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Abstract: The present study aims at examining how the generic
structures of US presidential war narrative affect the type of
Aristotle’s triad of rhetoric used to realise the communicative
functions of these generic structures. As such, eleven American
presidential war addresses delivered by six American presidents
extending during the period 1986-2018 were chosen as the
sample of the study. The results show that the choice of any
mode of rhetoric is based on its response to the communicative
functions of the generic structures of the presidential war
addresses. In previous studies, Aristotle’s triad of rhetoric has
frequently been examined by scholars in terms of the
communicative purpose of the speaker only. This study,
however, presents a revised approach to the usage of epideictic,
deliberative and forensic types of rhetoric informed by their uses
and functions in each generic structure employed to justify
American military actions as the communicative purpose.
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1. Introduction

Sometimes, without a formal declaration of war by the American
Congress, the nation’s troops are sent to carry out major military actions. In
this situation, the use of presidential war narrative becomes necessary and
increasingly dominant in presidential discourse to help presidents justify
these military actions, legitimise their initiatives, and undermine the
possibility of robust opposition (Campbell & Jamieson, 2008; Hart, 1987).
Presidential rhetoric is primarily aimed at using words by presidents in
times of crisis to form attitudes or to encourage moves into action consistent
with the presidents’ policies (Knoblauch, 1985). Consequently, Campbell
and Jamieson (2008) hold that political processes are ‘infused with
rhetoric’, and through successful application of rhetoric, the president can
negotiate and establish his political power. One of the rhetorical arguments
used by presidents to craft this type of discourse is the skilful manipulation
of Aristotle’s modes of rhetoric: epideictic, deliberative and forensic to
justify the American military actions as the communicative purpose of this
genre in particular.

Besides, Campbell and Jamieson (2008: 224) claim that “the justification
[for war] is embodied in a dramatic narrative from which, in turn, an
argument is extracted” (Hodges, 2013). In relation, Hodges (2013) points
out that each new call to war also creates the presidential war narrative and
appropriates it in a way to meet the current needs, “borrowing from the
generic framework and remaking it in light of the current situation” (2013:
47-48). As such, Hodges (2013) points out that the generic structure of the
text is considered as the main linguistic tool used to make sense of human
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happenings. He argues that the generic structure helps “to situate the
particulars of narrated events within conventional models ... for interpreting
those particulars”. To put it differently, presidents employ a generic
precedent to craft a story “by mapping the particulars of the narrated events
onto that framework” (Hodges, 2013: 50). Given this, the genre provides
“conventional guidelines or schemas” (Bauman, quoted in Hodges, 2013:
50).

Accordingly, this study seeks to examine the influence of US presidential
war narrative on rhetorical use with particular focus on Aristotelian triadic
typology of rhetoric: forensic, demonstrative and deliberative. In other
words, the study investigates how Aristotle’s triad of rhetoric is called for as
a response to the needs of audiences and the dramatic events of the
presidential war narrative embedded in the generic structures used to justify
the American military actions as the communicative purpose of the genre.
Presidential war narrative in specific is frequently examined and studied in
terms of Aristotle’s modes of rhetoric. These studies have examined these
types of rhetoric taking into account the communicative purpose of the
rhetor only and their appearances in the text as a whole (Bostdorff, 2014,
2011; Condit, 1985; Hubanks, 2009; Jackson, 2004; Murphy, 2003; Ramos,
2010; Vatnoey, 2015; Watt et al., 2017). Yet, little work, so far, has been
done to examine and study epideictic, deliberative and forensic types of
rhetoric in terms of their employment and function to achieve the
communicative function of each generic structure or element of the text.
Accordingly, this study sets out to fill this gap by attempting to describe
how Aristotle’s triad of rhetoric has been employed in response to the needs
of audiences and the particulars of the war narrative reflected in the generic
structures of the text. By audiences, | mean specifically the public at large,
including American Congress and audiences and other non-American
bodies. Based on the introduction and the problem statement the present
study, the following questions are raised:

1) What generic structures are used to achieve the communicative
purpose of US Presidential War Narrative?

2) What type(s) of Aristotle’s rhetoric used in each generic
structure? How are they called for as a response to each generic
structure? How are they employed to achieve the communicative
function of each generic structure of US Presidential War
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Narrative?

2. Theoretical Review

In the Rhetoric, Aristotle divides rhetoric into three main categories: (1)
epideictic or ceremonial (2) deliberative or political and (3) forensic or
judicial. These three divisions of rhetoric are based on three classes of
listeners. Listeners as judges who determine what has been articulated as just
or unjust when forensic rhetoric is employed. Listeners as members of an
assembly who decide on what future events should be taken when
deliberative rhetoric is employed. Listeners as observers who decide on the
rhetor’s skills of praise or blame when epideictic rhetoric is employed
(Bostdorff, 2014; Garver, 2009; Rapp, 2009; Robert, 2004). In another sense,
Eisenstadt (2014) argues that what audiences need is distinct and, therefore,
speakers’ strategies employed to satisfy that need are also distinct.

3.1 Eoideictic Rhetoric

Condit (1985) suggests that epideictic speeches tend to serve and execute
three functions for speakers and audiences—definition/understanding,
shaping/sharing of community and display/entertainment. Condit offers these
three functional pairs of epideictic rhetoric in terms of how exigencies, or
generic structures in our study (Bhatia, 1993), are dealt with by speakers and
their audiences. He explains that these three characteristics constitute the
most complete or “paradigmatic” epideictic and may be labelled as
"communal definition™.

The first function of Condit’s epideictic rhetoric, defining/understanding,
serves leaders in their job of defining and explaining a volatile situation to a
community. When a distressing event or a time crisis occurs, epideictic
speakers immediately set out to make the issue clear through the lens of an
audience’s shared values and beliefs (Condit, 1985). Eisenstadt (2014)
endorses Condit when he argues that audiences are provided with a sense of
comfort when they are guided to interpret a situation in terms of a backdrop
saturated by important familiar terminology. What is happening through the

E-mail: aujll@uoanbar.edu.iq 691 2022 [ 1z sl aubad) s aml)



[[ ISSN = 2073-6614 pp: 688- 721 ][ Y5 il L) dsala Alae ]]

process of epideictic discourse is that speakers tame audiences through their
presented explanations, with the speakers having the right to resort to
disambiguation of past experience (Condit, 1985; Eisenstadt, 2014).
Epideictic speakers then merge the past with the present through applying
the meaning of past experience to a present one, “thereby wielding the power
of emphasising those values to create paths to the future” (Eisenstadt, 2014:
46). This strategy of aligning a present event through the lens of the past, if
successful, provide audiences “a hint at how they might judge what is to
come” (Condit, 1985: 288). In his study, Bostdorff (2011) investigated the
connection between the epideictic type of discourse and war through
analysing George W. Bush’s August 20, 2005 address at the Naval Air
Station near San Diego, ostensibly to commemorate the 60th anniversary of
the Allied victory over Japan. Bostdorff (2011) proved that Bush typically
interwove epideictic appeals with collective memories of World War 1l to
promote Iraqg war and to shed light on the inextricable intertwining of
epideictic rhetoric and war.

Condit’s second functional pair, “shaping/sharing a sense of community,”
explains the formation of communities “through traditional, long-standing
value systems” (Eisenstadt, 2014: 49). Condit maintains that epideictic
rhetoric is particularly important to the sustainability of communities
because its main focus is unity and sharing. Similarly, Bostdorff (2011)
elucidates that during national crises such as war, making audiences as a
unified community sharing a sense of moral identities is especially important
to achieve intended ends. Jackson (2004) endorses Condit’s (1985) centrality
and importance of the functional pair of sharing and creation of a community
to human beings who, in crisis, need to be gathered in a symbolic
community. This sense of shaping and sharing community is established and
maintained by having audiences hear about the community’s legacy. When a
confusing action takes place, such as war, epideictic rhetoric will operate to
discover what the event means, and “what the community will come to be in
the “face of the new event” (Condit, 1985: 289). Likewise, shaping/sharing a
community, for instance, is often used in war times to define not only what
the Americans are, but also--through dehumanising and decontextualising
enemies --what they are not (Bostdorff, 2011).

In the third functional pair of entertainment and display, rhetors are
required to present their eloquence as “a combination of truth, beauty and
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power in human speech, and is a unique capacity of humanity” (Condit,
1985: 290). Additionally, Hart (Cited in Bostdorff, 2011) characterises the
rapid increase of epideictic rhetoric among contemporary presidents to the
increasing need for presidents to demonstrate leadership. For example,
during times of tragedy or wars, the desire to demonstrate leadership may be
particularly acute (Bostdorff, 2011). In this respect, as inspired by Condit
(1985), Jackson (2004) states that although crisis rhetoric, by character, is
not used at all for entertaining, rhetors’ mastery and use of eloquence also
gives them credibility as powerful leaders. Jackson (2004) considers the
audience as the judge of the mastery and beauty of eloquence presented by
the speaker. In war crisis, presidents are able to define why an event took
place and who we are in the face of what has happened. Presidents could
reveal leadership over issues of public morality which is one of the tenets of
the entertainment function of epideictic rhetoric. Presidents exhibit
leadership through directly benefitting the community in teaching it that “if
virtue is a faculty of beneficence, the highest kinds of it must be those which
are the most useful to others” (Hauser, 1999: 14).

2.2 Deliberative Rhetoric

According to Aristotle, political speaking aims to motivate audiences
either to do or not to do something. One of these two policies or options is
always put into practice by private counsellors, as well as by men who
deliver their oration to public assemblies (Kennedy, 2007; Robert, 2004). In
the same line, Aristotle (Quoted in Hubanks, 2009: 204) writes that “[the
deliberative rhetor][...will be concerned] not with all, but [only] those
[things] which can both possibly come to pass and [possibly] not... As to
what necessarily exists or will exist or is impossible to be or to have come
about, on these matters there is no deliberation”. As such, Aristotle equates
the role of deliberative audiences in the sense that it must hear an argument
and make a decision (Hubanks, 2009).

Within a modern view, Dow (1989) asserts that deliberative rhetoric is
fundamentally concerned with revealing or explaining the expediency or the
harmfulness of a proposed policy or course of action. Likewise. Deliberative
speeches are dedicated to focusing on the future, “presenting arguments for

E-mail: aujll@uoanbar.edu.iq 693 2022 [ 1z sl aubad) s aml)



[[ ISSN = 2073-6614 pp: 688- 721 ][ Y5 il L) dsala Alae ]]

or against some action based on their potential to do good or cause harm”
(Eisenstadt, 2014: 42). Listeners of deliberative discourse either support or
refute the speaker’s proposed outcome. Succinctly, speakers deliver
deliberative rhetoric to account for a decision-making body, highlighting the
expedient and harmful aspects of some future action or inaction, aiming at
attracting the listeners’ support or approval (Eisenstadt, 2014). Dow claims
that, in crisis times, deliberative oratory aims to recruit public support for the
actions already taken, regardless of the audience agreement to the action in
specific (Dow, 1989). Deliberative rhetoric has long been used to constitute
public responses to national threats and dangers. In the same line,
presidential addresses influence how the public sees a complex national
threat by demonstrating the expediency of one action over another more
harmful action (Glover, 2007). Glover adds that Aristotle’s framework of
deliberative rhetoric can be used by scholars to find out how a president
highlights particular threats and then he calls for a presidential and public
response to rebuff these threats (2007). Ramos' (2010) study of George W.
Bush's address to Congress and the nation on September 20, 2001, is an
example of Bush's references to deliberative rhetoric techniques.

2.3 Forensic Rhetoric

According to Aristotle, forensic rhetoric is mainly used to either attack or
defend someone (Robert, 2004). Jackson (2004) states that it is the speaker’s
responsibility to argue that the action taken is either justified or not. Ramos
goes further to claim that “whether in a court of law or the political arena,
the orator makes arguments in a forum to determine whether past events
constitute just or unjust causes” (2010: 19). Jackson (2004) elaborates that
convincing Congress and the public of the justification of the undertaken
action is the ultimate and major objective of the forensic type of discourse.
Eisenstadt (2014) agrees with Aristotle as to consider forensic speeches
focusing on the past since both attacks and their respective defences are
events that happened in the past. According to these attacks and defences,
listeners judge in the light of the justice or injustice of defendants based on
the accusations and evidence presented by attackers. Ramos (2010) recalls
Jackson’s (2004) analysis of George W. Bush's speech to Congress and the
nation on September 20, 2001, as an example of the president’s use forensic
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rhetorical techniques. In her study, Jackson describes how Bush talked about
bringing the radical Islamic perpetrators to justice.

3. Methodology
3.1 Research Design

The current study focused on presidential war discourse in terms of ‘what
is said’ and ‘how is said’ represented by the typifications of the generic
structures used to justify American military actions and Aristotle’s modes of
rhetoric employed to achieve the communicative function of these generic
structures. Consequently, this study was positioned to be a document or
content analysis study (Ary et al., 2018; Leedy & Ormrod, 2016). Thus,
qualitative content analysis as a research design was a logical selection to
systematically examine of the content of US presidential war narrative in
terms of its generic structures used to justify American wars and types of
rhetoric used to realise the communicative functions of these generic
structures.

3.2 Data Collection

The data collected for the qualitative content analysis in the present study
comprised eleven American presidential war addresses purposefully sampled
to achieve the study objectives. The data were selected from different
decades through US history to ensure the reliability and validity of the
findings’ interpretations. These comprised addresses of wars and military
introductions against Islamic and Arab countries and extended during the
period 1986-2018. In the eleven war addresses under study, it was the
presidents’ announcements of military actions or the introduction armed
forces that led to the situations being perceived as war addresses. Thus, once
presidents announced that the United States had launched airstrikes or
military introduction in response to the enemy’s act of aggression, the
importance of the situation was instantly magnified as a war situation. The
complete transcripts of the addresses under scrutiny can be found in the
online database provided by the American Presidency Project at the
University of California at Santa Barbara (Woolley and Peters 2010). Table
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1 below shows the presidential war addresses delivered by American
presidents during their office terms.

Table 1: American presidential war addresses as the sample of the study

President  Title of Address Year No. of
Words
Ronald Speech to the Nation on Air Strikes Against 1986 1000
Reagan Libya
George W.  Address on Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait 1990 1416
H. Bush Address to the nation on the invasion of Iraq 1991 1454
Bill Clinton President Clinton explains Iraq strike 1998 2053
George W.  Bush Announces Strikes Against Taliban 2001 969
Bush Address to the Nation on Iraq 2003 1768
Address on the Start of the Irag War 2003 581
Address on Military Operations in Irag 2007 2928
Barak Speech on Syria 2013 2216
Obama
Donald Trump's Address on Afghanistan, Plans For US 2017 2937
Trump Engagement
Full transcript of Trump’s address on Syria 2018 866
airstrikes

To ensure the reliability of the process of coding, the researcher asked two
raters to code the full set of texts to confirm that there is a clear
understanding of the definitions of the generic structures and their modes of
rhetoric and how they are realised in texts (Ary et al. 2018; Creswell 2009;
Flick 2018).

3.3 Data Analysis

This study adopted a qualitative content analysis to identify the generic
structures of US presidential war narrative and their influence on rhetorical
use with particular focus on Aristotle’s modes of rhetoric: epideictic,
deliberative and forensic. Data analysis started with reading and studying the
corpus (body) of texts repeatedly to prepare it for analysis. Data analysis also
requested the researcher to develop an understanding of the context of the
texts in question and an analysis of the previous political knowledge and
perception the researcher brings to the new setting as well. Based on the
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semantic units of the text (Bhatia, 1993; Swales, 1990), the researcher
determined the generic structure as the basic unit of analysis with an in-depth
analysis and interpretation of how each generic structure influences the type
of rhetoric used to realise its communicative function. After that, data were
read line by line to extract the initial generic structures by highlighting as far
as possible the boundaries that appear to establish these structures. Using the
computerised program Nvivo 12, the researcher continued reading and
systematically coding the corpus of each text until labels of the generic
structures finally emerge as reflective of semantic units of the texts (Bhatia,
1993; Swales, 1990). After that, an analysis of Aristotle's triad of rhetoric
has been carried out in terms of the emergent generic structures of US
presidential war narrative.

As for the nexus between genre analysis and rhetoric, they display a set of
commonalities in that both take into account the purpose, audience, stance,
and design of the given rhetorical situation. The rhetorical analysis
investigates not only what everything means in the content, but also why the
author writes it the way it is, who the author is (discourse community), how
content is organised (structure), and what communicative purpose intended
beyond this content, style and structure (Browning, 2018). All these are
strengths shared by genre analysis. Although generic structure analysis and
Aristotle’s modes of rhetoric display differences in analytical focus, their
theoretical orientations complement each other in various ways. All of the
generic structure analysis and rhetorical analysis are aimed to focus on “the
relationship between human action, situational context, and underlying
values” (llie, 2018: 92). Bringing these disciplines into one eclectic
analytical framework has the potential of providing a multi-aspects rich
explanation and interpretation for the complex phenomenon in question. llie
(2018) evaluates the multi-disciplines theoretical framework as having the
potential to account “for the complex and many-sided aspects of context-
specific language use” (llie, 2018: 92). Ilie narrows down his argument to
the potential of applying such an analytical framework to political discourse
genre which significantly requires processes of deliberation and rhetorical
argumentation, that is rooted in the notion of discussing issues from different
angles (llie, 2018: 92).

4. Analysis and Discussion
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The major focus of the present study was to describe the different
functions performed by instances of Aristotle’s types of rhetoric in response
to the different generic structures of the texts that are created by the
circumstantial events, the needs of the audience and the communicative
purpose of the genre. As a result, this study, set out, to identify the generic
structures constituting the texture of each address as a first step of the
analysis to, then, identify which type Aristotle’s mode of rhetoric has been
used and how it operates to realise the rhetorical function of each generic
structure. As a result of a close-reading and careful study of the selected
American presidential war addresses, the study arrived at a set of particulars
of narrated events situated in generic structures or stages utilised by
presidents to justify American military actions. Despite the variation in the
generic structures extracted, they have taken the predictable sequential order
shown in table 2 below:

Table 2: The generic elements of the presidential war narrative

Generic Element 1. The Enemy's Act of Aggression breaking the world
normalcy and creating a violent situation.

Generic Element 2. Self-defensive Nature/Mission of Military Action.

Generic Element 3. Communicating the Enemy's Atrociousness and Savagery

Generic Element 4: War as a Last Resort after Aborting Diplomatic Solutions

by Enemy

Generic Element 5: Objectives and Real Intentions of Military Action

Generic Element 6: Consequences of Failing to Respond Militarily (Inaction)

The following sub-sections explained and discussed in detail the analysis
of how different modes of Aristotle’s rhetoric responded to the different
generic structures. Each instance of Aristotle’s type of rhetoric situated in its
generic structure or exigence was elaborated with some concrete examples
extracted from the sample of the study.

1. Epideictic type of rhetoric realizing generic structure 1

The function of the first generic structure was to divide the world into one
that is canonical before the date of the enemy’s aggression and one that is
violent after the aggression. Consequently, presidents, within this specific
generic structure, needed to recount the new world after aggression that

E-mail: aujll@uoanbar.edu.iq 698 2022 [ 1z sl aubad) s aml)



[[ ISSN = 2073-6614 pp: 688- 721 ][ Y5 il L) dsala Alae ]]

would justify their legitimacy to what military action or introduction taken.
The creation of the newly imagined world occurred so early immediately
after the presidents announced the military action or introduction at the start
of each address. After this announcement, presidents soon provided a series
of propositions leading to the understanding of a conclusion that the
president and his administration were justified in undertaking the military
attack — a conclusion also verified by Dow (1985) in his analysis of
Reagans’ (1983) speech on the events in Lebanon and Grenada. To define
and realise this rhetorical act of epideictic argument, presidents linked old
acts of aggression with the new one to create the unprecedented present
(Murphy, 2003). Those propositions created by presidents in this generic
element affirmed in content that a violation of the normalcy of the world had
taken place and that the world was born with a new form. Presidents also
enacted the belief that the newborn world had appeared from “the cocoon of
the old, exploiting the fact that epideictic is a rhetoric of transformation”
(Murphy, 2003: 614).

In his televised presidential speech, of April 14, 1986, Reagan recognised
the needs of the audience to understand the event of waging war against
Libya and its reasons. Consequently, he set out to evocatively recount past
events of April, 5 solemnly describing the number of people killed and
wounded due to the terrorist bomb in a nightclub in West Berlin. By
Reagan’s reference to time (now) when remarking that “Evidence Is Now
Conclusive”, he placed himself and his audiences in the present (the
temporal marker of epideictic speech), and thus, as disclosed by Hubanks
(2009), in a position to reflect on the past while projecting the course to the
future simultaneously.

(1) On April 5 in West Berlin a terrorist bomb exploded in a nightclub
frequented by American servicemen. Sgt. Kenneth Ford and a young
Turkish woman were killed and 230 others were wounded, among them
some 50 American military personnel. Evidence Is Now Conclusive
(Reagan, April 14, 1986).

Embedded in the final part of the excerpt (1) above was quintessential
epideictic rhetoric when Reagan utilised eulogistic themes of suffering loss
and missing the dead to define and make communal the nation’s distress.
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This result has also been supported by Hubanks (2009: 215) who stated that
George W. Bush, in his speech of September 14th, 2001, utilised “eulogistic
themes (suffering loss, feeling sorrow, missing the dead) to define and
express the nation’s collective anguish”. As in the case of eulogy whereby
the community has suffered a loss, and its major need was to define the
situation and assign meaning to that event, war situations established similar
needs especially those in which Americans were shot dead. As praise and
blame are main strategies used in eulogies, praise and blame, as tenets of
epideictic rhetoric, have been successfully used by presidents. They were
aimed to define the situation further and removing confusion especially
when Reagan blamed the enemy of committing a horrific action through
bombing a nightclub frequented by American servicemen. Thus, through
narrating past events to comment on current things and through blaming the
enemy’s act of killing and eulogising the innocent people, presidents shaped
the audiences’ understanding of an explicable event taking explanation of the
event and comforting of the audiences as the main goal of the orator
(Hubanks, 2009).

The same applies to all the presidential addresses under examination. In a
speech given on August 8, 1990, after ordering 82nd Airborne Division as
well as key units of the United States’ air force to take up defensive positions
in Saudi Arabia, George W. H. Bush felt the need to define the meaning of
this military introduction, and audiences felt the need to understand this
horrific event as well (Dow, 1989). As a result, Bush began his speech by
defining the situation to notify the audience of the events that forcefully
motivated the United States’ recourse to war. At the start of the first generic
structure, Bush described the events that have taken place over the preceding
week during which Iragi armed forces, without provocation or warning,
invaded a member of the Arab League and a member of the United Nations,
Kuwait.

(2) Less than a week ago, in the early morning hours of August 2d, Iraqi
Armed Forces, without provocation or warning, invaded a peaceful
Kuwait. Facing negligible resistance from its much smaller neighbor,
Irag's tanks stormed in blitzkrieg fashion through Kuwait in a few short
hours. With more than 100,000 troops, along with tanks, artillery, and
surface-to-surface missiles, Irag now occupies Kuwait. This aggression
came just hours after Saddam Hussein specifically assured numerous
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countries in the area that there would be no invasion (Bush, January 16,
1991).

In the excerpt above, epideictic rhetoric, through the utilisation of past
events, has succeeded in aligning the current event of war declaration against
Irag. Early in the speech, Bush recalled a tragic incident when Iragi Armed
forces invaded its neighbour Kuwait. This strategy of recounting tragic
incidents undertaken by the enemy immediately after declaring war was also
evidenced in Dow (1989), Glover (2007), Hubanks (2009) and Jackson
(2004). By linking current events with past ones of the perceived irrational
behaviour of the enemy, Bush was able to place the military action against
Irag within the epideictic pattern and made it understandable for the
audiences. Citizens were in need to understand what has happened and who
they are in light of a communal rupture (Dow, 1989; Hubanks, 2009;
Murphy, 2003). The epideictic speech addressed such concerns. The
rhetorical function of these strategies was to establish a communal meaning
for the event to have the audiences understand and get familiar with it and to
guide the response of the nation’s members.

To realise the communicative function of this generic structure, epideictic
type of rhetoric has dominantly prevailed it to reimagine the meaning of
injustice of the enemy’s attack and the justice of the United States’ response
in the light of the values system of humanity and the world peace and order.
In brief, all the strategies of epideictic rhetoric used in our study to define
and realise the communicative goal of generic structure 1 such as creating a
new world after aggression, linking old events with the new one, defining
things to understand them well, sharing the communal beliefs, and utilising
eulogistic themes are also revealed in previous studies (Bostdorff, 2011,
Dow, 1985; Glover, 2007; Hubanks, 2009; Jackson, 2004; Murphy, 2003). In
these previous studies, their focus was not on the enemy’s act of aggression
as a stage or a generic element in the speech, but on the epideictic type of
argument as a strategy of demonstrating and realising the rhetor’s aims.

2. Deliberative type of rhetoric realizing generic structure 2

After using the epideictic type of rhetoric to define and realise the function
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of the first generic element, the second generic element has been prevailed
by a deliberative type of oration. Indeed, the presidents’ frequent use of the
fear and threat rhetoric can be regarded to constitute an implicit reference to
the deliberative argument made to the American people. Many examples of
the hegemony of the discourse of the emerging threats and dangers existed in
the presidential war narrative as a way to validate and legitimise the
American attacks against enemies as self-defence missions. Because these
types of discourse appealed to a national sense of grief and desire for
punishing the enemy, they implicitly denoted a specific policy that there
should be a pre-emptive step to stop the enemy’s threat and that punishment
must be sought (Dunmire, 2007). By providing these propositions, presidents
previewed policies for the union’s betterment and suggested expediency
arguments to gain the public support for the taken military actions. To justify
the function of the self-defence strategy, presidents manipulated a politics of
fear to establish for “a right-wing agenda that included the Patriot Act,
massive changes in our legal system, a dramatic expansion of the US
military, and U.S.-led military intervention” in any area (Hubanks, 2009:
205). To put into practice the politics of fear, most presidents, in their war
narrative, constructed the discourse of an “evil Other, a loosely defined yet
easily identifiable enemy against whom Americans could unite and in the
interest of defeating would accept open war” (Hubanks, 2009: 205). Instead
of discussing that the policy presented is the most expedient plan to take,
however, Clinton, in his televised address on Iraq strike on December 16,
1998, argued that the policy presented was the most expedient plan to have
taken. This conclusion was also demonstrated and reported by Dow, who
stated that “because it was clear that his actions could only be revealed after
they had occurred, public demonstration of such deliberation necessarily
came after-the-fact. Nonetheless, a national address discussing such actions
must highlight the deliberative characteristics of the process, to reassure a
democratic society that has negative memories of secret wars” (Dow, 1989:
302).

The change of the United States’ policy from declared to undeclared
responses also emphasised the vitality of deliberative strategies to these
situations. The development of nuclear arms, poison gas or biological
weapons has made the state of declaring warfare virtually unthinkable. Thus,
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presidents have expanded their authority to wage undeclared wars in the
name of defeating universal terrorism. Without a congressional declaration
of war, however, the United States would have a mandatory response from
the public towards the present crisis (Dow, 1989). Thus, one purpose of
deliberative war rhetoric was to gain the informal approval of the congress
and public for presidential action that has already been taken. In the
following excerpt, Clinton justified the military action conducted by
America against Iraq as expedient in terms of preventing Saddam Hussein
from using chemical weapons in threatening his neighbours or the world.
Clinton went further to exaggerate the suitability of his military strikes
through showing Saddam’s plan of using chemical weapons again (normal
behaviour of Saddam) if his aggressive policy is left without repulse, a
finding that was also reported in Dow’s (1989) study.

(3) Saddam Hussein must not be allowed to threaten his neighbors or the
world with nuclear arms, poison gas or biological weapons.

(4) The international community had little doubt then, and I have no doubt
today, that left unchecked, Saddam Hussein will use these terrible
weapons again.

This situation presents a clear and present danger to the stability of the
Persian Gulf and the safety of people everywhere (Clinton, December 16,
1998).

To gain the congress and public support for taken military actions and to
mitigate the opposition voices, Clinton and other presidents used this
exigence to structure the second generic structure of their presidential war
narrative in a clear deliberative argument to assure that their course was
expedient, wise and reasonable. The strategies that have been clearly
employed by American presidents to define the discourse of self-defence and
to justify their undeclared wars was to rely on evidence and past experience
that was directly related to the situation being discussed rather than the
values underlying the situation in question. This result was also shared by
Dow (1989: 304) who argued that Reagan, in his use of arguments, “offered
specific evidence establishing that the action was rational and expedient”.
The following excerpts taken from George W. H. Bush’s address on Iraq's
invasion of Kuwait on August 8, 1990 and Reagan’s 1986 address explained
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the reliance of presidents on past experience and evidence to justify the self-
defence mission.

(5) But we must recognise that Irag may not stop using force to advance its
ambitions. Irag has massed an enormous war machine on the Saudi
border capable of initiating hostilities with little or no additional
preparation. Given the Iragi government's history of aggression against
its own citizens as well as its neighbors, to assume Irag will not attack
again would be unwise and unrealistic (Bush, August 8, 1990).

(6) The evidence is now conclusive that the terrorist bombing of La Belle
discotheque was planned and executed under the direct orders of the
Libyan regime (Reagan, April 15, 1986).

By denoting that Iraq has massed its armed forces near the Saudi borders
with its history of offence against its citizens as well as its neighbours, Bush
relied on evidence to justify the policy taken and to gain more support from
public opinion.

Similarly, Trump, in his address, did the most favourable deliberative
account when he recollected memories of World war | and appropriated
them to muster support for the conducted airstrikes against targets associated
with the chemical weapons capabilities of the Syrian government. He
invoked lessons of the past to reinforce a shared identity and to instil both
obligation and confidence of the advocated policy. The trend of recourse to
past historical memories was also evidenced by Noon (2004). Noon argued
that “historical analogies offer cognitive frameworks through which we
might evaluate new information and experience, but they also trigger
emotional, even subconscious associations that are equally capable of
inspiring, attracting, and recruiting support for a particular political decision”
(2004: 340). Noon also added that the three types of rhetoric vitally invoke
historical analogies, but, given the second generic structure, they were
adapted to meet the needs of the deliberative type of argument. By adopting
this rhetorical act, audiences became in the status of mandatory acceptance
of Trump’s policy to avoid being anguished, held or killed by the
development or use of chemical weapons.

(7) In the last century, we looked straight into the darkest places of the
human soul. We saw the anguish that can be unleashed and the evil that

E-mail: aujll@uoanbar.edu.iq 704 2022 [ 1z sl aubad) s aml)



[[ ISSN = 2073-6614 pp: 688- 721 ][ Y5 il L) dsala Alae ]]

can take hold. By the end of World War I, more than one million people
had been killed or injured by chemical weapons. We never want to see
that ghastly spectre return (Trump, April 13, 2018).

In explaining this fear-based rhetoric whereby the doers of elusive evil had
the desire and the tool to inflict harm upon the United States and the world at
any moment, the argumentative deliberative nature of the presidents’ war
discourse has been exposed. Compared with previous studies, this finding
was consistent with that of Hubanks (2009) who argued that presidential war
narrative has consistently been the wvenue through which American
presidents echoed fear arguments to have the nation and audiences look
anxiously to the government to put a policy for protection and defence.
Other studies that have demonstrated this result were Glover (2007) and
Dow (1989). On the contrary, Murphy (2003) concluded the complete
absence of the deliberative argument from George W. Bush’s post 9/11
speeches as he thought that Bush’s speeches did not offer policy and
expediency arguments for the nation’s common good. Hubanks (2009: 205)
critiqued Murphy’s work stating that “to focus on only the epideictic aspects
of Bush’s rhetoric—and surely they exist — is to overlook other equally
important aspects: those instances where implicit arguments are sharply
articulated through the use of manipulative, fear-based rhetoric”. Thus,
legitimised by presidential addresses and established to resonate in the public
mind, the fear appeals used by presidents have warned American people of
the threats and dangers they may face.

3. Forensic means to a deliberative end in generic structure 3

Dow (1989) argued that it is not possible to characterise any crisis rhetoric
such as war rhetoric as being a homogeneous type of discourse. The different
situations involved in presidential war narrative require different discursive
responses. Such a type of discourse needs to be investigated in terms of the
multiple exigencies it responds to and the different functions it
accomplishes. Communicating the enemy’s atrocities and cruelty was the
third generic structure used to contribute to the communicative purpose of
justifying the military action conducted by the United States. As it was one
of the generic structures that were repeatedly used by presidents in war
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times, presidents made use of the most favourable of forensic rhetoric to
define this structure and make it achieve its rhetorical role in view of the
communicative purpose of the genre under scrutiny. This type of rhetoric is
concerned with the past and “that past could be crimes committed, charges
unjustly brought, or behaviour that needs public reckoning” (Golden,
Berquist, and Coleman, Cited in Ramos, 2010: 20). In an implicit argument
to gain the public support, presidents also recounted the enemy’s acts of
atrociousness. Recounting these atrocities aimed at urging audiences to make
a judgment on the justice of the defending nation based on the atrocities of
the attackers and persuading Americans and the public that those who
committed evil crimes were required to be persecuted and brought to justice.
Both the explicit employment of a forensic type of rhetoric used to accuse
the enemy of its voluntary criminal act and the implicit arguments of
deliberative discourse used to gather the support of the public to justify the
American response are made clear in the following excerpt.

(8) He (Saddam) has used them. Not once, but repeatedly. Unleashing
chemical weapons against Iranian troops during a decade-long war. Not
only against soldiers, but civilians, firing Scud missiles at the citizens of
Israel, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain and Iran. And not only against a foreign
enemy, but even against his people, gassing Kurdish civilians in
Northern Irag (Clinton, December 16, 1998).

Clinton accused Saddam of committing evil crimes in using chemical
weapons against Iranian soldiers and civilians, firing other deadly missiles at
the citizens of Israel, Saudi Arabia and Bahrain, and even using biological
weapons against his people. Clinton, not only foregrounded these acts as
crimes conducted against humanity but also attracted the audience’s
attention to an important fact that these crimes were part of the enemy’s
nature and understanding. By crafting this generic structure in such a way,
presidents, in general, were condemning individuals and their criminal acts
and, simultaneously, mandating audiences to justify bringing justice to
criminals, or at least, gaining their support. Jackson (2004) also pointed out
that George W. Bush used forensic argument in his speech to Congress and
the nation on September 20, 2001, when he referred to bring the radical
Islamic terrorists into justice. Thus, by making the case against the radical
Islamic terrorists, Bush was also able to influence the American people and
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convinced them that those terrorists were required to be brought into justice
which was considered a just cause for an undertaken or future course of
Action. By this analysis, Jackson (2004) neglected the deliberative effect
intended from utilising forensic tools of argument. Since this generic
structure was established as a just cause to justify the undertaken military
action as being the deliberative effect intended, this study considered the
forensic argument as a form required to achieve an effect (Hubanks, 2009).

Each one of the generic structures of a text constituted a part of the text
and fulfiled a specific communicative function serving the general
communicative purpose of the whole genre (Bhatia, 1993; Swales, 1990). As
a result, presidents can be said to make a strong relationship between
forensic argument and deliberative argument. In other words, the role of
forensic argument in criminalising the enemy and in recruiting the public
support to the undertaken military action was emphasised in this generic
structure. Thus, utilising forensic argument to define and realise a given
generic structure does not necessarily preclude a text from demonstrating a
deliberative effect. This phenomenon of the potential of genres to co-exist
congruently within a discourse (generic simultaneity) was a result also
demonstrated by Dow (1989), Eisenstadt (2014) , Hubanks (2009) and
Vatnoey (2015).

4. Forensic means to a deliberative end realizing generic structure 4

Hubanks (2009) argues that one of the remarkable things in crisis rhetoric
is the co-existence of epideictic, deliberative and forensic within a given
discourse. Although the forensic type of discourse is oriented to attack or
defend the past actions of some party using accusation and defence, it also
has the potential, by extension and implication, to show the expediency of a
policy for the sake of gathering support for undertaken policies and
decisions. This notion was endorsed by Hubanks (2009) as well in
investigating George H. W. Bush’s post- 9/11 speech where he emphasised
that the recurrent use of appeals of fear and terror can be viewed as a
discourse of both blame speech and implicit argument towards the
deliberative end.
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As far as the generic structure of a last resort to military action after
enemy's abortion of diplomatic solutions is concerned, its title suggested that
the United States has already conducted the military intervention as a result
of exhausting all the diplomatic efforts to avoid war and restore peace and
freedom of the world. The presidential narrative employed by presidential
purposes aimed, in this specific generic structure, at criminalising the enemy
through the appropriate use of the topic of the injustice of the enemy’s past
behaviours and at gaining, in argument by implication, the public support of
the nation to justify the military action undertaken. In an excerpt from his
address on 1998, December 16, Clinton has enumerated the diplomatic
activities of the United States, the United Nation, and several other countries
to restore peace and order to the Middle East. Clinton affirmed that so many
Arab countries have also attempted to have Saddam come into compliance
leaving no other option just to prepare for war and later wage it. Accusing
the enemy of deliberately aborting all the diplomatic alternatives and choices
was the focus of the forensic discourse used to realise this generic structure,
as this is clear in the excerpt below.

(9) The United States has patiently worked to preserve UNSCOM as Irag has
sought to avoid its obligation to cooperate with the inspectors. On
occasion, we've had to threaten military force, and Saddam has backed
down (Clinton, December 16, 1998).

(10)  Faced with Saddam's latest act of defiance in late October, we built
intensive diplomatic pressure on Iraq backed by overwhelming military
force in the region. The UN Security Council voted 15 to zero to
condemn Saddam'’s actions and to demand that he immediately come into
compliance (Clinton, December 16, 1998).

Thus, the presidents’ credibility has been evaluated by the nation through
the interaction of the forensic and deliberative types of rhetoric to justify the
present. Forensic rhetoric has been translated in the text as the presidents’
tendency to accuse the past that is represented by the behaviour of the enemy
in aborting diplomatic solutions. In contrast, deliberative rhetoric as
speculating about the future was represented by the goodness of the actions
taken.

The overlap of the forensic type of rhetoric and its deliberative end has
been used in terms of the honourable action that the United States has
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adopted as the defender of the real values of the world and for demonstrating
that accepting the undertaken course of action will bring good and keep these
values safe (Bostdorff, 2011). Thus, enemies were explicitly accused and
framed as doing past criminal actions through forensic rhetoric. In contrast,
the expediency of America’s choices of using military force to defeat
enemies was implicitly argued through a deliberative type of rhetoric.
Presidents, as argued in Dunmire’s (2011) study, highlighted the forensic
themes used by recounting the past actions and efforts exerted by US and
other nations to avoid war and restore peace and by the enemy’s attempts to
abort these efforts. Like Jackson (2004), Dunmire also foregrounded the use
of the forensic argument to criminalise the past actions of the enemy
neglecting its intended deliberative role of stirring the audiences’ emotions
and gaining their support for the military decision taken. On the contrary to
our study, other previous related studies of presidential crisis rhetoric
(Bostdorff, 2011; Dow, 1985; Jackson, 2004; Hubanks, 2009) have
concluded that all discourses employed a combination of two types of
rhetoric (epideictic and deliberative) and excluded the third type (forensic).
Murphy’s (2003) study of Bush-9/11 rhetoric was purely epideictic as, in his
view, it aimed at the themes of American unity and was not projected to
convince the nation of the suitability of the decision taken.

5. Deliberative type of rhetoric realizing generic structure 5

The principle of ‘right intention’ is central in guiding just war theory. This
principle asserts that a war is just only if the state resorts to it for the right
objectives and real intentions (Purves & Jenkins, 2016). To make the
argument of the right objectives and intentions of the military intervention
appealing to audiences and to urge them to accept and support the decision
taken in this specific exigence, presidents resorted to deliberative types of
rhetoric. In this specific generic structure, deliberative type of rhetoric has
taken the form of the presidents’ articulation of the intended goals of the
future expediencies of the present and future action, seeking support or
approval by a majority of the nation. By enumerating the principles and
objectives that guide the presidents’ undertaken policy, presidents aimed at
offering the expediency of the proposed course of action on the basis that it
will do good. Thus, through evoking a broad sense of public expediency in
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one course of action, presidents were able then to capitalise opinion and
attract particular public support. In a speech delivered by George W. H.
Bush on 8 August 1990, the president attempted to show the expediency of
the undertaken decision of the American armed forces introduction through
listing its four objectives, as it is clear in the excerpt below.

(11) Four simple principles guide our policy. First, we seek the
immediate, unconditional, and complete withdrawal of all Iraqi forces
from Kuwait. Second, Kuwait's legitimate government must be restored
to replace the puppet regime. And third, my administration, as has been
the case with every President from President Roosevelt to President
Reagan, is committed to the security and stability of the Persian Gulf.
And fourth, I am determined to protect the lives of American citizens
abroad (Bush, August 8, 1990).

The president overwhelmingly observed the deliberative account and
established the expediency of the proposed course of action. This expediency
denoted Iraq’s withdrawal from Kuwait, restoring the Iragi puppet regime
with the legitimate government of Kuwait, and providing evidence
recollected from history that Bush’s administration adheres to the stability of
the Persian Gulf region. Consequently, this type of argument was a
fundamental component of deliberative arguement whereby audiences were
forced to express their positions as advocates and opponents of a proposed
policy (Hubanks, 2009). In contrast to Dow’s (1989) view of deliberative
argument in war narrative as functioning to gain the audiences’ public
support for taken actions, a function of Aristotle’s deliberative rhetoric is to
speak of actions occurring in future as a result of present proposed policy, as
shown in the following excerpt.

(12)  Our objectives are clear: Saddam Hussein's forces will leave Kuwait.
The legitimate government of Kuwait will be restored to its rightful
place, and Kuwait will once again be free. Iraq will eventually comply
with all relevant United Nations resolutions, and then, when peace is
restored, it is our hope that Irag will live as a peaceful and cooperative
member of the family of nations, thus enhancing the security and
stability of the Gulf (Bush, January 16, 1991).

Deliberative rhetoric was also used to speak of actions occurring in future
as a result of a policy or decision already taken as shown in the following
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excerpt taken from Obama’s speech in his attempt to obtain the approval of
the United States’ congress to strike target in Syria.

(13) The purpose of this strike would be to deter Assad from using
chemical weapons, to degrade his regime’s ability to use them, and to
make clear to the world that we will not tolerate their use (Obama,
September 10, 2013).

In this excerpt and other similar ones delivered by presidents under the
generic structure of the real intention of the military action taken, presidents
differentiated between dictators or enemies and the innocent people ruled
under them. Thus, befriending the people of countries on which the United
States was waging war pushed audiences to accept the expediency of the
military action taken. This was consistent with what has been found in Dow
(1989) when he argued that the first ten sentences of Reagan’s address on
Libya in 1986 established the deliberative case for the action through
providing specific evidence that the military action taken was rational and
desirable. The rationality and expediency of the action taken came up when
Reagan announced in his speech that it was Qadhafi and his regime that was
attacked and not Libyan people. Qadhafi was warned that his aggressive and
terrorist attacks will bring retaliation and that Qadhafi’s latest act was one in
a series of similar acts in his previous history.

In another excerpt taken from Obama’s speech to obtain the sanction of the
American congress to strike targets of chemical weapons in Syria, Obama
highlighted the deliberative power of the rhetoric. Obama drew on collective
memories of American wars as a means of intensifying the moral
righteousness of the deliberative policy presented to congress (Bostdorff &
Goldzwig, 2005). Thus, in stating that,

(14) 1 will not put American boots on the ground in Syria. | will not
pursue an open-ended action like Irag or Afghanistan. I will not pursue a
prolonged air campaign like Libya or Kosovo. This would be a targeted
strike to achieve a clear objective: deterring the use of chemical
weapons, and degrading Assad’s capabilities (Obama, September 10,
2013).

Obama was establishing the expediency of the policy proposed to
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Congress combined with surveying hard past memories of secret wars
undertaken by the United States without a formal declaration by Congress.
This is completely similar to Bostdorff & Goldzwig’s (2005) argument that

All human beings draw upon their understanding of the past in
order to make decisions about the future, and political leaders
are no different. Not only do political leaders use their
conceptions of history to guide their policy making, but they
also employ the past in their messages in order to convince
citizens to support particular policies and/or to create a value
climate in which citizens are likely to do so.

Deliberative rhetoric in general presented potential advantages to
presidents either to gain support for taken actions or to show the desirable
benefits of the proposed course of action through showing audiences
evidence that the results will be positive or negative. But the combination of
deliberative rhetoric with recollecting bad negative memories of American
secret wars was an appealing potent brew. By this rhetorical act, Obama was
successful in reassuring a democratic society labelled by rationality and
wisdom in making decisions, as this is clear in Obama’s excerpt below.

(15) So even though | possess the authority to order military strikes, |
believed it was right, in the absence of a direct or imminent threat to our
security, to take this debate to Congress. | believe our democracy is
stronger when the President acts with the support of Congress. And |
believe that America acts more effectively abroad when we stand
together (Obama, September 10, 2013).

When comparing our result of using collective memories to those of older
studies, it must be pointed out that the sources of memoria or shared
recollection of the past was a strategy widely used by epideictic rhetors.
Presidents used this specific strategy to “enhance their image, as in the case
of Clinton and the anniversary of the March on Washington™” or “to alter the
audience’s understanding of the past, as Reagan did when he appropriated
Martin Luther King, Jr.’s memory and cast him as an opponent of
affirmative action” (Bostdorff, 2011: 300). Bostdorff (2011) then asserted
that underlying these kinds of purposes was “the epideictic invocation of
collective memory for political ends” which was consistent with the finding
of our study in using collective memories for deliberative effect. Bostdorff
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also supports the view of our study when he argues that

In the years that followed as Bush led the nation in the war on
terror and then the war in Iraq he continued to demonstrate ...
collective memories of World War Il as a way to reap the
potential strategic advantages of all epideictic rhetoric: to
enhance his presidential image; to deflect public criticism; to
support his deliberative arguments for the war in Iraqg.

6. Deliberative type of rhetoric realizing generic element 6

The communicative function of this generic structure was established to
show that the very existence of the world or the United States was under
threat of enemies if a decision of military action has been opposed. As a
result, deliberative rhetoric has been dominantly used to garner the public
support to ensure a future of peace and order which is contrasted with a
future of threat and danger if the United States fails to act. In view of this
threat, international law allows states at a threat to take all the necessary
precautions and measures for the sake of their survival “including pre-
emptive war, the suspension of constitutional rights, preventive detention, or
any other extraordinary measure” (Jackson, 2005: 99). According to the
appeals of fear and threat invoked by the speaker, deliberative type of
rhetoric will automatically capitalise audiences urging them unconsciously to
accept the expediency of the action undertaken. Furthermore, as the
deliberative type of rhetoric is concerned with the future, this generic
structure has been defined through establishing the future expediency of the
taken military action and the future harmfulness of not moving to act
militarily. This generic structure has been deliberatively framed to have
audiences imagine the fearful and disastrous hypothetical consequences that
will be done hereafter if the present military action has not occurred. In a
speech delivered on December 16, 1998, Clinton was comparing two types
of future that audiences would face.

(18) Heavy as they are, the costs of action must be weighed against the price
of inaction. If Saddam defies the world and we fail to respond, we will
face a far greater threat in the future. Saddam will strike again at his
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neighbors. He will make war on his own people (Clinton, December 16,
1998).

(19) Because we're acting today, it is less likely that we will face these
dangers in the future (Clinton, December 16, 1998).

Thus, the expediency of the taken course of action was foregrounded
through the use of deliberative rhetoric and its tenet of the thematic
arguments of good and harm in an attempt to garner the audiences’ support
and to mitigate the war opposition voices. Consequently, by simply
enumerating this barrage of threats that the United States and world may face
in case of inaction, presidents implicitly reinforced deliberative arguments
for action. In this way, praising the step of the action undertaken can be seen
to function as the right policy taken, while the succeeding blame statements
directed to the enemy and its constructed threats and dangers function as
expediency arguments supportive of that undertaken policy. Foregrounding
the deliberative character of the speech through reinforcing the disastrous
consequences of inaction was a conclusion also supported by Dow (1989:
305) when he referred to Reagan’s speech on Libya in 1986 as “refuting the
counter-argument that Qadhafi should be ignored rather than dignified
through retaliation”. Dow went further to emphasise the deliberative
argument of the consequences of inaction when Reagan decided the time of
military response and highlighted the fearful consequences of opposing this
response, as this is clearly stated in the quoted excerpts of Reagan’s speech:

"[Qadhafi] suffered no economic or political or military
sanction; and the atrocities mounted in number, as did the
innocent dead, and wounded" and "to ignore by inaction the
slaughter of American civilians and American soldiers.. .is
simply not in the American tradition” (Quoted in Dow, 2004:
305).

Similarly, Hubanks (2009) also established the deliberative rhetoric in
Bush’ post-9/11 war discourse when referring to Bush’s attempts to show the
nation the fitting aspects of the military response and the harmful
consequences of any decision of inaction. Hubanks asserted that presidents
employed the deliberative type of argument to realise the specific exigence
of the fearful consequences of military inaction. This specific exigence or
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generic structure had been reflected in the very utilisation of ‘fear-laden
rhetoric’ wherein enemies of humanity of peace possessed the means and the
ability to inflict harm upon us at any time now and in the future in case of
failing to act or respond (2009: 205).

5. Conclusions

War narrative or rhetoric has been examined in an attempt to intrinsically
search for stable discursive patterns of Aristotle’s types of rhetoric used to
serve for the communicative functions of the generic structures of US
presidential war narrative. Concerning the second objective, the study
attempts to describe the different functions performed by instances of
Aristotle’s types of rhetoric that are responses to the generic structures
represented by the particulars of the narrated events, what audiences need in
this situation and the communicative purpose of the genre. The analysis
indicates that the use of Aristotle’s modes of rhetoric should be based on an
understanding of the generic structures that give rise to the establishment of
these modes of rhetoric — a finding which is also noted by Dow (1989). If
different generic structures produce different uses of Aristotle’s types of
rhetoric, we should ask ourselves how these differences affect rhetorical
actions. The important answer that the present study gives is that war
narrative or rhetoric in particular centres on how it responds to exigencies
(generic structures) that calls them forth, “an exigence created by the events,
the needs of the audience, and the purposes of the rhetor” (Dow, 1989: 296).

Analysis of the second objective shows that generic structures responding
to critical events such generic element 1 are described by epideictic types of
arguments that “function to allow the audience to reach a communal
understanding of the events which have occurred” (Dow, 1989: 296). In
contrast, generic structures that belong to justificatory rhetoric focusing “on
explanation and rationalisation of military retaliation" (Cherwitz and
Zagacki, 1986: 309) such as generic structures 2, 5 and 6 are discursively
reflected by deliberative types of argument. Furthermore, as the study shows,
other generic structures of war narrative contain elements of both kinds of
argument. However, one of the two types is primary and an end in itself and
the other is just a means to the accomplishment of that end such as the
generic structures 6 — a finding also reported by Hubanks (2009). Table 3
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below shows the use of Aristotle’s types of rhetoric in each generic structure.

Table 3: Types of Aristotle’s rhetoric realising the generic structures

Generic Title Type of Rhetoric
element used
No.
1 The Enemy's Act of Aggression breaking | Epideictic
the world normalcy and creating a violent
situation.
2 Self-defensive Nature/Mission of | Deliberative
Military Action
3 Communicating the Enemy's | Forensic Means to
Atrociousness and Savagery Deliberative End
4 War as a Last Resort after Aborting | Forensic means to
Diplomatic Solutions Deliberative End
5 Objectives and Real Intentions of | Deliberative
Military Action
6 Consequences of Failing to Act Militarily | Deliberative
(Inaction)

Windt argues that justificatory rhetoric elements moves from deliberative
arguments to epideictic ones “when the president moves from an account of
the facts of the situation to presenting the crisis as a test of national
character” (Cited in Dow, 1989: 296). On the contrary, our study presents
that war narrative or rhetoric, as a justificatory discourse, moves from the
epideictic type of rhetoric through presenting a communal understanding of
the events which have occurred and the war as a test of national character
into the deliberative type of rhetoric through presenting facts of the situation.
From the analysis of the data under study, it is observed that deliberative
rhetoric is more primary and dominant than other types of rhetoric in terms
of using it mostly as the main end for rhetorical uses and its relatedness to
the communicative purpose the discourse fulfilled in this situation. Of
interesting finding to the study is the consummatory rhetorical structures
showing “the people of the US as well as the world community that enemy
attacks were hostile and unprovoked” (Cherwitz and Zagacki, 1986: 309).
These consummatory rhetorical structures are also evidenced in the
addresses when presidents, in generic structures 3 and 5 employ forensic
types of rhetoric in an attempt to present a case for the guilt of the enemy
and to legitimise and justify the undertaken military decision. The analysis of
the second objective highlights the importance of the exigence or rhetorical
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situation (generic structure), beside the communicative purposes of the
speakers, in determining the type of rhetoric created. This finding is
consistent with Dow’s discussion which clearly states that “purpose is
important, but it is only one of several factors that contribute to an exigence”
(1989: 297). These exigencies which are represented by the needs of the
audience are another important factor in defining the different functions of
rhetoric. In other words, in the analysis of the war addresses of the study, the
dominance of forensic, epideictic or deliberative arguments was a result of
the effect of the exigence needed by the audience (Dow, 1989).

Some scholars such as Jackson (2004) and Murphy (2003) characterised
crisis rhetoric such as war rhetoric as being a homogeneous type of discourse
completely governed by either epideictic, deliberative or forensic. Still, other
scholars such as Dow (1989), Eisenstadt (2014), Flanagan (2018), Hubanks
(2009) and Vatnoey (2015) demonstrated the co-existence of Aristotle’s
modes of rhetoric congruently within the presidential war discourse based on
the function of each generic structure of the war narrative that affects the
type of rhetoric called for. Thus, the consistency between the communicative
function of each generic structure and its effect on the type of rhetoric
employed to serve this communicative function needs to be further studied
and verified in familiar and unfamiliar other genres. The religious sermon,
for example, is described as simultaneously manifesting epideictic,
deliberative and forensic types of rhetoric. In Smith’s terms, “a sermon can
be epideictic, praising or blaming good and evil; forensic, judging men
guilty of sin; and/or deliberative, advising what course leads to salvation”
(Quoted in Hubanks, 2009: 211). Thus, the analytical framework adopted in
the current study can be applied to religious sermons to find out if the
employment of any type of Aristotle’s triad of rhetoric based on the effect of
the communicative function of the generic structure is typical in other types
of gentres.

The study arrives at the conclusion that different generic structures within
the same address created by exigencies of the events, the needs of the
audience and the communicative purpose of the narrative lead to the creation
of different types of Aristotle’s rhetoric. In other words, the use of any type
of Aristotle’s triad of rhetoric is based on the function of the generic
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structure that calls for the type of rhetoric needed to realise this function. In
contrast to previous studies that examined Aristotle’s mode of rhetoric in
terms of the communicative purpose of the speaker, this study presents a
new approach to the usage of these types of rhetoric informed by their
responses to functions of each generic structure employed to justify
American military actions. To uncover how the three types of rhetoric
(epideictic, deliberative and forensic) are called forth requires an
understanding of how the content of the text unfolds into generic structures
or exigencies comprising the surrounding events and the needs of audiences.
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