfortune of others and nation that is always willing to help the less fortunate without a view of personal gain.  The article heavily relies on these cultural values by portraying the military efforts in Iraq as an act of the America’s high moral standards and ethics by unselfishly defending the justice of the Arabic nation:

‘WASHINGTON – Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus, the newly named U.S. commander in Iraq, testified on Tuesday that there will be “tough days” ahead as he tries to implement President Bush’s plan to secure Iraq using thousands of additional U.S. troops.’ (§1)

The U.S. assistance offered to Iraq is portrayed as utterly altruistic effort aimed only at helping the country to flourish politically and economically:

‘Petraeus said ultimate success will be determined by Iraqi political and economic reforms in tandem with military action.’ (§6)

Hard work 

Americans proudly consider themselves as a hardworking and not afraid to face challenges nation and thus the article relates to these values in its choice of Lt. Gen. David Petraeus quotations presenting the President Bush’s plan as a challenging and hard task: 

“‘The situation in Iraq is dire, the stakes are high, there are no easy choices and the way ahead will be very hard,’ Petraeus told the Senate Armed Services Committee. ‘But hard is not hopeless.”’ (§2)

“‘None of this will be rapid,’ he said.  ‘in effect, the way ahead will be neither quick nor easy, and undoubtedly there will be tough days. ”’ (§7)


	National pride
The text draws attention to the overall negative consequences of the U.S. led intervention in Iraq:  

‘…the president has not only put Iraq at risk, but American leadership in the world and the stability of the entire Middle East.’  (§13)
The article also highlights that the President does not listen to the wishes of people who elected him:

‘…his approval rating at 35 per cent and support for his leadership in the war at 25 per cent…’ (§9)




Table 4. Representation of Culture

4.2
Context of Situation

Context of situation is described by register ‘the configuration of semantic resources that the member of a culture typically associates with a situation type’ (Halliday, 1978: 111).

	Register
	
	Text 1
	Text 2

	Field
	The field of discourse is realised by the representational function of the experiential meanings of language that allows us to convey picture of our reality and encode meanings of experience

 (Butt et al, 2003: 39).


	Popular news reporting for a 
working class daily tabloid 
newspaper.  The report concerns 

recent President Bush’s plan to 
‘secure Iraq’ using additional 
U.S. troops.


	Article presenting critical evaluation of President Bush’s ‘new’ plan to ‘win the war’ by escalating the U.S. military presence in Iraq for a middle class orientated newspaper.

	Tenor
	The tenor of discourse is realised by the interpersonal function of language, which is used to encode meanings of attitudes, interactions and relationships 

 (Butt et al, 2003: 39).


	The information is presented in an authoritarian manner that aims at uneducated mass readership, which is unknown to the author and uses informal everyday vocabulary.  There are many quotations that might be considered patronising to the readership because they are ambiguous and cliché statements and somewhat project lack of interest in any adverse opinions the reader might have.  The lack of objectivity of the article is clearly presented by stating that criticizing Bush’s plan ‘could hurt U.S. efforts in Iraq’.

	The information is provided from a point of view of the subject specialist and thus in authoritarian manner but it does not patronise the reader.  It offers well-researched information supported by official statistics.  The information is presented to an educated generalist, unknown to the author in a relatively objective and honest manner using informal vocabulary.  This helps the writer to interact with the reader.

	Mode
	The mode of discourse is realised by the textual function of language, which organises our experiential and interpersonal meanings into a linear and coherent whole 

 (Butt et al, 2003: 39).
	Public tabloid writing for information aiming at spreading greater understanding of the political significance of the President’s plan and the difficult situation in Iraq.  The text provides ready-made answers that the reader should accept.  However, it does not propose any convincing or rational arguments supporting its stance.  The tone of the article often replicates the one of an army superior talking down to his subordinate solders.  This might be due to many direct or indirect quotations of Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus.  Coherence is achieved by consistent linking of elements of field and tenor.  Lexicogramatical choices force a supportive response upon the reader.
	The article uses only declaratives to provide information and its tone is neutral.  The critique aims at sharing its evaluative stance with educated generalist but is also comprehensible to the mass media.  The text is persuasive supported by rational arguments and factual statistics.  The language unfolds general dissatisfaction with Bush’s presidency and in particular with his war policy.


Table 5. Analysis of the Text 1 and Text 2 context of situation
4.3 Ideational Meaning and Transitivity

Edward Sapir proposed that language is a guide to ‘social reality’ as human beings do not live in the objective world alone (1949: 162).  Language users have therefore both personal and social cognition that is overlapping and thus individual discourse is linked to social structure.   This will be taken into consideration in the following critical analysis of the process types and participants.  

4.3.1
Process types

Text 1

A very characteristic transitivity feature of the article is that verbal processes, which construe saying, comprise almost 67 percent of all process types in the text.  A few examples of the aforementioned processes are:

‘…Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus, the newly named U.S. commander in Iraq, testified on Tuesday that there will be “tough days” ahead…’ (§1)
‘Asked by Sen. John McCain R-Ariz., how soon he thought he would know whether the new strategy was working, Petraeus said: “We would have indicators at the least during the late summer.”’(§11)
‘Petraeus said ultimate success will be determined by Iraqi political and economic reforms in tandem with military action.’ (§6)
‘He said it could be a last chance to succeed in Iraq.’ (12)
The writer’s experience and interpretation of the world and thus his personal point of view are mainly represented in the article by reproduction of statements and opinions of other people – in particular of Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus.  Writers who use this way of presenting information are extremely influential because:

‘they can reproduce what is the most convenient for them in terms of their aims and ideological point of view.’  (Caldas- Coulthard, 2005: 303)

Since most of the quotations refer to Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus, discussed further in section 4.3.2, the author tries to imply his objectivity by distancing himself from the statements and somewhat tries not to take responsibility for the included information.  Choosing Petraeus to share his views was not accidental from the ideological perspective.  What else the newly appointed General charged with the operation in Iraq could have said about the escalation of military efforts in the country.  After all supporting the President’s views is his duty.  It was however the authors choice to present the General’s views because they also represent his stance.
Another major transitivity feature are material processes, which construe doings and happenings:

‘…Two bipartisan groups in the Senate are pushing…’ (§4)
‘Bush nominated Petraeus…’ (§5)

The choice of lexis and grammar used in the article ‘to secure Iraq’, ‘hard is not hopeless’
unfolds social process that presents the U.S. led policy in Iraq as a purely humanitarian 

effort that has to face internal bureaucratic difficulties (international opinions are omitted here) in
order to liberate the country.

Text 2

Characteristic transitivity features of the article are both material and relational processes, which combined share almost 81 percent of all processes.  Some examples of:

 relational processes:

‘The problem with President George W. Bush’s most recent “new” plan to win the war is that he has ignored the reality of both of these potentially explosive situations – at great risk.’ (§3)
‘…the president is right…’ (§11)
‘.  The first [time bomb] is the US public growing dissatisfaction not only with the war, but with the president himself…’  (§1)
and material processes: 

‘…Early reviews make the point. (§ 9) 
‘Before the speech, only one third of the public supported an increase in American troops to Iraq.’ (§9)

The rest of the processes are a balanced mixture of existentional and mental processes.

By using relational processes author presents his opinions as facts:
‘Compounding this is the fact that it [the war] was entered into without plan and without any understanding of its inevitable consequences.’ (§10)

Material processes used in the text compliment the relational processes and help the writer to prove his point of view:

‘…Early reviews make the point. Before the speech, only one third of the public supported an increase in American troops to Iraq. After the speech, the percentage of those supporting a surge remained one third, as did the two thirds of the public who still opposed the proposals.’ (§9)

In the article, the author skilfully presents objectively researched information, which he supports by a statistical data and for which credibility he takes full responsibility.

The social process emerging from the article is that Bush is an authoritarian leader who:

‘…has increasingly lost the trust of the American people…’ (§7).

4.3.2 Participants and Nominalisation

Text 1

The author distances himself from the text by not using first person singular, which is what Kress (1985) refers to as the ‘retreat into individual invisibility’ that makes the writer’s authority more impersonal and difficult to question.  He achieved this by the already mentioned in section 4.3.1 extensive use of quotations of other people’s statements that decreased the need for using nominalisations.  The use of report speech with relation to participants has also ideological meaning – it highlights who the author considers important to the text and leaving aside all the participants that could be relevant from a different point of views (Caldas – Coulthard, 2005: 303).

The main social participant of the article is Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus who represents the USA President and his political and ideological stance.  Petraeus, an ‘expert in counterinsurgency’ is positively portrayed as a strong-minded individual capable of directing Bush’s plan to win the war in Iraq: ‘This is a test of wills at the end of the day’.  Since the article only focuses on present and future events, it does not reflect on past events and somehow divert attention of its audience from atrocities of the U.S. led war in Iraq and distances the reader from memories of the President’s failed military decisions in the past.

As already highlighted in section 4.2, another participant, Bush’s military plan is presented here as a humanitarian and worthy effort ‘…success will be determined by Iraqi political and economic reforms in tandem with military action’.  This indirectly presents the creator of the plan, President Bush as a saviour of Iraqi people and the Middle East peacemaker.  Those who oppose the plan i.e. Congress, are somewhat presented as difficult to deal with individuals with narrow vision since they are willing to adopt a resolution, which ‘…could hurt U.S. efforts in Iraq…’. The covert negative stance of the author towards the current Congress is reflected in the following paragraph: 

‘…Congress, now under Democratic control, that is increasingly uneasy with his decision

 to commit an additional 21,500 U.S. troops to Iraq.’ (§3)

Word ‘control’ has in this sentence negative connotation as it refers to an authoritarian and somewhat narrow-minded domination.  The word is directly linked to word ‘Democratic’, which might suggest that if the Congress stayed Republican then its operations would have been more effective.  The author, however, has very carefully chosen lexis to describe the Democrats stance towards the plan i.e. ‘increasingly uneasy’.  This somewhat ambiguous expression is unlikely to draw the intended reader’s attention to reasons the Democrats might have in opposing the plan and it only presents the congressional representatives as uncooperative.  This example reflects the entire text where the writer is unwilling to present point of view of those who do not favour Bush’s plan and their reasons for it.  
Based on the aforementioned analysed participants and their role in the text it is possible to assess the covert evaluative and ideological positioning of the writer.  The writer strongly believes in Bush’s military plan.  He also is likely not to be a Democrat but the same as the President – a Republican.  This is because his already described hostile attitude towards the current Democratic Congress.

The type of agency used helps the author to position readers to adopt similar supportive to the plan stance:

‘Sen. Joe Lieberman, I – Conn., urged senators not to adopt a resolution criticizing Bush’s plan.  He said it could be a last chance to succeed in Iraq.’ (§12)
‘Such a resolution could hurt U.S. efforts in Iraq, Petraeus said: “This is a test of wills at the end of the day.”’ (§13)

Text 2

There are several examples of nominalisation in the article that indirectly represent the ideological stance of the writer: rather than saying: I must highlight (because in the text the author recognises it) that the political process… has not produced a unifying government…’, the author wrote: 

‘…it must be recognised that the political process… has not produced a unifying government…’ (§12).  

The use of the grammatical metaphors also extends to presenting certain opinions or perspectives of live as facts that move the propositions ‘outside the realm of contestability’ (Caldas-Coulthard and Holland, 2002: 130) and thus make it difficult to question by the reader:

‘This war should not been fought.  Compounding this is the fact that it was entered into without plan and without any understanding of its inevitable consequences.’ (§10)   

Another example of the writer’s indirect yet strong ideological perspective are used by him comparisons in relation to the Bush’s military approach: 

‘There is tragedy here playing out on many levels.’ (§10)
‘Given the mess we have created’ (§11)

The main social participant of the text is President Bush who is openly compared to ‘a failed salesman offering rejected goods’.  This comparison describes his leadership skills, his lack of political understanding and his military abilities.

Presidential position is integrated in laws allowing him making independent decisions regarding the nation he represents and therefore his government and army belong to the most powerful dominant group in the text.  Nevertheless, the author sees the dominated group – the American people, as a positive social participant who resists the hegemony of the President Bush government:

‘But with his approval rating at 35 per cent and support for his leadership in the war at 25 per
 cent…’ (§8)
‘The lesson of Vietnam is clear: A US-led war cannot be won or sustained without the
support of the American people. By failing to learn that lesson, the president has not only put Iraq at risk, but American leadership in the world and the stability of the entire Middle East.’ (§13)
By choosing to represent the President as the actor and initiator of the ‘unpopular war’ in Iraq that ‘was entered into without plan and without any understanding of its inevitable consequences’ and his ‘long record of failure’ in general leadership, the writer presents Mr Bush as solely responsible for the tragic consequences of the war. By identifying himself with the American people, the author reveals his personal ideological positioning.  In order to persuade readers to adopt a similar stance to his the author refers in his article to the future as well as he is evaluating the past military policies of the President.  The author supports his assessment by presenting factual statistics and is capable of providing an objective evaluation of the stance of people he disagrees with ‘the president is right to suggest that it would be criminal and dangerous to just pull up stakes and abandon the Iraqis to an uncertain fate’.

4.3.3 Headline and visual features analysis

‘Headlines are the most powerful and auto-promotional tool…’  

(Caldas – Coulthard, 1996: 257)
Headlines, illustrations and pictures interplay with the texts and draw attention of the readership.  They help to create structure of meaning of the information that follows (Kress and van Leeuwen, 1990).  Ideational and to a certain extend interpersonal meanings have been expressed by the above features in both of the analysed articles.  (For headlines and pictures see the appendix 2.)
	
	‘USA Today’
	‘Gulf News’

	Headlines
	Quotation indirectly supportive of the US military challenge still to come in Iraq.

	Explicit critique of the President Bush’s recent plan of US military intervention in Iraq.  Evaluation supported by an argument.

	Pictures
	Portrait picture of Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus, the newly named US commander in Iraq, captured in a focused and intense pose.  The picture aims at introducing a serious man charged with carrying out the Bush’s plan.


	Humorous caricature ridiculing President Bush’s strategy in Iraq i.e. the President drives his military tank (i.e. the US War on Terror) in Iraq in circles with no clear direction or idea (‘this isn’t an open-ended operation…’) how to finish it.




Table 6.  Comparison of headlines and pictures

4.4
Interpersonal Meaning and Modality

“We use language to interact with other people, to establish and maintain relations with them, to influence their behaviour, to express our own viewpoint on things in the world, and to elicit or change theirs.”  (Thomson, 2004: 30)
Malcolm Coulthard compliments the above statement:

‘Those working on written discourse have tended to analyse it as monologue and to ignore the 
fact that as he reads the reader interacts with text…’  (1985: 192)
Text 1

The article reports information that has occurred in a real world situation using only declaratives, which position the reader as a recipient of the news.  The writer wants to distance himself from the text and the reader by never using the first person singular.  The interpersonal stance makes the objectivity of the text more difficult to challenge.

The above stance is further supported by the use of modality.  Modality, like most of the information in the article, is included in the quotations of other people statements.  For Halliday and Hasan quotations represent logicosemantic system of projection (1985: 193) and thus they aid the writer to present his supporting to the continuous US military intervention in Iraq position:

‘It could be [Bush’s plan] a last chance to succeed in Iraq.’ (§12)
‘Such a resolution could hurt U.S. efforts in Iraq…’ (§13)

The above explicit modal meanings expressing low degree of probability are subjective statements.  This normally would allow for a certain degree of negotiability of the exchanged meaning with the audience.  However, here they are presented as statements of people of a higher level of authority and expertise than the reader and the writer, which makes them more difficult to challenge by the intended readership.  This observation is further supported by the analysis of the following paragraph:

“None of this will be rapid,” he said.  “in effect, the way ahead will be neither quick nor easy, and undoubtedly there will be tough days.” (§7)

The above finite sentences represent a very authoritarian but subjective stance of the speaker (Petraeus) where any negotiability of meaning is strongly dismissed.  This is achieved particularly by Modal Adjunct: ‘undoubtedly’ but also by Modal Finite ‘will’ both expressing certainty of the events to come.  The subjective statement is one of many similar examples in the text, which are forced upon the audience.

In his text the author also used attitudinal epithets and adverbs in order to instigate a supportive relationship with the readership:

‘…there will be some tough days’ (§ 7) but we are not scared of them
‘But hard is not hopeless.’ (§2) we are strong and not afraid to take on challenges
As already mention in section 4.2 of the essay, the interpersonal relation between the writer and the reader on several occasions resembles the one of an army superior talking down to his subordinate solders ‘any text chosen by any person is predictable from that person’s place in social and institutional structures’ (Caldas – Coulthard and Holland, 2000: 121).  Thus the discursive practice is supported by several ambiguous statements with no reasonable argument, patronising assumptions and stating the obvious information:

‘The situation in Iraq is dire, the stakes are high, there are no easy choices and the way ahead will be very hard…’ (§ 2)
 ‘…in effect, the way ahead will be neither quick nor easy, and undoubtedly there will be tough days.’  (§ 7)
‘But hard is not hopeless.’ (§ 2)

Another interpersonal feature of the text is that by using many quotations and choosing a particular vocabulary to gloss the report, the writer ‘detaches him/herself from the responsibility of what is being reported’ (Caldas - Coulthard, 2005: 295):

“Petraeus said: ‘We would have indicators at the least during the late summer.’” (§11)
“Petraeus said: ‘This is a test of wills at the end of the day.’” (§13)
‘“None of this will be rapid,” he (Petraeus) said.’ (§7)  

The above examples aim at suggesting that ‘the reporter is apparently neutral in relation to the supposed saying, because s/he introduces it by using the verb say.’ (Caldas - Coulthard, 2005: 295).  This approach carries also non-explicit meaning of legitimizing what was reported and it is a rhetorical strategy ‘used by the media discourse to implicate reliability’ (ibid, 2005: 303).  

The use of quotations will be further analysed in section 4.7 referring to intertextuality.  

Text 2
The article presents author’s personal evaluation of real life events and offers predictions of future happenings.  It uses only declaratives and thus it aims at offering information to the audience but in an authoritarian manner, as already mentioned in table 5.  In the main, the author prefers to distance himself from the text and therefore he avoids using first person singular in order to present his assessment of Bush’s presidency and the situation in Iraq as objective information:

‘The problem with President George W. Bush’s most recent “new” plan to win the war is that he has ignored the reality of both of these potentially explosive situations – at great risk.’  (§ 3)
‘…the president has not only put Iraq at risk, but American leadership in the world and the stability of the entire Middle East.’  (§ 13)
On few occasions author identifies himself with the American nation and the Government and takes responsibility for actions taken by the elected President ‘Given the mess we have created… our allies and interests would be compromised’, ‘the political process we’ve mismanaged in that [Iraq] country…’.  This approach aims at presenting a great solidarity with what he understands are the views of all American people, shows care for the American nation and constructs a relationship with the readership.  It also aims at cultivating a ‘cultural authority’.  These familiar with the references, predominantly the American people, are invited to share the evaluation of the events.

This impersonal character makes the texts less likely to be challenged by the reader.  Additionally, the author offers information from a perspective of a subject expert and therefore used by him modality represents certainty:

‘This war should not been fought…’ (§ 10)
‘…it must be recognised…’ (§ 12)

Although the writer presents a subjective and authoritative stance, he is very careful in projecting his perspective onto the readership.  In order to effectively influence the audience and make them feel good about their negative attitude towards the Bush’s leadership, author uses modal auxiliaries that reinforce American people feelings:

‘He [President] has increasingly lost the trust of the American people – trust he must have…’ (§7)

‘A US-led war cannot be won or sustained without the support of the American people.’
(§13)
Interpersonal meaning is also conveyed in the text by comments in quotation marks that appeal to a sense of solidarity with the audience and to perceptions shared between them and the writer (Caldas-Coulthard and Holland, 2000: 129).  ‘New’ indirectly ridicules the President’s recent attempt of calling military intervention in Iraq as a ‘new’ plan (President thinks that he is fooling us while we all know that the plan is not ‘new’), 

Another example: 

‘most important in his presidency’ (§5).  The record shows that the President has said this many times but he has never delivered.  
The discursive practice adopted by the writer shows that the interpersonal relationship between him and the reader is based on mutual respect: intellectual discourse to an intelligent audience (well researched information supported by evidence, lack of condescending statements or sentences that state the obvious) and American concerned with the future of all Americans (author’s identification with American nation).

4.5
Cohesion

Cohesion is: 

‘a surface relation; it connects together the actual words and expressions that we can see or hear.’ (Baker, 1992: 180)

Ronal Carter adds:
‘Cohesion concerns the ways in which the components of the surface text are mutually
 connected within a sequence’.  (1998: 103)

Cohesion  therefore  
‘…is part of the text-forming component in the linguistic system.  It is the means whereby
 elements that are structurally unrelated to one another are linked together through the
 dependence of one on the other for its interpretation.’ (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 27).

The table underneath presents both texts’ creation process:

	COHESION
	Text 1
	Text 2

	GRAMMATICAL:

Reference

‘The term reference is traditionally used in semantics for the relationship which holds between a word and what it points to in the real world.’  (Baker, 1992: 181)

‘Cohesion occurs where the interpretation of some element in the discourse is dependent on that of another.’

(Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 4)


	The text refers to many exophoric references relating to obvious to everyone statements with the author presuming that his readership will be able to understand them:

‘But hard is not hopeless’. (§2)

‘…the way ahead will be neither quick nor easy…’ (§7)
Personal references work here endophorically.  Demonstrative references are represented mainly by deictics.  There is no comparative references in the text.


	Text avoids using exophoric references to ‘facts of life’ assumptions.

Personal references work here endophorically.  Demonstrative references are represented mainly by deictics.  There is a few examples of comparative references:

‘…This was, at least, the third most important Iraq speech of his tenure…’ (§5)


	Cohesive system

‘Cohesion is the network of lexical, grammatical and other relations which provide links between various parts of text’.  (Baker, 1992: 180)


	The text is in the main prospective and linear and only on one occasion it operates retrospectively.


	The system is represented here by prospective and retrospective duality including elements of lexical cohesion: anaphoric nouns, advance and retrospective labels, which are ‘extremely common in the press and in all discourse of an argumentative nature.’  (Francis, 2005: 100)



	Cohesion through substitution
	Text has one example of substitution. 


	There are no examples of substitution in the text.



	Cohesion through

ellipsis

‘…substitution and ellipsis are purely grammatical relations which hold between linguistic forms…’ (Baker, 1992: 187)
	Ellipsis are represented in the text very sparingly i.e.

‘…Iraqi political and economic reforms in tandem with military action. … (§6) None of this will be rapid…’ (§7)  


	There are many examples of ellipsis in the text:

‘There are two Iraq-related time bombs… The first is the US public growing dissatisfaction… The second involves the internal Iraq dynamic…’ (§1)  



	Cohesion through

conjunction
	The text has an example of additive, adversative and temporal conjunctions and no instances of causal conjunction. 
	The text has six examples of adversative conjunctions and several examples of additive, causal and temporal conjunctions.



	LEXICAL:

‘…lexical cohesion in written text…is a problematic type of cohesion mainly because we are dealing with open rather than closed class items.’  (Carter, 1998: 80)

Reiteration
	Reiteration is predominantly expressed by: 1) repetition, which seems overemphatic i.e. surname Petraeus is used on 9 occasions out of 18 sentences and 2) synonyms i.e. 

Bush’s plan – Bush’s new strategy - Bush’s policy.


	Reiteration achieved by synonyms and near synonyms i.e.

US adventure in Iraq – US military presence (in Iraq) – (US) undertaking in Iraq, US-led war.

	Superordinates
	Neither of the texts relies on this cohesive lexical method.



	Collocations
	Grammatically collocations occur in both texts but they are not examples of cohesive devices needed to explain what is happening in the articles.



	Prediction 

Advanced labelling here is  based on Tadros, A. 1994: 70:

‘Prediction is thus a prospective rhetorical device which commits the writer at one point in the text to a future discourse act.’


	It does not occur in the text.
	Enumeration occurs in the text:

‘There are two Iraq-related time bombs ticking downwards… The first is the US public growing dissatisfaction … The second involves the internal Iraq dynamic…’ (§1)




Table 7. The features of cohesion
4.6 Interdiscursivity

‘Discourse is for me more than just language use; it is language use, whether speech or
writing, seen as a type of social practice’ (Fairclough, 1992a: 28).  
The table below presents the main discourse types of the examined texts:  

	
	Text 1
	Text 2


	Discourse
	Written by American reporter, Bush supporter and addressed to an uneducated readership – US nationals in American newspaper.
· Pro-Bush Plan Propaganda:

‘…President Bush’s plan to secure Iraq…’ (§1) Is anybody really able to secure Iraq?

‘it [the plan] could be a last chance to succeed in Iraq.’ (§12) Everybody should be motivated to support the last chance! 

‘The situation in Iraq is dire, the stakes are high, there are no easy choices and the way ahead will be very hard… But hard is not hopeless.’ (§2) Therefore it must be done!
· Authoritarian (Army / Military)

‘…[implementing the plan] the way ahead will be neither quick nor easy, and undoubtedly there will be tough days’. (§7)  We are not asking you whether you agree with us, because we have already decided.
‘Such a resolution (criticising the plan) could hurt U.S. efforts in Iraq…’ (§13) So stop criticizing it as you are hurting US efforts!  It has been already decided for all Americans that it is their choice anyway.

‘…ultimate success will be determined by Iraqi political and economic reforms in tandem with military action…’ (§6) We have already decided on what we will do: implement peace with military help.
‘This is a test of wills at the end of the day.’ (§ 13)  We are tougher!

	Written by educated (PhD) Arab, American citizen and addressed to an English speaking educated generalist (local and expatriate – mainly US nationals) in Middle East newspaper.

· Liberal
‘This war should not been fought…’ (§10) We have the right to express our disagreement with governmental decisions.
‘…he [the President] appears more like a failed salesman offering rejected goods’. (§8)  We can criticize the President.

but
‘Given the mess we’ve created, the president is right…’ (§11) We have to stay open minded and honest in assessing the damage we have already done and when planning our moves forward.

‘In deciding to escalate the US military presence in order to strengthen what has been shown to be a decidedly sectarian Iraqi government, Bush appears to be shortening the fuse on both bombs.’ (§4)
Ideology must never triumph reality.
· Social – democratic

‘But with his [Bush] approval rating at 35 per cent and support for his leadership in the war at 25 per cent…’ (§8)  In the USA every citizen has equal rights and can express his/her views.
‘A US-led war cannot be won or sustained without the support of the American people’ (§13) The President should remember who elected him.
· Political

‘If either of the two, or both, reaches their zero point, the US adventure in Iraq is all but doomed’. (§2)  This is not fact, yet it is presented as a certainty.



	Language
	· Formal
Maintains speaker authority: (Petraeus) is the subject specialist, military superior directly involved in the process and thus his opinions should be considered as undisputable:

‘…ultimate success will be determined…’ (§6).  ‘…undoubtedly there will be tough days…’ (§7)  
· Informal

To project objectivity by the author and balance the authoritarian tone of Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus:

‘Two bipartisan groups…are pushing for a vote…’ (§4),  ‘Sen. Carl Levin …pressed Petraeus’ (§9).

	· Formal
Maintains writers authority as the subject expert:

‘It must be recognised…’ (§12), ‘This war should not been fought.’ (§10)
· Informal

Useful in conveying irony and solidarity with the American people:
‘The president’s Wednesday nigh speech was billed as “the most important in his presidency”. This was, at least, the third most important Iraq speech of his tenure…’(§5),  ‘His [Bush] long record of failure… has taken a toll’ (§6)

	Purpose
	Report information to an uneducated reader, presenting only supporting the main ideology data and thus leave the reader with no alternatives but only to agree with the ideology.

Interdiscursivity helped to achieve the purpose of this text.

	The media discourse presents pro and against the Bush’s plan arguments.  It persuades the reader to support its ideology by factual and well researched argumentation.

Interdiscursivity helped to achieve the purpose of this text.



Table 8. Interdiscursivity in Text 1 and Text 2
4.7 Intertextuality 

Fairclough described intertextuality as ‘the particular configurations of conventional discourse’ (1989) that make explicit or implicit references to sources outside the text.  

Sebeok (1986 in Varela and Butt, 2000:112) further describes the intertextuality as reference, cliché, literary allusion, self-quotation, conventionalism, proverb and mediation.  Coulthard adds that Intertextuality is an ‘example of matching’, where the reader ‘is expected to deduce and supply the matched text’ (1992: 35).
Text 1

Text refers to the outside the data source, i.e. the testimony of Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus of 23rd January 2007 that took place at the Senate Armed Services Committee and the debate it sparked among the Committee’s members.  Although the author unfolds the theme patterns in a manner that produces a coherent method of textual development their interpretation should be compared to the original transcript of the entire meeting, which for most of the readership would be impossible to obtain.  Carmen Rosa Caldas – Coulthard, also referring to the interpersonal meaning, proposes that:

                ‘Although quoted material represents interaction, the represented speech is always

                mediated and indirect, since it is produced by someone…, who interprets the speech acts

                represented according to her [or his] point of view… The apparent ‘factuality’ is a fiction.’

                                                                                                                                                (1996: 258)
Caldas-Coulthard further maintains that:
‘The teller is … in charge of selecting what to report and of organizing the way what has been selected is going to be reported.  The same words, for example, can be interpreted and therefore retold differently according to different points of view and according to different

social conventions and roles.’ (2005: 295)

Since the accuracy of the interpretation of the quotations cannot be confirmed against the factual report it questions the truthfulness and veracity of the entire report i.e. is the selected pro-war information well balanced with the contra arguments given by the opposition throughout the meeting?  Are the single quotations taken out of context to create an entirely new meaning?  

The quotations used in this text have also another purpose, according to van Dijk, they add intensity to the article ‘introducing participants as speakers conveys both the human and the dramatic dimension of the news events’ (1988b: 87) and somewhat projects it as more reliable.

One of the quotations, which are thought to add vividness to the text, is a hackneyed opinion of Lt. Gen. Petraeus:

                ‘But hard is not hopeless.’ (§2)

This cliché statement is shared here in order to reinforce the spirit of the readership in support of Bush’s plan.  It however does not provide any legitimate argument explaining why the support should be given.  Equally uninformative is the entire article where the intertextual ‘thread’ (Hatim and Mason, 1990: 121) spines around the aforementioned ‘new’ plan:
Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus … tries to implement President Bush’s plan to secure Iraq… (§ 1)
“The situation in Iraq is dire…” Petraeus told the Senate Armed Services Committee. “But hard is not hopeless.” (§ 2)
Sen. Joe Lieberman, I – Conn., urged senators not to adopt a resolution criticizing Bush’s plan.  He said it could be a last chance to succeed in Iraq. (§ 12)
Such a resolution could hurt U.S. efforts in Iraq…(§ 13)

The text lacks complex referencing, literary allusions or proverbs.   

Readership unfamiliar with the details of the Committee meeting may be more willing to accept the ready-made evaluation of the discussion.  Thus, the aforementioned feature has also interpersonal character, already analysed in section 4.4.
Text 2

The text presents examples of reported speech, which ultimately introduce intertextuality.  The role of quotations here is different to Text 1, as it mainly focuses on the interpersonal meaning already explained in section 4.4.  Nevertheless, the exophoric information refers to unknown source data:

 ‘The president’s Wednesday nigh speech was billed as “the most important in his presidency”’  (§ 5).   By whom?
Again, since the accuracy of the interpretation of the quotation or even its existence cannot be checked against the factual report it questions its truthfulness.  However, the quotation has minimal impact on the message of the entire text and thus even without it the article would have had the same effect on its readership.

Another intertextual feature of the article are many socio-cultural, historical and political references.  Although most of them refer to the American heritage, they all are international events and thus would be understood by the intended reader – American or foreign educated generalist.  The text refers to: the internal Iraq dynamics i.e. Sunni – Shiite war, the President’s previous military and political failures in Iraq, the war in Vietnam, Hurricane Katrina, Iran’s political situation, Americas leadership in the world and statistics of the US President approval rating pools.  All of the aforementioned references might also aim at cultivating the already highlighted in section 4.4 ‘cultural authority’.

Most of the intertextual references, which support the writer’s argument criticising Bush’s presidency are not elaborated upon, perhaps because the author does not want to loose his focus from the headline story.  They are all factual events and thus they are easily available to anyone for an independent research.  For example, the article provides results of an approval rating at 35 per cent for the President but does not specify the source of the statistic.  This could be clarified by the following search:

http://www.cnn.com/2006/POLITICS/11/06/bush.poll/index.html
‘WASHINGTON (CNN) -- President Bush's popularity has dipped to 35 percent…’ (§ 1)

The Intertextuality of the article not only supports the aforementioned author’s personal stance but also defends the general in the Middle East view that sees the U.S. led war in the region as the ‘War of Error’ rather than the ‘War of Terror’.

5. CONCLUSIONS

As proven in the above analysis all the elements of the CDA are closely interrelated:

‘Discourse analysis … does not break an utterance (or sentence) down into smaller units but
sees it as a whole entity in itself contributing to larger – scale patterns or structures of
linguistic organisation.’  (Montgomery, 1995: 215)

The CDA of both texts has identified several differences in the representation of events, in relation to the ideological stance, cultural and social position of the speaker / writer and the participants of the articles and the intended readership.  Therefore, my prediction with regard to both texts presented in the introduction has been confirmed.  However, Text 1 confirms it to a much greater degree than Text 2.  

In the analysed texts the ideological perspective of both of the writers has been comprised in the provided background information about the processes and participants.  The most important difference is in the degree of responsibility that is likely to be attached to the President’s military actions in Iraq.  
Text 1 presents positive and fully supportive attitude towards Bush’s military plan and tries to position its readership to adopt similar and loyal to the plan view.  The text aims to achieve this by indirectly trying to intimidate its readership by quoting speakers of a higher than the intended audience degree of authority and social power i.e. military and governmental representatives.  Although, all of the quoted statements are subjective, specifically selected and thus their representation of events is highly biased, perhaps taken out of context or even not truthful they are forced upon the mass readership in a way that does not allow for any negotiation of their meanings.  As highlighted in the analysis, they represent the coercive manner of the military control that is ideologically faithful to the Presidential perspective and of more powerful status than the intended audience.  Thus the text does not present any rational argumentation or asks the readership about their views only informs them about the decision already made for all Americans which they should (if not must) support.  The author appears to be projecting these opinions onto the readership as an absolute certainty or statements of facts because they support his own ideological stance and thus he uses language as ‘a loaded weapon… [that] can be used for persuasive and exploitative purposes’ (Carter, 1998: 109).

This is an example where one dominant group i.e. the government, indirectly aims at ideologically controlling the dominated group i.e. masses – predominantly American people’s minds and thus their actions.  

Text 2 takes a very different approach.  Despite being written from an authoritarian perspective of an educated American citizen of Arabic background, the article critically evaluates the President Bush led war in Iraq providing rational arguments for and against the subject matter.  The article is addressed to an educated generalist and perhaps for this reason it offers a well-researched information based on factual data and statistics that can be confirmed outside the source data and therefore somewhat respects the audience’s intelligence and its democratic rights to independent evaluation of events and personal choice. Unlike Text 1, events in Text 2 are represented by prospective and retrospective duality, which adds to the overall objectivity of the article.  The author’s ideological stance represents solidarity and cooperation with the dominated group – the American people who are dissatisfied with Bush’s presidency and in particular with his war policy.  This is reflected in the text by its choice of lexis, type of social interaction and its references to the ‘cultural authority’, which the author shares on the same level of social structure as the reader, hence the use of personal pronoun ‘ we’.

Following Kress (1985: 7) ideology has strong influence on discourse and thus the authors manipulated the sociolinguistic variables in order to present their beliefs.  Since all analysed features in Text 1 present only selected information that strictly supports Bush’s ‘new’ plan, the text can be considered in many points as an ideological propaganda for the masses.  Text 2 on the other hand presents an intellectual evaluation of events from a number of perspectives based on power of knowledge, factual information and cultural expertise, which resists the ideology forced by the dominant group – i.e. Bush and his government.
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APPENDIX 1

	Article
	“USA Today”, 24th January 2007

By Tom Vanden Brook
	Gulf News, 15th January 2007

By Dr James Zogby

	Title
	“‘Tough days’ still to come in Iraq”

General charged with carrying out Bush plan.

	“A dangerous speech”
The problem with Bush’s most recent ‘new’ plan to win the war is that he has ignored the reality of potentially explosive situations.

	1
	WASHINGTON – Army Lt. Gen. David Petraeus, the newly named U.S. commander in Iraq, testified on Tuesday that there will be “tough days” ahead as he tries to implement President Bush’s plan to secure Iraq using thousands of additional U.S. troops.


	There are two Iraq-related time bombs ticking downwards, each of which will determine the fate of millions caught in the war’s cross-hairs.  The first is the US public growing dissatisfaction not only with the war, but with the president himself.  The second involves the internal Iraq dynamic, which all signs suggest is moving in the direction of an expanded civil war.



	2
	“The situation in Iraq is dire, the stakes are high, there are no easy choices and the way ahead will be very hard,” Petraeus told the Senate Armed Services Committee. “But hard is not hopeless.”


	If either of the two, or both, reach their zero point, the US adventure in Iraq is all but doomed.

	3
	Petraeus’ grim assessment came as Bush was preparing to present his State of the Union address to a Congress, now under Democratic control, that is increasingly uneasy with his decision to commit an additional 21,500 U.S. troops to Iraq.


	The problem with President George W. Bush’s most recent “new” plan to win the war is that he has ignored the reality of both of these potentially explosive situations – at great risk.

	4
	Two bipartisan groups in the Senate are pushing for a vote on non-binding resolutions expressing opposition to Bush’s plan. Pending negotiations among lawmakers, one of the measures, or a compromise, could pass the Senate Foreign Relations Committee as early as today.


	In deciding to escalate the US military presence in order to strengthen what has been shown to be a decidedly sectarian Iraqi government, Bush appears to be shortening the fuse on both bombs.

	5
	Bush nominated Petraeus, an expert in counterinsurgency, to become the senior U.S. commander in Iraq, succeeding Army Gen. George Casey.

 
	The president’s Wednesday nigh speech was billed as “the most important in his presidency”. This was, at least, the third most important Iraq speech of his tenure – each of which was designed, at the time, to salvage his undertaking in Iraq. 



	6 
	Petraeus said ultimate success will be determined by Iraqi political and economic reforms in tandem with military action.


	However, his long record of failure – in the war, in response to Hurricane Katrina and elsewhere – has taken a toll.

	7
	“None of this will be rapid,” he said.  “in effect, the way ahead will be neither quick nor easy, and undoubtedly there will be tough days.”


	He has increasingly lost the trust of the American people – trust he must have – if they are to support his leadership in what has become an increasingly unpopular war.

	8
	The hearings on Tuesday gave senators a chance to question how Bush’s new strategy will work.


	But with his approval rating at 35 per cent and support for his leadership in the war at 25 per cent, he appears more like a failed salesman offering rejected goods.



	9
	Sen. Carl Levin, chairman of the panel and a leading critic of Bush’s policy, pressed Petraeus on whether the flow of additional U.S. troops could be halted in midstream if the Iraqi government failed to meet its commitment to provide thousands more troops.


	…Early reviews make the point. Before the speech, only one third of the public supported an increase in American troops to Iraq. After the speech, the percentage of those supporting a surge remained one third, as did the two thirds of the public who still opposed the proposals.



	10
	“It could,” Petraeus replied.  Earlier he had said there were no “specific conditions” the Iraqis must meet to keep the flow moving.  The last of five additional U.S. brigades are scheduled to arrived in the Iraqi capital in May; the first have already arrived.


	There is tragedy here playing out on many levels.  This war should not been fought.  Compounding this is the fact that it was entered into without plan and without any understanding of its inevitable consequences.  



	11
	Asked by Sen. John McCain R-Ariz., how soon he thought he would know whether the new strategy was working, Petraeus said: “We would have indicators at the least during the late summer.”


	Given the mess we’ve created, the president is right to suggest that it would be criminal and dangerous to just pull up stakes and abandon the Iraqis to an uncertain fate: sectarian civil war can escalate leading to a fractioning the nation, violent extremism would spread, Iran would be further emboldened and our allies and interests would be compromised.



	12
	Sen. Joe Lieberman, I – Conn., urged senators not to adopt a resolution criticizing Bush’s plan.  He said it could be a last chance to succeed in Iraq.


	At the same time, it must be recognised that the political process we’ve mismanaged in that country has not produced a unifying government but, instead, has fed the sectarian an divide, spawning a set of governments and militias each with deadly intent.

	13
	Such a resolution could hurt U.S. efforts in Iraq, Petraeus said: “This is a test of wills at the end of the day.”


	…The lesson of Vietnam is clear: A US-led war cannot be won or sustained without the support of the American people. By failing to learn that lesson, the president has not only put Iraq at risk, but American leadership in the world and the stability of the entire Middle East.
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