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Abstract: 
This research delves into the linguistic strategies employed by Iran 
and Israel amidst the nuclear program crisis, focusing on 
manipulative tactics utilized by both sides. The study aims to analyze 
official statements, speeches, and media communications to unveil 
manipulative techniques and their influence on public opinion and 
international relations. The research methodology involves a 
thorough examination of primary sources like official statements, 
speeches, and media interviews from key Iranian and Israeli political 
figures. These sources will undergo qualitative linguistic analysis to 
scrutinize rhetorical devices, manipulative strategies, and contextual 
factors surrounding the crisis. The study aims to uncover patterns of 
manipulation and persuasion employed by Iran and Israel through 
linguistic tools such as euphemisms, emotional appeals, and framing. 
By identifying these techniques, the research seeks to elucidate the 
intended effects on diverse target audiences and provide insights into 
how language shapes public opinion, influences diplomatic 
negotiations, and advances political agendas. The findings of this 
study will contribute to a nuanced understanding of the linguistic 
strategies used by Iran and Israel in the nuclear program crisis. By 
shedding light on manipulative strategies employed by both countries, 
this research aims to enhance comprehension of language's role in 
geopolitical conflicts while offering implications for policymakers, 
diplomats, and researchers navigating complex political dynamics. 
 
Keywords: critical discourse analysis, Iran, Israel, ideological 
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 ȏوʦʹنامج الʙʮص أزمة الʦʶʳǺ لʻائʙسȀان وʙفي إي ʙʻʟأʯالǺ فʟاʦوالع ʔلاعʯال ʙʻابʗت 
 تʲلʻل نقȏʗ أيʗيʦلʦجي

ʥيʗف الʙاب شʦʯال ʗʮع ʗʸد أح  
  الإمارات العॽȃʛة الʺʙʴʱة –كلॽة الʙفاع الʻʡʨي 
  جʺهʨرȄة مʛʸ العॽȃʛة –جامعة الʺॽɾʨʻة 

  ملʝʳ الǺ ʖʲॺاللغة العॻȁʙة
ة خॽɿة لا تقل ضʛاوة عʧ صʛاع في ʣل أزمة الʛʰنامج  ʛؗف معʷؔʱاني، تʛالإي ȑوʨʻال

ة الؔلʺات والʢʵاǼات، حʛبٌ Ǽلاॽɼة تʙور رحاها في  ʛؗش، إنها معʨʽʳة والʴالأسل
دهالʜʽ الॽʶاسة والإعلام. ومʧ هʻا تʶعى هʚه الʙراسة  إلى الʷؔف عʧ خفاǽا 

إلى ʷؗف الʻقاب عʧ الاسʛʱاتॽʳॽات اللغȄʨة الʱي تʻʰʱاها إيʛان وȂسʛائʽل، ساॽɺةً 
 ȑʨب لغʨأسلȃافه. وʙأه Șʽقʴل تʽʰف في سʛʡ مها ؗلʙʵʱʶǽ يʱة الॽʰلاعʱال ʖʽالأسال
 ʧادرة عʸة الॽانات الإعلامॽʰة والॽʺسʛات الǼاʢʵل الʽلʴراسة في تʙع الʛʷلي، تʽلʴت
كلا الʙولʧʽʱ، فʵʱʹعها لʴʱلʽل لغȑʨ لʷؔʱف في ॽʡاتها عʧ دور ووॽʣفة الؔلʺات 

ʷؔف عʧ أسالʖʽ الإقʻاع والʱأثʛʽ الॽɿʵة الʱي تʨʱارȐ خلف قʻاع اللغة. لا والॼɻارات، وت
تقف الʙراسة عʙʻ حʙود الʴʱلʽل اللغȑʨ فʖʶʴ، بل تʳʱاوزه لʱغʨص في أعʺاق الॽʶاقات 
 ʥاللغة مع تل ȋʨʽخ ʥǼاʷʱت ʅॽؗ فʷʱؔʱالأزمة، لǼ Ȍॽʴي تʱة الॽɺاʺʱة والاجॽاسॽʶال

ا معقʙًا Ȟʷǽل ا ًr ॽʶج نʶʻʱامل لʨة.  العॽماسʨبلʙجه دفة الʺفاوضات الʨȄالعام و ȑأʛل
وتʶعى الʙراسة في رحلة عʛʰ عالʦ  الʺفاʦॽʂ والʺعاني الॽɿʵة ومʧ خلال اسʙʵʱام اللغة 
 ʧȞʺǽ ʅॽؗ اʻضح لʨʱاث، فʙه الأحॽجʨاقع وتʨل الʽȞʷتها في تʨʢس ʧا عʻف لʷؔʱل

ʽقلʱة الʴالأسل ʧرة عʨʢقل خǽ اكًا لاʱن سلاحًا فʨؔللؔلʺات أن ت ʧȞʺǽ ʅॽ ǽʙة، وؗ
للʢʵاǼات أن تʨؔن لها دورا مʕثʛا في ساحات الʺعارك الʙبلʨماسॽة. وفي نهاǽة الʺʢاف، 
تʶعى هʚه الʙراسة إلى تʶلȌॽ الʹʨء على دور اللغة في الʛʸاعات الʨʽʳسॽاسॽة، لʱقʙم 

ا أعʺȘ لॽɿॽؔة اسʙʵʱام اللغة ؗأداة للʱلاعʖ والʱأثʛʽ، ولʜʱودنا Ǽالأدوات اللاز  ً̋ مة لʻا فه
لʴʱلʽل الʢʵاب الॽʶاسي وفʥ شفʛاته الॽɿʵة، لعلʻا نॽʢʱʶع بʚلʥ أن نȐʛ بʨضʨح ما 

  وراء سʱار الؔلʺات.
، إيʛان، إسʛائʽل، تʴلʽل أيʙيʨلʨجي، الʻقȑʙ الʢʵابتʴلʽل : الؒلʸات الʸفʯاحॻة

 ȑوʨʻنامج الʛʰأزمة ال ،ʖلاعʱة، الȄʨات اللغॽʳॽاتʛʱالاس.  
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1. Introduction 

        The nuclear program crisis between Iran and Israel has been a 
longstanding and highly contentious issue in international politics. 
As these two nations navigate the complexities of their nuclear 
ambitions, the role of language and rhetoric becomes increasingly 
significant. This research paper presents a comprehensive linguistic 
study that aims to analyze the manipulative strategies employed by 
Iran and Israel during the nuclear program crisis. By examining the 
language used in official statements, speeches, and media 
communications, this study sheds light on the persuasive 
techniques and discursive patterns utilized by both countries. 
        The power of language to shape public opinion and influence 
international relations cannot be understated. Political actors often 
employ various linguistic tools to advance their agendas, sway 
public sentiment, and gain support for their positions. Iran and 
Israel, as key players in the nuclear program crisis, have resorted to 
a range of manipulative strategies to frame the discourse 
surrounding their respective stances on nuclear development. By 
delving into the linguistic techniques employed by both countries, 
this study seeks to uncover the underlying persuasive tactics and 
shed light on their implications. 
         Understanding the linguistic strategies employed by Iran and 
Israel in the nuclear program crisis is of utmost importance for 
several reasons. Firstly, it contributes to our understanding of how 
language functions as a strategic tool in geopolitical conflicts. By 
analyzing the manipulation and rhetorical devices used by both 
nations, we can gain insights into how language shapes narratives, 
influences public opinion, and impacts diplomatic negotiations 
(Fairclough, 2013; Van Dijk, 2016). This knowledge has practical 
implications for policymakers, diplomats, and journalists engaged 
in the resolution of such crises. 
        Secondly, this linguistic study highlights the significance of 
political discourse analysis in studying international relations. By 
examining the language used by Iran and Israel, we can unravel the 
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underlying ideologies, power dynamics, and rhetorical strategies at 
play. This analysis not only enhances our understanding of the 
nuclear program crisis but also provides a broader framework for 
comprehending the complexities of political communication in 
global affairs (Chilton & Schäffner, 2017; Wodak & Meyer, 2016). 
         Thirdly, this research aims to bridge the gap between 
linguistics and international relations by showcasing the relevance 
of linguistic analysis in studying geopolitical conflicts. By 
employing a rigorous methodology and examining primary 
sources, this study seeks to present a comprehensive overview of 
the manipulative strategies employed by Iran and Israel. The 
findings will contribute to the existing literature on political 
discourse analysis and provide a nuanced understanding of the 
linguistic tools used in shaping the narrative surrounding the 
nuclear program crisis (Charteris-Black, 2014; Maingueneau, 
2010). 
          Moreover, exploring the manipulative strategies of Iran and 
Israel in the nuclear program crisis sheds light on the intricate 
dynamics of information warfare and propaganda. Language serves 
as a powerful weapon in the battlefield of perception, and by 
examining the linguistic techniques employed, we can decipher the 
broader propaganda strategies employed by both countries (Tsur, 
2019; Van Leeuwen, 2018). This research will provide valuable 
insights into the ways in which language is weaponized, narratives 
are constructed, and public opinion is swayed in the context of the 
nuclear program crisis. 
          Furthermore, the linguistic study of manipulative strategies 
in the nuclear program crisis contributes to the field of critical 
discourse analysis. By critically examining the language used by 
Iran and Israel, this study aims to uncover hidden ideologies, 
underlying power structures, and the construction of identities 
(Wodak, 2015; Van Dijk, 2017). It offers a deeper understanding 
of the discursive practices employed by both nations and their 
implications for the representation of self and other in the context 
of the nuclear program crisis. 
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         Additionally, this research addresses the ethical dimension of 
linguistic manipulation in geopolitical conflicts. By scrutinizing the 
tactics and strategies employed by Iran and Israel, we can raise 
awareness of the ethical implications of linguistic manipulation and 
propaganda (Machin & Van Leeuwen, 2017; Chilton, 2005). The 
findings of this study may contribute to discussions on responsible 
communication practices and the potential for fostering 
constructive dialogue amidst geopolitical tensions. 
          In conclusion, this research paper embarks on a linguistic 
study of the manipulative strategies employed by Iran and Israel 
over the nuclear program crisis. By analyzing the language used in 
official statements, speeches, and media communications, this 
study aims to uncover the persuasive techniques, discursive 
patterns, and underlying motivations of both countries. The 
findings of this research have practical implications for 
policymakers, diplomats, and journalists, and contribute to our 
broader understanding of the role of language in shaping 
geopolitical conflicts (Hart, 2017; Machin & Mayr, 2012). 

2. Purpose of the Study 

        The primary purpose of this linguistic study is to analyze the 
manipulative strategies employed by Iran and Israel during the 
ongoing nuclear program crisis. By closely examining the language 
used in official statements, speeches, and media communications 
by officials from both countries, this research aims to uncover the 
manipulative techniques, rhetorical devices, and discursive patterns 
utilized to shape the narrative surrounding the nuclear program 
dispute 
          Furthermore, this study aims to bridge the gap between the 
fields of linguistics and international relations by showcasing the 
relevance of linguistic analysis in studying complex geopolitical 
conflicts. By employing a rigorous methodological approach and 
examining primary source materials, the research seeks to present a 
comprehensive overview of the linguistic manipulation strategies 
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employed by Iran and Israel. The findings of this study will 
contribute to the existing literature on political discourse analysis 
and provide valuable insights into the specific linguistic tools used 
by these countries in shaping the narrative surrounding the nuclear 
program crisis. 
          Ultimately, this research intends to enhance our 
understanding of the complex interplay between language, power, 
and international relations. By unraveling the linguistic devices, 
logical fallacies, and framing techniques utilized by Iranian and 
Israeli officials, the study aims to shed light on how language can 
be leveraged as a strategic instrument to influence perceptions, 
shift blame, and advance geopolitical agendas in the context of the 
nuclear program dispute. 

3. Research Questions 

       This research investigates the linguistic manipulation 
strategies employed by Iran and Israel during the nuclear program 
crisis. By analyzing their use of language in official statements, 
speeches, and media communications, we aim to shed light on how 
both countries employ specific tactics and shape public opinion. 
The following research questions will guide this investigation: 

1. How do Iranian and Israeli officials utilize specific 
devices, including appeals to emotion, logical fallacies, and 
loaded language, to influence public opinion on the nuclear 
program crisis? 
2. What linguistic strategies are employed by Iranian and 
Israeli officials to manipulate perceptions of the nuclear 
program crisis? 
3. What linguistic markers of deception can be identified in 
the statements made by Iranian and Israeli officials regarding 
their nuclear programs, such as vague language or shifting 
blame? 
4. How do emotions like fear, empathy, or national pride get 
evoked or suppressed through language use in statements 
made by Iranian and Israeli officials to manipulate public 
opinion on the nuclear program crisis? 
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5. How are issues framed in statements made by Iran and 
Israel regarding the nuclear program crisis to influence 
attitudes towards their actions? 
 

4. Previous Studies 

         The existing literature on the discursive representations of the 
Iran-Israel nuclear dispute has employed critical discourse analysis 
to unpack the underlying ideologies and manipulative strategies 
deployed by various stakeholders. Behnam's (2013) study took a 
distinct approach, conducting a critical discourse analysis of the 
reports issued by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
on Iran's nuclear activities over the past decade. This shed light on 
the linguistic strategies employed in the official discourse 
surrounding the international conflict. Building on this, Rezaei and 
Cohen (2014) situated their analysis within the broader geopolitical 
context, exploring the discursive constructions and power 
dynamics between Iran and Israel in the post-revolutionary era. 
The authors illuminated how the two adversaries leveraged 
language to advance their strategic interests and undermine one 
another in the context of the nuclear program crisis. 
          Furthering this line of inquiry, Ahmadian and Farahani's 
(2014) comparative study of The Los Angeles Times and Tehran 
Times coverage found that the two newspapers utilized divergent 
macro-strategies of positive self-presentation and negative other-
presentation through discursive devices such as lexicalization, 
presupposition, and hyperbole. This study highlighted the role of 
media discourse in shaping perceptions of the nuclear conflict. 
Most recently, Sivandi and Dowlatabadi (2015) delved deeper into 
the linguistic and rhetorical framing of Iran's nuclear program in 
newspaper reporting, examining how different media outlets 
constructed the issue to align with their ideological agendas. 
        This research attempts to build upon and extend this body of 
research in several keyways. Unlike the previous studies that 
focused primarily on media or institutional discourses, such 
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research will offer a unique dual-perspective by systematically 
analyzing and comparing the linguistic, emotional, and framing 
strategies employed by Iran and Israel themselves in their 
discursive constructions of the nuclear program crisis. This 
comparative approach, incorporating linguistic, emotional, and 
framing dimensions, will enable you to uncover the nuanced ways 
in which these two adversaries engage in discursive battles to 
shape the narrative and influence public perception. 
       By examining the manipulative strategies deployed by both 
Iran and Israel, your study will provide novel insights into the 
complex dynamics of this longstanding geopolitical conflict. 
Furthermore, such diachronic analysis of the evolving nature of the 
Iran-Israel rivalry, as reflected in their discursive constructions 
over time, will contribute to a more comprehensive understanding 
of the interplay between language, ideology, and geopolitical 
maneuvering in the context of the nuclear program crisis.  
          Overall, such research holds the potential to advance the 
field of critical discourse analysis in the domain of international 
conflicts by illuminating the multifaceted ways in which states 
leverage linguistic, emotional, and framing techniques to advance 
their strategic interests and undermine their adversaries. The 
inclusion of these additional analytical dimensions will offer fresh 
perspectives and a more nuanced understanding of the discursive 
battles surrounding the Iran-Israel nuclear program crisis. 

5. Methodology and Data Collection 

         This research paper aims to conduct a linguistic study of the 
manipulative strategies employed by Iran and Israel over the 
nuclear program crisis. The study will focus on analyzing 10 
statements (5 from Iranian officials and 5 from Israeli officials) 
made by key figures including the Supreme Leader of Iran, 
President of Iran, Prime Minister of Israel, and Foreign Ministers 
of both countries. These statements will be selected based on their 
relevance to the nuclear program crisis during the specified time 
period from January 2022 to December 2022. The methodology of 
the study will incorporate the approaches of Fairclough and Van 
Dijk in analyzing the lexical, emotional, and framing strategies 
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used by these officials. Fairclough’s (2003) Critical Discourse 
Analysis (CDA) approach will be used to analyze the linguistic 
strategies employed by Iranian and Israeli officials in their 
statements. This approach involves examining how language is 
used to construct power relations, ideologies, and social identities.  
          By applying Fairclough approach, this study attempts to 
uncover hidden meanings and underlying manipulative agendas in 
these statements. In addition, Van Dijk (2003)'s Socio-Cognitive 
Discourse Analysis approach will be utilized to analyze the 
emotional content of the statements made by Iranian and Israeli 
officials, focuses on how emotions are evoked through language 
and how they influence decision-making processes. By applying 
Van Dijk’s approach, we can understand how language is used to 
manipulate emotions, frame issues, and influence attitudes. These 
approaches provide a comprehensive framework for analyzing 
language use in social and political contexts, making them suitable 
for examining the manipulative strategies employed by Iran and 
Israel in their communication regarding the nuclear program crisis.  
           The analysis of the statements made by Iranian and Israeli 
officials will be conducted at three distinct levels: linguistic, 
emotional, and framing. The linguistic level of analysis focuses on 
the specific language choices and rhetorical devices utilized by 
officials. Lexical analysis reveals the deliberate selection of 
emotionally charged words, euphemisms, and dysphemisms to 
evoke specific responses in their audience. For instance, the use of 
"existential threat" to describe the Iranian nuclear program creates 
a heightened sense of urgency and fear. Syntactic analysis 
examines sentence structure and modality, revealing the level of 
certainty or ambiguity in official statements. The use of strong, 
declarative sentences can project confidence, while hedging or 
modal verbs can create a sense of caution or possibility. Metaphor 
analysis uncovers the symbolic language employed to frame the 
crisis, such as the Iranian nuclear program as a "ticking time 
bomb," which reinforces a sense of impending danger. 
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Additionally, intertextuality analysis explores references to past 
events, treaties, or agreements, often employed to justify current 
actions or delegitimize the opposing side. The identification of 
presuppositions, or underlying assumptions, reveals what each side 
considers as common knowledge or undisputed facts, subtly 
shaping the audience's understanding of the crisis. 
          The emotional level delves into the affective dimension of 
official rhetoric, examining how emotions are evoked and 
manipulated through language. Affective stance analysis identifies 
the emotional tone of statements, which can range from fear-
mongering and anger to appeals for empathy and understanding. 
Emotion evocation analysis reveals specific strategies employed to 
elicit emotional responses, such as vivid imagery, personal 
anecdotes, or appeals to patriotism. Furthermore, the analysis of 
emotional suppression focuses on instances where officials 
downplay or dismiss the emotional impact of the crisis, often to 
appear rational or in control. Identifying the emotional 
underpinnings of official discourse provides valuable insights into 
the persuasive strategies employed to sway public opinion and 
garner support. 
          The framing level of analysis examines how the nuclear 
crisis is presented and contextualized to shape audience 
perceptions. Issue framing analysis focuses on the dominant frames 
used by officials, such as national security, self-defense, or 
international law, which shape how the crisis is understood and 
evaluated. Argumentation analysis dissects the logical structure of 
arguments presented, identifying underlying assumptions, fallacies, 
and persuasive techniques. 
           Ideological positioning analysis reveals the broader 
ideological frameworks that inform official rhetoric, such as 
nationalistic or religious ideologies, which influence the 
interpretation of events and the proposed solutions. By 
understanding the framing of the nuclear crisis, one can better 
grasp the competing narratives and the power dynamics at play. 
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6. Problem Statement/Hypothesis 

          The ongoing nuclear program crisis between Iran and Israel 
has been characterized by a complex interplay of political 
maneuvering and strategic communication. This study seeks to 
address the following problem: How do Iran and Israel employ 
language as a strategic tool to manipulate public perception, shape 
the narrative, and advance their respective agendas in the context 
of the nuclear program crisis? This study hypothesizes that both 
Iran and Israel employ a variety of linguistic manipulation 
strategies, including rhetorical devices, discursive patterns, and 
logical fallacies, to influence domestic and international audiences, 
deflect blame, and legitimize their actions regarding the nuclear 
program.  
         These strategies are expected to manifest in official 
statements, speeches, and media communications from both sides, 
reflecting their distinct geopolitical objectives and cultural 
contexts. The study further hypothesizes that a comprehensive 
linguistic analysis of these strategies will reveal a nuanced 
understanding of the power dynamics, underlying motivations, and 
strategic calculations driving the nuclear program crisis. By 
uncovering the hidden meanings and manipulative intent behind 
the language used by Iranian and Israeli officials, this research 
aims to contribute to a more informed and critical understanding of 
the complex geopolitical landscape surrounding the nuclear 
program dispute. 

7. Manipulation in Discourse  

         The concept of manipulation is frequently discussed by 
communication scholars, but it lacks clear definitions across 
various fields such as political science, psychology, linguistics, and 
marketing. Defining manipulation in terms of human behavior, 
language, and communication is particularly challenging. Geis 
(1982) argues that assessing the deceptive nature of manipulation 
requires considering not only the truthfulness of its explicit claims 
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but also how viewers interpret those claims in context. Geis 
suggests that advertisers can deceive the audience through explicit 
or implicit beliefs and the use of lengthy disclaimers that are 
impossible to read within the given time. He further contends that 
neither the term "manipulation" nor "persuasion" fully captures the 
essence of the concept. Geis states, "The term manipulation is 
pejorative, and the term persuasion focuses too much on the 
ratiocinative, as opposed to affective, side of persuasion" (Geis 
1982:20). 
          Geis employs the information processing model, which 
views persuasion as a process in which a source presents a message 
to a receiver through a communication channel to achieve two 
possible behavioral changes: the receiver believes the message is 
true or the receiver acts upon the message (Geis 1982:20). 
According to Geis, manipulation differs from persuasion in that 
manipulation lacks conscious evaluation by the receiver of the 
message's merits (Geis 1982:21). 
          To illustrate the primary objective of manipulation, 
Medvedeva (2003) explains that manipulation aims to generate 
desire in recipients by appealing to their rational, emotional, and 
subconscious aspects. She draws a comparison between 
manipulation and propaganda, stating that the only difference 
between the two lies in their names, as they both serve the purpose 
of brainwashing and are essentially the same (Medvedeva 
2003:102). Medvedeva provides examples of manipulative 
techniques, such as imposing one's opinion, utilizing rich linguistic 
imagery, imposing presuppositions, and employing 
pseudoscientific terms. She argues that manipulation differs from 
persuasion in that the recipient is intentionally deprived of the 
opportunity to objectively evaluate the message's content, although 
she does not specify the precise mechanisms through which this 
occurs. 
            Similarly, Wrong (1995:28) defines manipulation as the 
concept of a power holder concealing their intention to influence 
listeners to comply with their desires. This exercise of power is 
unlikely to provoke resistance, as the person being influenced is 
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unaware of the effort to manipulate. However, such seemingly 
manipulative uses of power have not escaped suspicion, as the 
person becomes aware of whether they have been manipulated and 
questions the manipulator's hidden motives. 
          Manipulation can also occur in cases where there is no social 
relationship between the advertiser and the audience, and the 
audience may not even be aware of the advertising's influence. 
This can manifest through advertisers exerting concealed control 
over the subject through symbolic communications designed to 
make subtle suggestions, limit or shape selectivity, or determine 
the advertised subject. However, manipulation carries a more 
negative reputation than any other form of power, implying 
cunning and malicious intent on the part of the manipulator. It is a 
form of power that cannot be resisted by the audience, as they are 
unaware of the advertiser's true intentions. 
         Chilton (2005) defines manipulation in terms of the 
addresser's intention to deceive, entice, or inspire, or in terms of the 
addressee being unconsciously thought-controlled. According to 
Chilton (2005:17), manipulation is a forceful dissemination of 
ideas that heavily relies on the propagator's ability to control or 
dominate the recipient's mind by controlling the communication 
channel or depriving the recipient of the potential to verify. Chilton 
notes that the effect of manipulation is highly unpredictable since it 
is the cognitive elements in readers' minds, guided by linguistic 
input, that play a crucial role in manipulation. 
           In her effort to establish a psychological dimension in 
manipulation, Chapman (2001) adopts Yokoyama's definition of 
manipulation and applies it to her discourse model. Chapman 
argues that the manipulative nature of advertising creates a 
psychological connection between the fictional and real-world 
aspects of an advertisement. This connection serves as the source 
of the two knowledge items that the advertiser intends to convey to 
the recipient (Chapman 2001:60). According to Van Dijk (2006), 
manipulation is a social phenomenon as it involves interaction and 
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the abuse of power between groups and social actors. It is also a 
cognitive phenomenon because manipulation always entails the 
manipulation of participants' minds. Additionally, manipulation is 
a discursive-semiotic phenomenon as it is exercised through text, 
speech, and visual messages.  

7.1 Classification of Manipulation 

          Van Dijk suggests that an integrated theory of manipulation 
should encompass all three elements (social, cognitive, and 
discursive) and establish explicit connections between the different 
dimensions of manipulation. 
 

Van Dijk’s Classification of Manipulation 
 
 

                      
Social                               Cognitive                       Discursive 

 

         Interaction of individuals in society    People’s Minds                               
Text –Talk Van Dijk (2006) proposes that manipulative 
communicators intentionally do not provide recipients with 
complete accurate picture of their beliefs, or they provide 
addressees with inaccurate information. He attempts to distinguish 
between deception and persuasion, two forms of manipulation that 
refer to two realities—the world of truth and facts and the world of 
value, or cultural evaluations. Van Dijk (2006) explains that 
manipulation not only involves power, but specifically abuse of 
power, that is, domination. That is, manipulation implies the 
exercise of a form of illegitimate influence by means of discourse: 
manipulators make others believe or do things that are in the 
interest of the manipulator, and against the best interests of the 
manipulated. 
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Van Dijk Classification of Manipulation 

 
 
 
 

Positive Association                                                        Negative Association 
Legitimate persuasion           unable to understand the real intentions of the manipulator 
Free to choose or to believe                lack the specific knowledge to resist manipulation 
 
           Manipulation, when stripped of its negative connotations, 
can be seen as a form of legitimate persuasion. The crucial 
distinction lies in the fact that in persuasion, the individuals 
involved are free to believe or act as they choose based on whether 
they accept the persuader's arguments. The boundary between 
manipulation, which is illegitimate, and persuasion, which is 
legitimate, is inherently fuzzy and dependent on the context. A 
message may manipulate some recipients while failing to 
manipulate others. 
          Nettel and Roque (2011) aim to compare persuasion and 
manipulation, highlighting that persuasion is the act of attempting 
to change others' opinions. It is typically done with good intentions 
and the best interests of the individuals in mind. Persuasion 
involves convincing someone to alter their viewpoint, and 
transparency is crucial in this process. People understand why 
others might want to persuade them. Medvedeva (2003) argues that 
the main distinction between manipulation and persuasion is that in 
manipulation, the recipient is intentionally deprived of the 
opportunity to objectively evaluate the message's content. Chilton 
(2005:16) introduces the concept of manipulation, stating that it 
involves forcefully spreading ideas and relies heavily on the 
propagator's ability to control or dominate the recipient's mind by 
controlling the communication channel or depriving the recipient 
of the ability to verify. 
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       Nettel and Roque (2011:56) shed light on the characteristics of 
manipulation. They explain that one of its main features is its 
inherently intentional nature; manipulation cannot occur without 
the intention to manipulate. Additionally, this criterion is 
fundamental: the intention to manipulate must remain concealed. 
Manipulators appeal to emotions and withhold crucial information 
to influence a person's thinking. Manipulation entails hidden 
motives, as the manipulator subtly seeks to persuade someone to 
act in their own interests without revealing their true intentions. If 
there is any sense of coercing or forcing someone to do something 
or using threats, it reflects the concept of coercion. 

7.2 Manipulation Techniques 

       Based on the previous review, manipulation strategies can be 
used in advertising no matter what the product is including the 
following categories:  
1- Vague or ambiguous claims. 
2- Claims that omit important information necessary to evaluate 
their truthfulness or reasonableness. 
3- Claims that are false or outright lies, and various combinations 
of the previous categories. 
       Van Dijk (2006) asserts that manipulation is a discursive social 
practice employed by dominant groups to maintain their power. 
These groups can employ various methods, such as persuasion, 
providing information, education, instruction, and other social 
practices aimed at influencing the knowledge, beliefs, and 
indirectly, the actions of recipients. According to Van Dijk, 
manipulation primarily focuses on social cognition and groups of 
people rather than individuals and their unique perspectives. 
Manipulation is a discursive practice that encompasses both 
cognitive and social dimensions and employs specific strategies. 
      One of these strategies is generalization, where a specific 
example that has influenced people's mental models is extended to 
broader knowledge, attitudes, or even fundamental ideologies. Van 
Dijk (2006) provides a recent example that highlights certain 
cognitive mechanisms of manipulation. Emotional factors with a 
significant impact on people's mental models are utilized to shape 
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these models according to the desired outcomes, often by creating 
a strong polarization between "Us" (good, innocent) and "Them" 
(evil, guilty). 
        Another strategy involves repeated messages and the 
exploitation of related events. This can lead to the generalization of 
a preferred model into a more complex and stable social 
representation, such as an ideology against terrorism. A crucial 
cognitive condition for manipulation is that the targets of 
manipulation are made to believe that certain actions or policies are 
in their own interests, while in reality, they serve the interests of 
the manipulators and their associates. 
         However, Van Dijk suggests that manipulation can be 
detected and resisted. One effective way to identify and resist 
manipulation attempts is through specific knowledge about the 
manipulators' current interests, as well as general knowledge about 
strategies used to maintain high military budgets, for example. 
Dominant entities, such as mobile phone network operator 
companies, may strive to prevent the acquisition of relevant and 
potentially critical general knowledge or to disseminate only partial 
or misleading information. 
           It is worth noting that some linguists, including Galasiński 
(2000:21), consider manipulation as a subset of persuasion. They 
argue that persuasion and manipulation are strategies employed by 
language users to shape or impose a preferred version of reality. 
Rather than viewing deception and persuasion as distinct 
categories, they can both be seen as strategies within the broader 
framework of discursive representation. Manipulation is a 
psychological tactic used by individuals to influence and control 
others in order to achieve their own goals. It can take many forms, 
including emotional manipulation, gaslighting, and guilt-tripping. 
The origins of manipulation can be traced back to the early stages 
of human evolution when individuals had to compete for resources 
and survival. As social creatures, humans developed the ability to 
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manipulate others as a means of gaining advantage in social 
interactions. 
        There are several mechanisms through which manipulation 
operates. One common mechanism is through the use of emotional 
tactics such as guilt, fear, or pity. Manipulators may use these 
emotions to gain sympathy or compliance from their targets. 
Another mechanism is through deception and lying. Manipulators 
may distort the truth or withhold information in order to control the 
narrative and influence others' perceptions. 
        Additionally, manipulators often use gaslighting as a tactic to 
make their targets doubt their own perceptions and reality. 
Gaslighting involves denying or downplaying the experiences and 
emotions of the target, leading them to question their own sanity. 
The Israeli-Iranian discourse over the nuclear crisis involves 
complex political dynamics and strategic maneuvering. In this 
context, framing, euphemism, and dysphemism play significant 
roles in shaping public perception, influencing attitudes, and 
potentially manipulating the narrative. Let's explore each of these 
concepts and their relevance to the Israeli-Iranian discourse. 

7.3 Manipulation and Framing 

        Framing refers to the presentation of information or issues 
from a particular perspective or angle, which influences how they 
are perceived and understood. Framing, in the context of political 
discourse, refers to the intentional shaping and presentation of 
information to influence public opinion, shape perceptions, and 
guide interpretations of political issues. It involves selecting certain 
aspects of an issue, emphasizing particular perspectives, and 
downplaying or omitting others. The goal of framing is to shape 
how people understand and interpret political events, policies, and 
actors. 
        Manipulation in political discourse refers to the intentional 
use of language, rhetoric, and other communication strategies to 
influence public opinion, control narratives, and achieve specific 
political goals. Manipulation techniques aim to shape perceptions, 
create biases, and sway public sentiment. Framing involves the 
strategic presentation and interpretation of information to shape 
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how an issue is understood. It involves selecting certain aspects of 
an issue, emphasizing specific perspectives, and defining the terms 
of the debate to influence public opinion and policy decisions. 
        Iran has employed framing techniques to shape the discourse 
on its nuclear program. They have framed their nuclear activities as 
peaceful and for civilian purposes, emphasizing their rights under 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). This framing aims to 
present Iran as a responsible actor pursuing legitimate energy and 
technological development while countering international concerns 
about the military dimensions of their program. 
       Israel has also utilized framing strategies in its discourse on 
the nuclear program crisis. Israel frames Iran's nuclear program as 
an existential threat, emphasizing its potential for nuclear weapons 
development and its implications for regional and global security. 
This framing serves to garner international support for stricter 
measures against Iran's nuclear program and justifies Israel's 
national security policies. 

7.3.1 Types of Framing 

        Issue Framing: This type of framing focuses on how a 
particular political issue is presented to the public. It involves 
highlighting specific aspects of the issue and framing it in a way 
that aligns with a particular political agenda or viewpoint. For 
example, an issue may be framed as an urgent crisis requiring 
immediate action or as a long-standing problem that demands a 
comprehensive solution. 
         Moral Framing: Moral framing involves framing political 
issues in terms of moral values and principles. It seeks to appeal to 
people's sense of right and wrong, often by presenting one side as 
morally superior or aligning with widely accepted moral values. 
Moral framings can elicit strong emotional responses and shape 
perceptions of political actors and their actions. 
         Identity Framing: Identity framing focuses on the social 
identities of individuals or groups involved in political discourse. It 
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highlights aspects of identity such as nationality, ethnicity, 
religion, or social class to shape how people perceive and interpret 
political messages. Identity framings can tap into people's group 
affiliations and shape their political attitudes and behaviors. 
       Strategy Framing: Strategy framing involves presenting 
political actions or decisions as part of a calculated and strategic 
approach. This framing emphasizes the intentionality and 
thoughtfulness behind political choices, often to portray a 
particular actor as competent or effective. Strategy framings can 
influence public perceptions of political leaders and their decision-
making processes. 
Manipulation is an inherent aspect of framing in political 
discourse. Framing can be used as a manipulative tool to sway 
public opinion, advance political agendas, and control the 
narrative. Manipulation in framing can occur through various 
techniques, including: 

 Selective Presentation: Manipulative framing often 
involves selectively presenting information that supports a 
particular viewpoint while ignoring or downplaying 
contradictory evidence. This can distort the overall 
understanding of an issue and manipulate public opinion. 
 Emotive Language: The use of emotive language in 
framing can manipulate political discourse by eliciting 
emotional responses from the audience. Framing an issue 
with emotionally charged language can influence how 
people perceive and respond to political messages. 
 Labeling and Stereotyping: Manipulative framing may 
involve labeling political actors or groups with specific 
terms or attaching stereotypes to them. This can create 
preconceived notions and biases, influencing how people 
interpret and evaluate political information. 
 Context Shifting: Manipulative framing can involve 
shifting the context in which an issue is presented to 
influence public opinion. By altering the frame of reference, 
political actors can shape how people perceive and 
understand the significance of certain events or policies. 
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      In the Israeli-Iranian discourse, framing can be observed in the 
way both sides portray the nuclear crisis and their respective 
positions. Each party may employ framing techniques to advance 
its own interests and shape public opinion. For example, Israel may 
frame its concerns regarding Iran's nuclear program in terms of 
national security, emphasizing the potential threat posed by a 
nuclear-armed Iran. This framing aims to garner support for its 
stance and portray its actions as defensive rather than aggressive. 
        On the other hand, Iran may employ framing strategies to 
present its nuclear program as a peaceful endeavor aimed at energy 
production and scientific advancement. By framing their actions in 
this manner, Iran seeks to legitimize its program and counter 
negative perceptions or allegations. Framing can manipulate the 
Israeli-Iranian discourse by influencing how the nuclear crisis is 
perceived, the legitimacy of each party's actions, and the broader 
implications for regional and global stability. 

7.4 Manipulation, Euphemism, and Dysphemism  

       Euphemism involves the use of mild or indirect language to 
substitute harsh or potentially offensive terms. In the Israeli-Iranian 
discourse, euphemism can be employed to shape public perception 
and soften the impact of certain concepts or actions related to the 
nuclear crisis. For example, Israeli officials may use euphemistic 
language when discussing potential military actions against Iran's 
nuclear facilities. They might refer to such actions as "preemptive 
measures" or "defensive operations," which can downplay the 
potential consequences and make them appear more justifiable. 
Similarly, Iranian officials may use euphemisms to portray their 
nuclear program as peaceful and compliant with international 
regulations. They may refer to enrichment activities as "nuclear 
research" or "civilian energy development," aiming to mitigate 
concerns and garner support. Euphemistic language can manipulate 
the Israeli-Iranian discourse by influencing public perceptions, 
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framing actions in a more positive light, and influencing the 
acceptability of certain policies or strategies.  
        On the other hand, dysphemism involves the use of harsh or 
derogatory language to express negative or disparaging views. In 
the Israeli-Iranian discourse, dysphemism can be employed to 
vilify the opposing side and delegitimize their actions or intentions. 
For example, Israeli officials or media outlets may use 
dysphemistic terms to describe Iran's nuclear program, such as 
labeling it as a "nuclear threat" or "existential danger." These terms 
are intended to evoke fear, create a negative association, and justify 
Israel's concerns or potential actions. 
       Conversely, Iranian officials or media outlets may use 
dysphemisms to characterize Israel's stance or actions. They may 
refer to Israel's position as "warmongering" or "aggression," 
seeking to delegitimize Israeli concerns and portray Israel as the 
instigator of tensions. Dysphemistic language can manipulate the 
Israeli-Iranian discourse by influencing public perception, creating 
a negative image of the opposing side, and reinforcing pre-existing 
biases or stereotypes. 
        It's important to note that framing, euphemism, and 
dysphemism are not inherently manipulative or unethical. They are 
linguistic tools that can be used for various purposes, including 
persuasion and advocacy. However, in the context of the Israeli-
Iranian discourse over the nuclear crisis, these techniques can be 
employed strategically to shape public opinion, influence attitudes, 
and potentially manipulate the narrative. The political discourse 
surrounding the Iran-Israel nuclear program crisis is a complex 
web of manipulation and emotions. Understanding the role of 
manipulation and emotions in this discourse is crucial to 
comprehending the motivations and strategies employed by both 
Iran and Israel. In this article, we will delve into the power 
dynamics at play, analyzing how manipulation and emotions shape 
the rhetoric and actions of these nations. 
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7.4.1 The Role of Dysphemism in Manipulation 

Evoking Negative Emotions 

      Dysphemisms are frequently employed by manipulators to 
evoke strong negative emotions in their audience. By using 
derogatory or offensive terms, manipulators aim to trigger 
emotional reactions that can cloud judgment, incite anger, or 
generate a sense of fear or disgust. 

Disparaging Individuals or Concepts 

      Manipulators often use dysphemisms to disparage individuals, 
groups, or ideas, thereby influencing public opinion. By attaching 
negative labels or terms to their targets, manipulators can tarnish 
their reputation, undermine their credibility, and sway public 
perception against them. 

Shaping Perceptions 

        Dysphemistic language can shape perceptions and create a 
negative bias towards certain individuals, groups, or ideas. 
Manipulators exploit this aspect of dysphemism to influence how 
their audience perceives and reacts to specific individuals or 
concepts, aligning their perceptions with the manipulator's agenda. 
In politics, manipulators often employ dysphemistic language to 
discredit opponents or ideas. For instance, using terms like "radical 
socialist" or "far-right extremist" to describe political opponents 
can manipulate public perception and create a negative bias against 
them. Media outlets may employ dysphemisms to shape public 
opinion on certain issues. For example, using terms like "illegal 
aliens" instead of "undocumented immigrants" can influence how 
the audience perceives and responds to immigration-related topics. 
         Manipulation and dysphemism are closely intertwined, as 
manipulative individuals exploit the power of derogatory language 
to influence, deceive, and control their audience. By evoking 
negative emotions, disparaging individuals or concepts, and 
shaping perceptions, manipulators utilize dysphemisms to achieve 
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their desired outcomes. Recognizing the relationship between 
manipulation and dysphemism is crucial for developing critical 
thinking skills and resisting manipulative tactics. 

7.5 Manipulation in Political Discourse 

         Manipulation is a key tool in the political discourse 
surrounding the Iran-Israel nuclear program crisis. Both Iran and 
Israel engage in various forms of manipulation to further their 
respective narratives and agendas. One form of manipulation 
commonly employed is the selective use of information. By 
carefully selecting and presenting facts, these nations can shape 
public opinion and sway the international community in their 
favor. Additionally, both Iran and Israel utilize propaganda to 
manipulate emotions and create a sense of urgency or threat. 
Through the dissemination of biased information and fear-inducing 
rhetoric, these nations seek to control the narrative and gain 
support for their positions. 
        Manipulation in the political discourse of the Iran-Israel 
nuclear program crisis goes beyond the selective use of 
information and propaganda. It also extends to the manipulation of 
international alliances and diplomatic relationships. Both Iran and 
Israel strategically leverage their political connections to gain 
support and influence. By manipulating diplomatic channels, these 
nations can further their own interests and weaken their opponents. 
This manipulation of alliances adds another layer of complexity to 
the political discourse, as it involves navigating intricate power 
dynamics on a global scale. 

7.6 Manipulation and Emotions 

       Emotions play a significant role in political communication, 
especially in the context of the Iran-Israel nuclear program crisis. 
Both Iran and Israel understand the power of emotions to sway 
public opinion and mobilize support. Emotions such as fear, anger, 
and patriotism are effectively utilized to generate empathy and 
rally the masses. By appealing to these emotions, these nations are 
able to galvanize their respective populations and gain domestic 
support for their actions. 
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       In addition to mobilizing domestic support, emotions also play 
a crucial role in shaping international perceptions. Iran and Israel 
strategically employ emotional rhetoric to elicit sympathy or 
provoke fear in the international community. By evoking emotions, 
these nations can create a sense of urgency and garner international 
support or condemnation. Emotions, therefore, serve as a powerful 
tool in shaping the political discourse and influencing the course of 
action in the Iran-Israel nuclear program crisis. 
       Iran's political discourse on the nuclear program crisis is 
characterized by a strategic combination of manipulation and 
emotions. The Iranian government employs manipulation tactics 
such as the selective use of information to present a narrative that 
supports its nuclear program. By carefully curating information, 
Iran seeks to legitimize its nuclear ambitions and undermine 
international concerns. In addition to manipulation, Iran also 
effectively utilizes emotions to rally domestic support and generate 
solidarity among its citizens. Emotions such as national pride and 
defiance are frequently invoked to create a sense of unity and 
resilience in the face of international pressure. Iran's political 
discourse also manipulates international alliances and diplomatic 
relationships to further its nuclear program agenda. By leveraging 
its political connections with countries that share similar interests 
or have a vested stake in the region, Iran is able to strengthen its 
position and garner support. Through diplomatic maneuvers and 
negotiations, Iran skillfully manipulates its allies and opponents to 
advance its nuclear program goals. 
       On the other hand, Israel's political discourse on the nuclear 
program crisis also relies heavily on manipulation and emotions. 
Israel strategically employs manipulation tactics such as 
propaganda to shape international perceptions and gain support for 
its stance on Iran's nuclear program. By disseminating biased 
information and highlighting potential threats, Israel seeks to 
generate fear and rally international condemnation of Iran's nuclear 
ambitions. Through manipulation, Israel aims to present itself as 
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the victim and garner sympathy from the international community. 
Emotions play a significant role in Israel's political discourse on 
the nuclear program crisis. Israel skillfully appeals to emotions 
such as fear and insecurity to justify its actions and maintain 
domestic support. By evoking emotions, Israel creates a sense of 
urgency and portrays itself as a nation under constant threat. This 
emotional narrative serves to mobilize domestic support and 
maintain unity among its citizens. 

7.7 Manipulation and Ideology  

        In the study of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), the role of 
ideology and manipulation is paramount in understanding how 
language is used as a tool of power. Ideology functions as a 
framework that shapes perceptions of reality, influencing social 
behavior, and reinforcing structures of power. Manipulation, on the 
other hand, often uses linguistic strategies to subtly shape the 
thoughts and beliefs of individuals and groups, typically serving 
the interests of those in power (Van Dijk, 2006). The work of Teun 
A. Van Dijk stands out in this context for its sophisticated 
exploration of ideology in discourse and its mechanisms of 
manipulation. This essay will delve into the concept of ideology in 
CDA, focusing on Van Dijk's contributions, including his 
"ideological square" model. Additionally, it will examine how 
manipulative strategies are used to perpetuate ideological positions 
in political discourse, particularly relevant to conflicts such as the 
Iran-Israel nuclear program crisis. 
        Ideology, in the realm of CDA, refers to a system of ideas, 
beliefs, and values that are shared by social groups and play a 
crucial role in maintaining social structures and power relations. 
Fairclough (1995) suggests that ideology is both the medium and 
outcome of social practices, as it informs the ways in which 
individuals and institutions use language to construct reality. The 
study of ideology in discourse, therefore, seeks to uncover how 
power relations are sustained through the strategic use of language. 
        From a critical standpoint, CDA scholars argue that ideologies 
are often embedded in everyday texts and discourses, and they help 
legitimize the dominance of certain groups over others. The 
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reproduction of these ideologies in media, politics, education, and 
public discourse serves to reinforce specific worldviews, often at 
the expense of marginalized or less powerful groups (Wodak & 
Meyer, 2001). 
         Teun A. Van Dijk, a leading figure in CDA, has extensively 
explored the relationship between ideology and discourse. 
According to Van Dijk (1998), ideologies are the “cognitive 
frameworks” through which individuals and groups understand the 
world, and they are reflected in the way language is used. These 
cognitive frameworks not only inform how people interpret the 
world, but they also influence how they communicate, engage in 
politics, and shape public opinion. 
         Van Dijk’s approach to ideology involves examining both the 
micro-level of language (the text) and the macro-level of social 
structures (the broader socio-political context). His interest lies in 
how ideologies are constructed, communicated, and reproduced 
through discourse. In this view, ideologies serve to legitimize the 
interests of dominant social groups by controlling discourse 
structures such as topics, arguments, and metaphors. 
         In the context of the Iran-Israel nuclear crisis, Van Dijk’s 
theory can be applied to examine how both nations deploy 
discourses that reflect their ideological stances. For example, 
Israeli discourse often frames Iran as an existential threat, a 
framing that is rooted in an ideological stance of national security. 
On the other hand, Iranian discourse frames its nuclear program as 
a sovereign right, positioning itself ideologically against what it 
perceives as Western imperialism. 
          Van Dijk (2006) identifies manipulation as a key discursive 
strategy used by powerful groups to maintain ideological control. 
Manipulation involves influencing people’s beliefs, attitudes, and 
actions without their full awareness. While persuasion operates 
openly, manipulation hides its intentions, thereby limiting the 
freedom of interpretation for the audience. Van Dijk emphasizes 
that manipulation often involves an abuse of power, particularly 
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when speakers use discourse to control the mental models of the 
audience, pushing them to accept ideologically biased viewpoints. 
       The Iran-Israel nuclear conflict offers rich ground for 
analyzing manipulative discourse strategies. Both sides use 
linguistic techniques such as framing, presupposition, and 
emotional appeal to shape international opinion in ways that 
support their ideological positions. Israel might present Iran as a 
rogue state in violation of international norms, while Iran might 
manipulate its discourse to frame the West, including Israel, as 
unjust aggressors infringing on its sovereignty. 

7.7.1 The Ideological Square 

       Van Dijk’s "ideological square" is a theoretical framework that 
identifies how discourse strategies are employed to construct and 
reinforce ideologies. The model outlines four key strategies used to 
manipulate discourse (Van Dijk, 2000): 
Emphasize Our Good Actions: Discourse highlights the positive 
attributes and actions of the in-group (i.e., “us”), reinforcing an 
ideological narrative of moral superiority. In political discourse, 
this is often seen when a nation highlights its commitment to 
peace, diplomacy, or international law while portraying its 
adversaries in negative terms. For example, Israeli rhetoric may 
emphasize its democratic values and security needs. 
Emphasize Their Bad Actions: In contrast, discourse emphasizes 
the negative attributes of the out-group (i.e., “them”), portraying 
them as a threat or morally inferior. In the nuclear program crisis, 
Israel emphasizes Iran’s violations of international agreements or 
its support for groups labeled as terrorists. 
Mitigate Our Bad Actions: Any negative actions of the in-group 
are downplayed or justified. This can be seen in how both Israel 
and Iran might rationalize military actions or contentious policies 
by framing them as necessary for national security or defense, 
downplaying their aggressive nature. 
Mitigate Their Good Actions: Positive attributes or actions of the 
out-group are either ignored or downplayed. In the case of the Iran-
Israel conflict, Iran’s diplomatic efforts or compliance with 
international monitoring in certain areas might be downplayed by 
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Israeli discourse to maintain the framing of Iran as a hostile and 
non-compliant actor. 
         Through this ideological square, Van Dijk demonstrates how 
discourse can systematically privilege one group over another by 
emphasizing or de-emphasizing certain traits, actions, or values. 
These strategies contribute to the reproduction of ideologies that 
maintain power imbalances between groups. In the Iran-Israel 
context, both nations manipulate global discourse to align 
international opinion with their ideological stances, using selective 
emphasis and omission to portray themselves as either victims or 
defenders. 
          Van Dijk (1995: 25) also discusses the role of social 
cognition in ideological manipulation. Social cognition refers to 
the mental processes that underlie individuals' understanding and 
interpretation of the world, which are shaped by their social and 
cultural contexts. Ideological discourse influences social cognition 
by controlling the knowledge and beliefs that people use to 
interpret events. For instance, in the media, repeated negative 
framing of Iran’s nuclear program influences the public’s mental 
models, leading them to view Iran as a global threat. 
Media, political leaders, and public institutions are crucial in this 
process of manipulating social cognition. By shaping the discourse 
that people consume, these entities can normalize certain 
ideologies and marginalize alternative perspectives. The 
ideological square plays a critical role here by systematically 
skewing representation in a way that reinforces dominant 
ideologies and power structures. 
           Ideology and manipulation are fundamental concepts in 
Critical Discourse Analysis, with Van Dijk’s work providing 
significant insight into how these processes function within 
political discourse. His ideological square model highlights how 
discourse strategies can systematically reinforce ideologies, 
serving the interests of powerful groups. In conflicts such as the 
Iran-Israel nuclear program crisis, these strategies play a crucial 
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role in shaping global perceptions, manipulating public opinion, 
and sustaining ideological dominance. Through CDA, scholars can 
uncover these hidden power dynamics and challenge the ways in 
which language is used to manipulate and control social reality. 

7.8 Linguistic Aspects of the Manipulative Strategies 

       The manipulative strategies employed by Israel and Iran in 
their discourse about their nuclear programs can be analyzed from 
a linguistic perspective. Both countries use language as a tool to 
shape perceptions, influence public opinion, and advance their 
respective agendas. Here are some linguistic aspects of their 
manipulative strategies: 

1. Rhetorical Devices: Both Israel and Iran use rhetorical 
devices such as hyperbole, loaded language, and appeals to 
emotion to sway public opinion. For example, Israel often 
portrays Iran's nuclear program as an existential threat, using 
emotionally charged language to emphasize the potential 
danger. Iran, on the other hand, may employ rhetoric that 
portrays Israel as an aggressor seeking to dominate the 
region. 
2. Selective Framing: Both countries selectively frame 
information to support their positions. This can involve 
emphasizing certain aspects of their opponent's actions while 
downplaying their own. For instance, Israel may highlight 
Iran's alleged violations of international agreements while 
downplaying its own nuclear capabilities. Iran, in turn, might 
emphasize Israel's undeclared nuclear arsenal while 
downplaying its own enrichment activities. 
3. Propaganda and Disinformation: Both countries may 
engage in propaganda and disinformation campaigns to 
manipulate public opinion. This can involve the 
dissemination of misleading or false information through 
various channels, including media, social media, and 
diplomatic channels. 
4. Diplomatic Language: In diplomatic settings, both 
countries may use language strategically to advance their 
interests. This can involve the use of diplomatic doublespeak, 
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where statements are carefully crafted to convey a particular 
message while maintaining plausible deniability. 
5. Strategic Ambiguity: Both Israel and Iran may use 
strategic ambiguity in their public statements to keep their 
opponents guessing about their true intentions. This can 
create uncertainty and make it difficult for the other side to 
formulate an effective response. 
 

8. Data Analysis 

        This section mainly deals with 10 statements (5 from Iranian 
officials and 5 from Israeli officials) made during the nuclear 
program crisis from January 2022 to December 2022. The analysis, 
which is divided into three main levels; linguistic, emotional, and 
framing, will include this corpus of statements related to the 
nuclear program crisis from various sources, including official 
statements, press releases, and interviews. The linguistic analysis 
examines the lexical choices, syntactic structures, and rhetorical 
devices employed by the officials to construct power relations, 
ideologies, and social identities. The emotional analysis focuses on 
how emotions are invoked and manipulated through the rhetoric.         
Finally, the framing analysis explores how the crisis is presented 
and contextualized, uncovering the dominant frames, 
argumentative structures, and underlying ideological positions. 
This multi-level approach provides a comprehensive understanding 
of the manipulative strategies used by Iran and Israel in their 
communication regarding the nuclear program crisis. 

8.1 Iranian Statements 

8.1.1 Statement by Iranian Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei  

"We will never allow Israel to achieve hegemony in the region. 
Their nuclear program is a tool to achieve this goal." 
Source: Mehr News Agency, February 18th, 2022. 
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Linguistic level: 
        The statement employs a number of lexical choices to convey 
its message effectively. "Never" implies a strong determination and 
resolve to prevent Israel from achieving hegemony. This word 
emphasizes the seriousness of the threat that Israel poses and the 
Iranian government's commitment to preventing it. The word 
"Hegemony" is a powerful term that suggests domination and 
control over others. This word is often associated with negative 
connotations such as imperialism and oppression, and its use in the 
statement serves to demonize Israel and portray it as a threat to the 
region. The word "Achieve" suggests that Israel is actively 
working towards this goal and that it is a serious and imminent 
threat. This word contrasts with the use of the term "potential" in 
other statements about Israel's nuclear program, which suggests 
that the threat is not yet realized but is very likely to happen.  
        The word "Region" is a broad term that encompasses the 
entire Middle East, emphasizing the potential scope of Israeli 
influence. This word is used to rally support from the Iranian 
people and other countries in the region against Israel. "Their" 
highlights the perception that Israel is a foreign entity seeking to 
control the region. This word is used to create a sense of Us vs. 
Them mentality, where Iran and its allies are portrayed as 
defenders of regional independence from Israeli domination. 
"Nuclear program" is a euphemism for Israel's nuclear arsenal, 
which is often seen as a symbol of its military strength and 
potential for regional domination. This word is used to downplay 
the severity of the threat posed by Israel's nuclear program and to 
make it more palatable to the Iranian people. "Tool" suggests that 
Israel is using its nuclear program as a means to achieve its goal of 
hegemony. This word further demonizes Israel and portrays it as a 
calculating and dangerous enemy. 
        The statement uses strong, assertive language to convey a 
clear message of opposition to Israel's perceived ambitions. The 
use of the word "never" emphasizes the permanence of this stance. 
The phrase "achieve hegemony" suggests that Israel is seeking to 
dominate the region, while the phrase "tool to achieve this goal" 
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implies that Israel's nuclear program is a means to an end rather 
than an end in itself. 
Emotional level: 
       The statement employs emotional appeals to sway the 
audience's opinion. The use of the term "never" evokes a sense of 
fear and urgency, suggesting that Israel's potential hegemony is a 
serious threat that must be prevented. This creates a sense of 
urgency for the audience to take an action. The term "hegemony" is 
also emotionally charged, as it suggests the subjugation and 
suppression of others. This word is used to tap into the Iranian 
people's fear of domination and their desire for regional 
independence. The use of "their" and "region" creates a sense of us 
vs. them mentality, where Israel is portrayed as an outsider seeking 
to control the region. This word is used to alienate the Iranian 
people from Israel and to foster a sense of national unity. The 
reference to Israel's nuclear program is likely to evoke fear and 
anxiety among the audience, as it is seen as a symbol of Israel's 
military strength and potential for aggression. This word is used to 
demonize Israel and to portray it as a threat to the region's stability. 
The Framing level: 
        The statement employs framing techniques to shape the 
audience's perception of the issue. The statement uses a danger 
frame to portray Israel as a threat to the region. This frame 
emphasizes the potential harm that Israel's nuclear program could 
cause. The statement uses a morality frame to portray Israel as an 
evil and immoral country. This frame emphasizes Israel's unethical 
actions and its pursuit of hegemony. By employing these framing 
techniques, the statement is able to effectively manipulate the 
audience's perception of Israel and its nuclear program. The Iranian 
statement is a prime example of how language can be used to 
manipulate public opinion. By employing effective lexical, 
emotional, euphemistic, and dysphemistic choices, as well as 
framing techniques, the statement is able to create a sense of fear 
and urgency, tap into the audience's sense of patriotism and fear, 
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soften the language, use strong language to emphasize the 
seriousness of the threat posed by Israel, and ultimately persuade 
the public. 

8.1.2 Statement by Iranian President Ebrahim Raisi  

"Israel is an occupier regime that must end its occupation of 
Palestinian territories. Their nuclear program is part of their 
oppressive policies." 
Source: Tasnim News Agency, March 25, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
       The statement uses specific lexical choices to convey a 
particular viewpoint. The term "occupier regime" suggests that 
Israel is an occupying power, implying a negative connotation. The 
phrase "occupation of Palestinian territories" emphasizes the belief 
that Israel is occupying land that rightfully belongs to Palestinians. 
The mention of Israel's "nuclear program" implies a connection 
between their nuclear capabilities and their alleged oppressive 
policies. Modality is expressed through verbs and adverbs that 
convey a sense of necessity for Israel to end its occupation. The 
use of phrases like "must end its occupation" emphasizes the 
urgency and importance of this demand, projecting a high level of 
certainty on Iran's claims. 
Emotional Level: 
      On an emotional level, fear-mongering tactics are used in this 
statement to evoke strong emotions against Israel. By portraying 
them as an oppressive regime with a nuclear program, Iran plays 
on fears of potential harm or aggression from Israel. This appeal to 
fear aims to garner support for Iran's stance by painting them as 
defenders against a dangerous enemy. There is also an appeal to 
patriotism through references to Palestinian territories and their 
struggle against Israeli occupation. By aligning themselves with 
the Palestinian cause, Iran seeks to rally support from those who 
feel strongly about national identity and pride. 
Framing level: 
       The statement frames the nuclear program crisis within the 
broader context of Israel's occupation of Palestinian territories. By 
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linking the nuclear program to Israel's occupation, the statement 
seeks to portray Israel as an aggressor and justify the call for an 
end to the occupation. This framing device positions Iran as an 
advocate for Palestinian rights and criticizes Israel's policies. It 
frames the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as a struggle between an 
occupying power and an oppressed people. The mention of Israel's 
nuclear program frames it as part of their alleged oppressive 
policies, suggesting that their nuclear capabilities are used to 
further suppress Palestinians. 
         Overall, the lexical, emotional, and framing analyses of the 
statement by the Iranian president reveal a deliberate attempt to 
manipulate perceptions of the nuclear program crisis. Through 
loaded language, framing, and emotional appeals, the statement 
portrays Israel as an occupier and oppressor, linking their nuclear 
program to their alleged oppressive policies. The language used in 
the statement aims to evoke empathy towards the Palestinian cause 
and shape public opinion in favor of ending the occupation. The 
framing employed highlight Iran's position as an advocate for 
Palestinian rights while criticizing Israel's actions. 

8.1.3 Statement by Iranian Foreign Minister Hossein Amir-
Abdollahian. 

"Israel is a permanent threat to the region. Their nuclear program 
must be put under international monitoring." 
Source: Press TV, April 30, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
        The linguistic features of the Iranian President's statement 
reveal a clear rhetorical strategy aimed at delegitimizing Israel's 
presence in the Palestinian territories and its nuclear program. The 
choice of words, such as "occupier regime" and "oppressive 
policies," is intentionally loaded with negative connotations, 
evoking images of injustice and oppression. The use of the 
definitive term "must end" suggests a sense of moral and legal 
obligation, presenting Israel's occupation as an unacceptable 
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situation that requires immediate action. The statement utilizes 
several persuasive techniques. The rhetorical device of repetition, 
with the phrase "their nuclear program" appearing twice, reinforces 
the notion that Israel's nuclear program is inherently linked to its 
"oppressive policies." This creates a strong causal connection in 
the minds of the audience, framing Israel's nuclear program as an 
extension of its purported occupation and oppression of the 
Palestinian people. 
         The modality employed in the statement is also noteworthy. 
The use of the modal verb "must" expresses a high degree of 
necessity and obligation, conveying a sense of certainty and 
urgency in the Iranian President's position. This linguistic choice 
suggests that the Iranian government views the termination of 
Israel's occupation and its nuclear program as non-negotiable 
requirements. Regarding lexical choice, the use of terms like 
"occupier regime" and "oppressive policies" reflects a deliberate 
attempt to present Israel as a malevolent entity. These euphemistic 
phrases serve to shift the narrative, portraying Israel as the 
aggressor and the perpetrator of injustice. The language used is 
designed to evoke strong emotional responses and to rally support 
for the Iranian government's stance. The statement also relies on 
presupposition, presenting the notion of Israel's "occupation of 
Palestinian territories" as a well-established fact, rather than a point 
of contention. This underlying assumption is used to bolster the 
Iranian President's argument and to frame the discussion in a way 
that favors the Iranian perspective. 
Emotional level: 
       The Iranian President's statement is crafted to elicit strong 
emotional responses from the audience. The use of language that 
evokes images of "occupation" and "oppressive policies" is a 
deliberate attempt to appeal to the audience's sense of injustice and 
moral outrage. By portraying Israel as an "occupier regime," the 
statement taps into a deep-seated empathy for the perceived 
victims of the occupation, the Palestinian people. 
         Additionally, the president's assertion that Israel's nuclear 
program is "part of their oppressive policies" is a fear-mongering 



Manipulative Strategies, Emotion and Framing in Iran and Israel over 
Nuclear Program Crisis  

A Critical Ideological Analysis 
Dr. Ahmad Abdel Tawwab Sharaf Eldin 

  

  مجلة وادي النيل للدراسات والبحوث الإنسانية والاجتماعية والتربوية (مجلة علمية محكمة)

 

169 

tactic that plays on concerns about the potential threat posed by 
Israel's nuclear capabilities. This emotional appeal to fear and 
insecurity aims to mobilize public opinion against Israel and its 
nuclear program. The president's framing of the issue in terms of 
Israel's "occupation of Palestinian territories" also taps into broader 
narratives of national self-determination and resistance to foreign 
domination.  
        This appeal to patriotism and anti-colonial sentiment is 
intended to rally support for Iran's position and portray its stance as 
a principled defense of the rights of the Palestinian people. The 
language also leverages fear-mongering tactics, framing Israel's 
nuclear program as a threatening and destabilizing force. The 
association between Israel's "nuclear program" and its "oppressive 
policies" creates a sense of impending danger and urgency, playing 
on the audience's fears and concerns about regional security and 
stability. 
Framing level: 
        The Iranian president's statement frames the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict and the nuclear program crisis within a broader 
narrative of Israeli occupation and oppression. By characterizing 
Israel as an "occupier regime" and its nuclear program as part of 
"oppressive policies," the president is attempting to position Iran as 
a defender of justice and human rights. This framing serves to 
delegitimize Israel's actions and present Iran's stance as the moral 
and principled position. It also shifts the focus away from Iran's 
own nuclear program and potential security concerns, and instead 
casts Israel as the aggressor and threat to regional stability. 
Furthermore, the president's use of the term "occupation of 
Palestinian territories" frames the issue in terms of national self-
determination and the right to self-governance. This resonates with 
broader narratives of anti-colonialism and resistance to foreign 
domination, which can be powerful rhetorical tools in shaping 
public opinion. 
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        The president's statement also makes implicit references to 
past events and agreements, such as the ongoing Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict and the various international treaties and resolutions 
related to the nuclear program crisis. By invoking these intertextual 
references, the president seeks to legitimize Iran's position and 
present it as consistent with established norms and principles of 
international law. The power dynamics between Iran and Israel 
play a significant role in shaping the rhetorical strategies employed 
by the Iranian president. As a smaller and less militarily and 
economically powerful state compared to Israel, Iran may feel the 
need to rely more heavily on manipulative language and emotional 
appeals to sway public opinion and garner international support. 
       The president's use of loaded language, such as "occupier 
regime" and "oppressive policies," can be seen as an attempt to 
compensate for Iran's perceived lack of power and legitimacy in 
the eyes of the international community. By framing the issue in 
these terms, the president seeks to portray Iran as the underdog 
fighting against a dominant and oppressive force. Similarly, the 
president's appeals to fear and patriotism can be understood as 
strategies to rally domestic and regional support, in the face of the 
perceived military and economic might of Israel and its allies. This 
emotional manipulation serves to distract from the complexities of 
the nuclear program crisis and present Iran's position as the 
righteous and necessary course of action. 
       Additionally, the president's invocation of international law 
and past agreements can be interpreted as an attempt to leverage 
the normative power of these frameworks to counter Israel's 
superior military and economic resources. This framing strategy 
aims to shift the focus away from raw power dynamics and 
towards the realm of legal and moral legitimacy. 
Overall, the Iranian President's statement is a carefully crafted 
rhetorical strategy that employs linguistic, emotional, and framing 
techniques to delegitimize Israel's presence in the Palestinian 
territories and its nuclear program. The language used is designed 
to manipulate perceptions, rally support, and present Iran's position 
as the moral and legal imperative. 
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8.1.4 Statement by Iranian President Ebrahim Raisi  

"The international community must hold the Zionist regime 
accountable for its dangerous nuclear program." 
Source: Fars News Agency, November 24, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
        The statement by the Iranian president employs several 
linguistic techniques to manipulate perceptions and sway public 
opinion regarding the nuclear program crisis. The use of the phrase 
"Zionist regime" is a clear example of loaded language that carries 
strong negative connotations. This dehumanizing term frames 
Israel not as a sovereign state, but as an illegitimate, oppressive 
entity. By using such charged rhetoric, the statement engages in an 
appeal to emotion, evoking a sense of moral outrage and justifying 
confrontational actions against Israel. The president's assertion that 
"the international community must hold the Zionist regime 
accountable" conveys a sense of obligation and necessity. 
        The modal verb "must" projects a high degree of certainty and 
leaves no room for debate, presenting Iran's position as the only 
acceptable course of action. The statement utilizes the term 
"dangerous nuclear program" to describe Israel's nuclear 
capabilities. This framing, by using the adjective "dangerous," 
implies that Israel's nuclear program poses an immediate threat that 
requires urgent action. In contrast, the statement makes no mention 
of Iran's own nuclear program, effectively deflecting attention and 
responsibility away from itself. 
Emotional level: 
       The Iranian president's statement is designed to evoke strong 
emotional responses from the audience, particularly fear and moral 
outrage. By characterizing Israel's nuclear program as "dangerous," 
the statement taps into a fear of nuclear catastrophe and the 
potential for a regional or global conflict. This fear-mongering 
tactic aims to generate a sense of urgency and justification for 
confrontational actions against Israel. The use of the term "Zionist 
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regime" invokes a sense of national and ideological opposition, 
appealing to the audience's patriotic sentiments and Iranian 
identity. This emotional appeal to in-group loyalty and out-group 
demonization serves to rally domestic and international support for 
Iran's position. The statement's moral framing of Israel as an 
"occupier" and "oppressor" is designed to evoke feelings of 
empathy, injustice, and the need for resistance. By tapping into 
deep-seated emotions of righteousness and victimhood, the 
statement seeks to legitimize Iran's actions and discredit Israel's 
claims. 
Framing level: 
      The Iranian president's statement employs strategic framing 
techniques to shape perceptions and influence attitudes towards the 
nuclear program crisis. The statement frames the issue primarily in 
terms of Israel's "dangerous nuclear program," downplaying or 
omitting any discussion of Iran's own nuclear activities. This 
selective framing allows Iran to shift the focus and present itself as 
a champion of regional and global security, rather than a potential 
threat. The statement constructs a clear moral argument, casting 
Israel as the aggressor and Iran as the victim seeking 
accountability. This framing taps into broader narratives of anti-
colonialism and human rights, bolstering Iran's claims of 
legitimacy and international support.   
       By using language that demonizes the "Zionist regime," the 
statement positions Iran as the defender of Islamic and anti-
imperialist values, in opposition to the perceived Western-backed 
Israel. This ideological framing allows Iran to portray itself as the 
righteous party in the conflict. The characterization of Israel's 
nuclear program as "dangerous" invokes metaphorical imagery of a 
ticking time bomb or an existential threat. This metaphorical 
framing amplifies the sense of urgency and justifies the need for 
immediate action against Israel. The statement's assertive and 
authoritative tone reflects Iran's positioning as a regional power 
seeking to challenge the status quo. By demanding that the 
"international community must hold the Zionist regime 
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accountable," Iran positions itself as a key player in shaping the 
global response to the nuclear program crisis. 
        Overall, the Iranian president's statement employs a 
multifaceted approach to linguistic, emotional, and framing 
manipulation to advance Iran's narrative and discredit Israel's 
position in the nuclear program crisis. By carefully crafting the 
language, invoking powerful emotions, and framing the issue in a 
strategic manner, the statement aims to rally domestic and 
international support for Iran's cause, while delegitimizing Israel's 
claims and actions. 

8.1.5 Statement by Iranian Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
Saeed Khatibzadeh  

"Israel is a threat to peace and stability in the region and the 
world. Their nuclear program must be dismantled." 
Source: Mehr News Agency, December 28, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
       The statement by the Iranian president exhibits several 
linguistic techniques used to convey a particular framing and 
perception of the conflict with Israel. At a lexical level, the 
president's word choice reflects a combative and antagonistic tone. 
Terms like "occupier regime" and "oppressive policies" employ 
strongly charged language that demonizes Israel and casts it as an 
aggressor. This linguistic strategy appears intended to evoke 
negative emotions and portray Iran as the aggrieved party taking a 
principled stance. The syntactic structure of the statement is also 
notable. The use of short, declarative sentences conveys a sense of 
certainty and uncompromising resolve. Phrases like "must end its 
occupation" and "their nuclear program is part of their oppressive 
policies" express a high modal obligation, presenting Iran's 
position as an incontrovertible moral imperative. This linguistic 
framing leaves little room for nuance or compromise, painting the 
conflict in black-and-white terms. 
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        Rhetorical devices such as repetition and parallelism reinforce 
this absolutist framing. The parallel construction of "Israel is an 
occupier regime" and "their nuclear program is part of their 
oppressive policies" links these two issues together, implying a 
direct causal relationship. This creates a sense of coherence and 
logical consistency to Iran's argument, even if the underlying 
premises are debatable. 
        Linguistic markers of deception are also present in the 
statement. The use of vague, generalized terms like "occupier 
regime" and "oppressive policies" avoid specificity and invite the 
audience to fill in the gaps with their own preconceptions. This 
tactic can obscure the complexity of the situation and prevent 
meaningful dialogue. 
        Furthermore, the statement exhibits an intertextual dimension, 
referencing the long-standing Israeli-Palestinian conflict and 
invoking Iran's role as a defender of Palestinian rights. This 
strategic framing taps into a broader historical narrative that 
resonates with Iran's domestic and international audiences, lending 
the president's words an air of moral authority and legitimacy. 
Emotional level: 
         The Iranian president's statement is clearly designed to evoke 
powerful feelings of indignation and righteous anger among its 
intended audience. The use of loaded language like "occupier 
regime" and "oppressive policies" is aimed at cultivating a sense of 
moral outrage and rallying support for Iran's position. The 
president's rhetoric also appeals to the emotional pull of 
nationalism and anti-imperialism. By framing Israel as an 
"occupier," the statement taps into deep-seated sentiments of 
resistance against foreign domination and the defense of national 
sovereignty. This emotional appeal serves to galvanize domestic 
support and present Iran as the champion of the Palestinian cause 
on the global stage. 
       Additionally, the statement employs a fear-mongering tactic 
by linking Israel's nuclear program to its "oppressive policies." 
This creates a sense of existential threat and urgency, implying that 
Iran's actions are necessary to prevent a catastrophic outcome. 
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Such emotional manipulation can be a powerful tool in shaping 
public opinion and justifying more aggressive policies. It is worth 
noting that the emotional dimension of the statement is not limited 
to its outward expression. The language used also reflects the 
Iranian president's own emotional investment in the conflict, 
conveying a sense of personal conviction and moral indignation. 
This emotional resonance can lend the statement additional 
rhetorical power and credibility, even if it comes at the expense of 
objectivity. 
Framing level: 
       The Iranian president's statement frames the conflict with 
Israel in a manner that serves Iran's strategic interests and 
ideological positioning. By depicting Israel as an "occupier 
regime" whose "nuclear program is part of their oppressive 
policies," the statement casts Iran as the defender of justice and 
Palestinian rights on the international stage. This framing aligns 
with Iran's long-standing narrative of resistance against Western 
and Israeli imperialism. It taps into a broader anti-colonial and 
anti-Zionist discourse that has been a cornerstone of Iran's foreign 
policy and domestic propaganda. By positioning itself as the 
champion of the Palestinian cause, Iran can bolster its regional 
influence and political legitimacy, both domestically and within the 
wider Islamic world. 
        Moreover, the statement's framing of the nuclear issue as an 
extension of Israel's "oppressive policies" serves to deflect 
attention from Iran's own controversial nuclear program. By 
drawing a direct link between Israel's nuclear capabilities and its 
perceived human rights abuses, the Iranian president attempts to 
shift the moral and legal onus onto Israel, while portraying Iran's 
nuclear ambitions as a necessary act of self-defense. This framing 
strategy is consistent with Iran's broader efforts to frame the 
nuclear dispute as a matter of national sovereignty and the 
inalienable right to peaceful nuclear technology. By couching the 
issue in the language of justice and resistance, the Iranian president 
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seeks to garner sympathy and support from the international 
community, while simultaneously delegitimizing Israel's claims 
and concerns. 
         The statement's framing also reflects the power dynamics at 
play between Iran and Israel. As a comparatively smaller and 
militarily weaker state, Iran's rhetorical tactics appear designed to 
offset its strategic disadvantage. By casting Israel as the aggressor 
and Iran as the victim, the president's statement aims to shift the 
moral high ground and rally international opinion in Iran's favor. In 
summary, the Iranian president's statement employs a range of 
linguistic, emotional, and framing techniques to advance Iran's 
political and ideological interests in the ongoing conflict with 
Israel. The strategic use of charged language, emotional appeals, 
and selective framing of the issues serves to shape perceptions, 
manipulate public opinion, and bolster Iran's regional and global 
standing. 

8.1.6 Discussion 

       The analysis of the five Iranian statements reveals a 
meticulously crafted and consistent rhetorical strategy aimed at 
achieving several key objectives. Primarily, these statements seek 
to demonize and delegitimize Israel, portraying it as a threat to 
regional and global peace due to its nuclear capabilities and alleged 
oppressive policies towards Palestinians. The Iranian officials 
employ a multi-pronged approach, strategically utilizing linguistic, 
emotional, and framing techniques to manipulate public perception 
and bolster their own position. 
       The linguistic choices made in these statements are far from 
accidental. Loaded terms such as "occupier regime," "oppressive 
policies," and "Zionist regime" are consistently used to 
dehumanize and vilify Israel, stripping it of its legitimacy as a 
sovereign state. This language is intended to evoke negative 
emotions and rally support for Iran's stance, particularly among 
those who sympathize with the Palestinian cause. Furthermore, the 
use of strong, assertive language, such as "never" and "must," 
conveys a sense of urgency and moral imperative, presenting Iran's 
demands as non-negotiable and morally justified. This linguistic 
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strategy aims to create a clear dichotomy between good and evil, 
positioning Iran as the defender of justice and peace. 
        The emotional dimension of these statements is equally 
significant. By repeatedly emphasizing the "dangerous" nature of 
Israel's nuclear program, the Iranian officials tap into deep-seated 
fears of nuclear catastrophe and regional instability. This fear-
mongering tactic serves to justify Iran's own actions and garner 
support for its policies, both domestically and internationally. 
Appeals to patriotism and national identity are also evident, 
particularly in the references to the Palestinian struggle for self-
determination. By aligning themselves with the Palestinian cause, 
Iranian officials can tap into a broader narrative of anti-colonialism 
and resistance, further solidifying their position as a champion of 
the oppressed. 
         The framing techniques employed in these statements are 
equally crucial in shaping public perception. By consistently 
linking Israel's nuclear program to its alleged human rights abuses 
and occupation of Palestinian territories, Iran successfully frames 
the issue in a way that deflects attention from its own nuclear 
ambitions. This strategic framing allows Iran to present itself as a 
responsible actor concerned about regional security, while 
simultaneously delegitimizing Israel's right to possess nuclear 
weapons. Furthermore, the statements strategically omit or 
downplay any mention of Iran's own nuclear program, thereby 
shifting the focus entirely onto Israel. This omission serves to 
portray Iran as a victim of Israeli aggression and reinforces the 
narrative that Iran's actions are purely defensive in nature. 
         It's important to note that the power dynamics between Iran 
and Israel significantly influence the rhetorical strategies employed 
by Iranian officials. As a relatively weaker state compared to 
Israel, both militarily and economically, Iran relies heavily on soft 
power tactics such as manipulating language, emotions, and 
framing to exert influence and achieve its objectives. By presenting 
itself as a champion of the oppressed and a defender of 
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international law, Iran seeks to garner support from the 
international community and counterbalance Israel's superior 
military and economic capabilities.  
        The chart below visually represents a quantitative analysis of 
the manipulation strategies employed in the analyzed Iranian 
statements regarding Israel and its nuclear program. The 
distribution of these strategies—50% linguistic, 30% emotional, 
and 20% framing—offers valuable insights into the rhetorical 
tactics used to shape public opinion and advance Iran's political 
agenda. On the linguistic level, the overwhelming reliance on 
linguistic manipulation underscores the significance of language as 
a tool for political influence. The careful selection of words and 
phrases, such as "occupier regime," "oppressive policies," and 
"Zionist regime," serves to demonize Israel and evoke negative 
emotions in the audience. This linguistic framing creates a stark 
dichotomy between "us" (Iran) and "them" (Israel), fostering a 
sense of solidarity among Iranians and potentially garnering 
support from those sympathetic to the Palestinian cause. 
 

Chart 1 

 
 
         The high percentage of linguistic manipulation also indicates 
a deliberate effort to control the narrative surrounding the nuclear 
issue. By repeatedly emphasizing Israel's alleged wrongdoing and 
presenting Iran's position as morally justified, the statements aim to 
shape public perception and create a sense of inevitability 
regarding Iran's actions. On the emotional level, the significant use 
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of emotional appeals reflects the understanding that emotions play 
a crucial role in decision-making and public opinion formation. By 
tapping into fear, outrage, and patriotism, Iranian officials seek to 
mobilize support for their policies and create a sense of urgency 
regarding the perceived threat posed by Israel. The emotional 
dimension of the statements also serves to humanize the conflict, 
portraying Iran as a victim of Israeli aggression and a defender of 
Palestinian rights. This emotional framing can be particularly 
effective in garnering sympathy and support from those who 
identify with narratives of anti-colonialism and resistance. 
        On the framing level, such techniques constitute a smaller 
portion of the overall manipulation strategies, their significance 
lies in their ability to contextualize the issue and reinforce the 
desired narrative. By consistently linking Israel's nuclear program 
to its alleged human rights abuses and occupation of Palestinian 
territories, Iran strategically frames the issue to deflect attention 
from its own nuclear ambitions and paint itself as the aggrieved 
party seeking justice. This framing also allows Iran to tap into 
broader international concerns about nuclear proliferation and 
regional stability, presenting itself as a responsible actor seeking to 
uphold international norms and prevent a potential catastrophe. 
        The distribution of these manipulation strategies reflects a 
calculated approach tailored to Iran's specific political objectives 
and the target audience. The heavy reliance on linguistic and 
emotional appeals resonates strongly with the Iranian public, 
fostering a sense of national unity and justifying the government's 
actions. The framing techniques, on the other hand, are more 
geared towards shaping international opinion and garnering 
support from countries sympathetic to the Palestinian cause. The 
relatively lower percentage of framing techniques may also 
indicate a degree of confidence in the effectiveness of the linguistic 
and emotional appeals. By already establishing a strong emotional 
connection with the audience, the need for elaborate framing may 
be reduced. 
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         The analysis of manipulation strategies in Iranian statements 
reveals a sophisticated approach to shaping public opinion and 
advancing political goals. The combination of linguistic, 
emotional, and framing techniques creates a powerful narrative that 
can be difficult to counter, especially in the absence of alternative 
perspectives and critical analysis. Understanding these 
manipulation strategies is crucial for interpreting political 
discourse, evaluating the credibility of claims, and engaging in 
informed discussions about complex issues like the nuclear 
program crisis. By recognizing the underlying tactics, individuals 
and policymakers can make more informed decisions and 
contribute to a more nuanced and balanced understanding of the 
situation. 

8.2 Israeli Statements  

8.2.1 Statement by Israeli Prime Minister 

"Iran is close to breaking out to nuclear capability. We will not 
allow it to cross this red line." 
Source: The Jerusalem Post, February 18th, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
       The statement by the Israeli Prime Minister exhibits several 
linguistic techniques that are designed to convey a sense of 
urgency and threat regarding Iran's nuclear capabilities. The use of 
the phrase "close to breaking out to nuclear capability" employs a 
metaphor of Iran rapidly approaching a critical threshold, evoking 
a sense of an imminent crisis. The verb "will not allow" expresses a 
strong modal of necessity and determination, suggesting Israel is 
prepared to take decisive action to prevent Iran from crossing this 
"red line." 
        The vocabulary choices reinforce this framing. "Breaking out" 
is a loaded term that implies Iran is covertly dashing towards a 
nuclear weapon, rather than pursuing a peaceful nuclear program. 
"Red line" is a metaphor that casts Iran's nuclear program as a clear 
boundary that Israel is willing to defend militarily. These terms 
carry strong emotional connotations and project an image of Iran as 
an imminent threat that must be stopped. Additionally, the 
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statement lacks specificity regarding the evidence for Iran's 
"nuclear capability." This vagueness allows the claim to be 
interpreted as more ominous than it may actually be, creating a 
sense of uncertainty and fear. The lack of nuance or qualifying 
language further strengthens the perception of Iran as an immediate 
danger that Israel will not tolerate. 
Emotional level: 
        The Prime Minister's statement is crafted to evoke a strong 
emotional response from the audience, primarily fear and a sense 
of urgency. By framing Iran's nuclear program as a "breaking out" 
towards a capability, the language taps into widespread concerns 
about nuclear proliferation and the catastrophic consequences of 
nuclear war. This fear-mongering tactic is intended to rally public 
support for Israel's position and justify potential military action. 
The statement also appeals to patriotic sentiments by positioning 
Israel as the defender of national security and the guardian of red 
lines. This emotional appeal to in-group identity and the need to 
protect the homeland resonates strongly with domestic audiences 
and reinforces the narrative of Israel as a resolute actor willing to 
take decisive measures to safeguard its interests. 
Framing level: 
         The Prime Minister's statement frames the Iranian nuclear 
issue primarily through the lens of national security and existential 
threat. By declaring that Israel "will not allow" Iran to cross a "red 
line," the statement positions the conflict as a high-stakes, zero-
sum game where Iran's nuclear aspirations pose an unacceptable 
risk to Israel's survival. This framing is further reinforced by the 
use of military terminology, such as "breaking out" and "red line," 
which evoke the imagery of a looming armed conflict. This 
strategic framing shifts the discourse away from discussions of 
diplomacy, international law, or the broader geopolitical context, 
and instead foregrounds the narrative of Iran as an imminent 
danger that must be confronted. 
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         By casting the issue in such stark terms, the Prime Minister's 
statement aims to rally domestic and international support for a 
more assertive, possibly even unilateral, Israeli policy towards 
Iran's nuclear program. This framing marginalizes alternative 
perspectives and constrains the range of potential solutions, 
thereby increasing the likelihood of escalation and conflict. The 
power dynamics between Israel and Iran are a crucial factor in 
understanding the manipulative strategies employed in the nuclear 
program crisis. As a regional military powerhouse backed by the 
United States, Israel wields significant influence and leverage over 
the discourse. In contrast, Iran, as the subject of extensive 
international sanctions and pressure, is in a relatively weaker 
position, both economically and diplomatically 
       This asymmetry of power shapes the ways in which the two 
countries frame the issue and deploy linguistic techniques to sway 
public opinion. Israel, from a position of relative strength, can 
afford to take a more confrontational and unyielding stance, using 
fear-mongering rhetoric and ultimatums to project an image of 
unwavering resolve. Iran, on the other hand, may be compelled to 
adopt a more defensive posture, emphasizing its right to peaceful 
nuclear development and portraying itself as the victim of unjust 
international pressure. 
         The power differential also influences the international 
community's receptiveness to the respective narratives. Israel's 
close ties with the United States and other Western allies lend 
credibility to its claims and make it easier to garner support for its 
position, even if the underlying evidence is questionable. Iran, 
conversely, faces an uphill battle in countering the dominant 
narrative, often resorting to more overt appeals to emotion and 
ideological positioning to challenge the prevailing discourse. 
       In the context of the nuclear program crisis, the strategic 
deployment of linguistic and framing techniques by both Israel and 
Iran reflects the broader power dynamics at play and the high 
stakes involved. As scholars have argued, a nuanced, critical 
analysis of such discourse can illuminate the underlying 
motivations, biases, and manipulative strategies employed by 
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political actors to shape public opinion and influence the course of 
international affairs. 

8.2.2 Statement by Israeli Defense Minister 

"Iran is a dangerous and unpredictable state. We must be prepared 
for all scenarios." 
Source: The Times of Israel, May 11th, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
         The Israeli Prime Minister's statement exhibits several 
linguistic features that contribute to its persuasive power and 
manipulation of perceptions. Firstly, the choice of vocabulary is 
noteworthy. The use of the adjectives "dangerous" and 
"unpredictable" to describe Iran evokes a sense of threat and 
unpredictability, which serves to heighten the sense of urgency and 
the need for decisive action. This appeal to fear is a common 
rhetorical device employed in political discourse to sway public 
opinion. The statement's modality is also significant. The use of the 
modal verb "must" expresses a high degree of necessity and 
obligation, implying that Israel has no choice but to be prepared for 
all scenarios. This conveys a sense of inevitability and leaves little 
room for dissent or alternative courses of action. 
       The lexical choice further reinforces the framing of Iran as a 
menace. The term "state" is used rather than the more neutral 
"country," which subtly suggests a hostile, untrustworthy entity. 
Additionally, the use of the word "scenarios" implies a range of 
potential threats, further heightening the sense of anxiety and the 
need for vigilance. Importantly, the statement also contains an 
underlying presupposition that Iran's actions are inherently 
dangerous and unpredictable, presenting this as an established fact 
rather than a debatable proposition. This tactic of embedding 
assumptions within the language serves to legitimize the Israeli 
government's stance and make it appear self-evident. 
Emotional level: 
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       The Israeli Prime Minister's statement is also strategically 
designed to evoke specific emotional responses from the audience. 
The use of the term "dangerous" and the emphasis on the need to 
"be prepared for all scenarios" appeal to fear and a sense of 
vulnerability. This fear-mongering tactic is a common emotional 
manipulation strategy employed in political rhetoric to garner 
public support for a particular course of action. Furthermore, the 
statement's tone and framing tap into a broader narrative of 
nationalism and existential threats. By characterizing Iran as a 
"dangerous and unpredictable state," the statement invokes a sense 
of patriotism and the need to protect the nation's security and 
interests. This emotional appeal to patriotism is a well-documented 
technique used by political leaders to rally their constituents behind 
their policies. 
Framing level: 
        The Israeli Prime Minister's statement frames the issue of 
Iran's nuclear program within the context of national security and 
the need for preparedness. By describing Iran as a "dangerous and 
unpredictable state," the statement presents the nuclear program as 
an imminent threat to Israel's safety and well-being. This framing 
serves to legitimize the Israeli government's stance and justify its 
calls for heightened vigilance and potentially aggressive actions. 
The statement's framing also employs the tactic of presenting the 
situation as one of inevitability and necessity, leaving little room 
for alternative perspectives or diplomatic solutions. The use of the 
phrase "must be prepared for all scenarios" frames the issue as a 
matter of obligation and leaves no space for negotiation or 
compromise. 
        Moreover, the statement's framing aligns with a broader 
ideological positioning that casts Iran as an adversary and a threat 
to regional stability. This framing is consistent with the Israeli 
government's longstanding policy towards Iran and its efforts to 
garner international support for its position on the nuclear program. 
In conclusion, the Israeli Prime Minister's statement exhibits a 
strategic use of language, emotional appeals, and framing devices 
to manipulate perceptions and shape public opinion on the issue of 
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Iran's nuclear program. The linguistic analysis reveals the use of 
fear-mongering, loaded language, and presuppositions to present 
Iran as an inherent threat. The emotional analysis highlights the 
appeal to patriotism and the use of fear-based tactics to rally 
support for the government's stance. The framing analysis 
demonstrates how the issue is constructed as a matter of national 
security and necessity, leaving little room for alternative 
perspectives or diplomatic solutions. 
         This multifaceted analysis underscores the sophisticated 
rhetorical strategies employed by political leaders to influence 
public discourse and advance their policy agendas. It is crucial to 
critically examine such statements and unpack the underlying 
mechanisms of linguistic, emotional, and framing manipulation to 
better understand the complex dynamics at play in international 
relations and the nuclear program crisis. 

8.2.3 Statement by Israeli Foreign Minister 

"The international community must act together to prevent Iran 
from obtaining nuclear weapons. Time is running out." 
Source: Haaretz, September 16th, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
      The statement by the Israeli Prime Minister employs several 
rhetorical devices to convey a sense of urgency and necessity for 
action. The use of the phrase "Time is running out" is a clear 
example of a rhetorical device that invokes a sense of impending 
crisis and the need for immediate intervention, as noted by Chilton 
and Schäffner (1997) in their analysis of political discourse. The 
statement's use of modal verbs and adverbs, such as "must act 
together," further expresses a high degree of necessity and 
obligation, underscoring the perceived urgency of the situation, as 
discussed by Fairclough (2001) in his work on the role of language 
in political communication. 
       The vocabulary used in the statement is carefully selected to 
evoke specific emotional responses. The term "nuclear weapons" 
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carries significant weight and connotations of existential threat, 
while the use of the phrase "obtaining nuclear weapons" implies an 
active process that needs to be stopped. This language taps into 
deep-seated fears and concerns about the potential consequences of 
Iran's nuclear program, which the Israeli government aims to 
leverage to garner support for its position, as argued by Lakoff 
(2002) in his analysis of the role of metaphor in political discourse. 
       The statement also assumes that Iran's pursuit of nuclear 
weapons is a known and accepted fact, rather than an allegation or 
a matter of dispute. This presupposition frames the issue in a way 
that constrains the scope of the debate and presents the Israeli 
government's perspective as the default position, as discussed by 
Van Dijk (1997) in his work on the role of ideology in discourse. 
Emotional level: 
        The statement employs a clear appeal to fear by invoking the 
specter of Iran "obtaining nuclear weapons." This language taps 
into deep-seated anxieties and concerns about the potential 
consequences of such an outcome, which the Israeli government 
aims to leverage to garner support for its position, as argued by 
Wodak (2015) in her analysis of the role of emotion in political 
discourse. While the statement does not explicitly invoke patriotic 
appeals, the reference to the "international community" and the 
sense of collective responsibility could be interpreted as an implicit 
appeal to a broader sense of global order and security, which the 
Israeli government may seek to align with its national interests. 
This emotional framing serves to position the Israeli government's 
perspective as the default position and appeals to a sense of shared 
responsibility for maintaining global stability and security, as 
discussed by Katzenstein (1996) in his work on the role of identity 
in international relations. 
Framing level: 
        The statement frames the issue of Iran's nuclear program as a 
clear and present danger that requires immediate action by the 
"international community." This framing serves to position the 
Israeli government's perspective as the default position and 
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constrains the scope of the debate, as argued by Entman (1993) in 
his work on the role of framing in political communication. 
The statement aligns the Israeli government's position with the 
perceived interests of the "international community," suggesting a 
broader ideological alignment with the norms and values of the 
global order. This framing strategy seeks to leverage the authority 
and legitimacy of the international community to bolster the Israeli 
government's own position and interests, as discussed by Barnett 
and Duvall (2005) in their analysis of the role of power in 
international relations. 
        The use of the phrase "Time is running out" can be seen as a 
metaphorical framing of the issue, evoking a sense of urgency and 
the need for decisive action before a perceived crisis reaches a 
point of no return. This metaphorical framing serves to heighten 
the sense of emergency and the perceived necessity for immediate 
intervention, as argued by Lakoff and Johnson (1980) in their work 
on the role of metaphor in language and thought. 
        The statement's invocation of the "international community" 
as the entity that "must act together" to address the issue of Iran's 
nuclear program suggests an underlying power dynamic in which 
the Israeli government seeks to leverage the authority and 
legitimacy of the global order to bolster its own position. This 
framing strategy reflects the Israeli government's attempt to 
position itself as a key player in the international community's 
efforts to address the perceived threat of Iran's nuclear program, as 
discussed by Barnett and Finnemore (2004) in their analysis of the 
role of international organizations in global governance. 

8.2.4 Statement by Israeli Prime Minister 

"Iran is a serious security threat to Israel and the entire world. We 
will not allow it to obtain nuclear weapons." 
Source: The Times of Israel, October 12th, 2022. 
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Linguistic level: 
        The statement by the Israeli Prime Minister is strategically 
crafted to convey a sense of urgency and inevitability regarding the 
perceived threat posed by Iran's nuclear program. On the linguistic 
level, the use of the phrase "serious security threat" is a linguistic 
device that invokes a strong sense of gravity and danger, evoking 
powerful emotions of fear and anxiety within the audience. The 
verb "will not allow" projects a high degree of certainty and 
determination, suggesting that Israel is prepared to take immediate 
and decisive action to prevent Iran from obtaining nuclear 
weapons. This level of modality, as described by linguistic 
scholars, conveys a sense of necessity and obligation, leaving little 
room for negotiation or compromise.  
        The statement employs several rhetorical devices to sway 
public opinion, such as an appeal to emotion by painting Iran as an 
existential threat not only to Israel but to "the entire world." This 
tactic, well-documented in the field of rhetoric and persuasion, is 
designed to elicit a powerful emotional response from the 
audience, rallying support for a hardline stance against Iran. 
Additionally, the statement contains an element of logical fallacy, 
as it presents the issue as a binary choice - either Iran obtains 
nuclear weapons or Israel will prevent it, without considering more 
nuanced diplomatic solutions. This type of framing, as analyzed by 
scholars of argumentation theory, serves to limit the range of 
acceptable policy options and narrows the discourse surrounding 
the crisis. 
Emotional level: 
      On the emotional level, the language used in the statement is 
carefully chosen to evoke strong emotions and perceptions. The 
use of the phrase "serious security threat" and the reference to "the 
entire world" are examples of lexical choices that amplify the 
perceived danger posed by Iran. This strategic use of emotionally 
charged language, as explored in the field of linguistic analysis, 
aims to manipulate the audience's perceptions and attitudes. The 
statement also assumes that Iran's nuclear program is inherently a 
threat to Israel and the world, without providing any evidence or 
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context to support this claim. This presupposition, a concept 
analyzed in pragmatic linguistics, serves to present the Israeli 
position as a self-evident truth, rather than a matter of debate or 
negotiation.  
        By framing Iran's nuclear program as a "serious security 
threat," the statement taps into deep-seated anxieties about the 
potential for conflict and the devastating consequences of a 
nuclear-armed Iran. This fear-mongering tactic, well-documented 
in the field of emotion studies, is a common strategy employed by 
state actors to justify aggressive policies and rally public support. 
The statement also appeals to a sense of patriotism and national 
identity, positioning Israel as the guardian of regional and global 
security. This emotional appeal, as analyzed by scholars of 
political psychology, is designed to generate a feeling of loyalty 
and support for the government's actions, even in the face of 
potential criticism or skepticism. 
Framing level: 
        The framing of the nuclear program crisis as a matter of 
national security and the protection of the "entire world" serves to 
elevate the stakes and limit the range of acceptable policy options. 
This approach, as explored in the field of framing analysis, 
effectively narrows the discourse, making it more difficult for the 
audience to consider alternative perspectives or diplomatic 
solutions. The statement's use of the phrase "serious security 
threat" is a powerful metaphor that conjures images of danger, 
instability, and the potential for catastrophic consequences. This 
metaphorical framing, as analyzed by scholars of cognitive 
linguistics, shapes the public's perception of the crisis and 
reinforces the idea that decisive action is necessary to address the 
threat. 
         The power differential between Israel and Iran enables Israel 
to employ more aggressive rhetorical strategies, such as threats of 
military action, to shape the narratives and discourse surrounding 
the crisis. This dynamic, as explored in the field of critical 
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discourse analysis, reflects the ways in which power hierarchies 
influence the linguistic and framing choices made by state actors. 
By employing rhetorical devices, selective lexical choices, and 
powerful metaphors, the statement seeks to present Israel's position 
as a matter of existential necessity, rather than a subject of debate 
or negotiation. This strategic use of language, as documented by 
scholars of political rhetoric, is designed to manipulate perceptions 
and garner support for Israel's hardline stance on Iran's nuclear 
program. 

8.2.5 Statement by Israeli Foreign Minister 

"The international community must be united against Iran. We 
cannot allow it to violate the nuclear deal." 
Source: Haaretz, September 18th, 2022. 

Linguistic level: 
       The statement by the Israeli Prime Minister is strategically 
crafted to convey a strong sense of urgency and necessity regarding 
the perceived threat posed by Iran's nuclear program. The use of 
the phrase "must be united" projects a high degree of obligation, 
suggesting that there is an imperative for the international 
community to take immediate action against Iran. This linguistic 
choice reflects what scholars have identified as a common 
rhetorical strategy employed by state actors to limit the range of 
acceptable policy options and frame issues in a manner that 
forecloses opportunities for negotiation or compromise 
(Fairclough, 2003; Wodak & Meyer, 2016). 
       The verb "cannot allow" further reinforces this sense of 
necessity, conveying a definitive and non-negotiable stance on the 
part of Israel. This modal verb choice leaves little room for 
ambiguity, portraying the situation as a binary choice - either Iran's 
nuclear program is stopped, or it will be allowed to continue. Such 
linguistic framing is characteristic of what Lakoff and Johnson 
(1980) describe as the "argument as war" metaphor, where the 
issue is presented as a confrontation that must be won rather than a 
problem to be solved through diplomatic means. 
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          The reference to Iran "violating the nuclear deal" is a 
syntactic choice that presupposes Iran's guilt and casts it as the 
transgressor. This presupposition serves to present Israel's position 
as a matter of upholding international law and order, rather than a 
subjective interpretation of the situation (Fairclough, 1989). By 
framing Iran's actions as a "violation," the statement implies a 
breach of clear and established norms, further legitimizing Israel's 
call for decisive action. The vocabulary used in the statement is 
also strategically selected to evoke a sense of threat and urgency. 
The phrase "serious security threat" is a lexical choice that carries 
strong emotional connotations, evoking a sense of fear and anxiety 
within the audience (Charteris-Black, 2011). This emotionally 
charged language is a common persuasive tactic employed by state 
actors to rally public support for their policy positions, even in the 
absence of clear evidence (Cialdini, 2001). 
Emotional level: 
       The statement by the Israeli Prime Minister is also crafted to 
elicit a strong emotional response from the audience. By framing 
Iran's nuclear program as a "serious security threat," the statement 
taps into the universal human fear of existential danger, both to 
Israel and to "the entire world." This appeal to fear is a well-
documented rhetorical strategy used by political leaders to justify 
aggressive policies and limit the range of acceptable responses 
(Huddy, 2001; Lakoff, 2004). 
Additionally, the statement's invocation of the "international 
community" and the need for unity against Iran suggests an appeal 
to a sense of collective security and shared responsibility.  
       This emotional appeal to patriotism and global solidarity is 
designed to generate a feeling of loyalty and support for Israel's 
actions, even in the face of potential criticism or skepticism 
(Huddy, 2001). The statement's emphasis on the necessity of 
action, conveyed through the use of modal verbs like "must" and 
"cannot," further reinforces the emotional urgency of the situation. 
This linguistic choice serves to heighten the perceived stakes and 



  مجلة وادي النيل للدراسات والبحوث الإنسانية والاجتماعية والتربوية (مجلة علمية محكمة)

 )ISSN : 2536 - 9555( 

 

192 

elevate the issue to a matter of existential importance, rather than a 
complex geopolitical problem requiring nuanced diplomatic 
solutions (Charteris-Black, 2011). 
Framing level: 
        At the framing level, the statement by the Israeli Prime 
Minister is strategically crafted to present the nuclear program 
crisis as a clear-cut issue of national security and global stability. 
By invoking the "international community" and the need for unity 
against Iran, the statement frames the issue as a matter of collective 
responsibility and shared interests, rather than a bilateral dispute 
between Israel and Iran (Entman, 1993). The use of the phrase 
"serious security threat" is a framing device that positions Iran's 
nuclear program as an imminent danger that requires urgent and 
decisive action. This framing effectively casts Israel as the 
guardian of regional and global security, elevating the stakes and 
limiting the range of acceptable policy options (Lakoff, 2004).  
        Furthermore, the statement's reference to Iran's potential 
"violation of the nuclear deal" is a framing choice that situates the 
issue within the context of international law and established norms. 
This framing strategy serves to present Israel's position as one of 
upholding the rules-based global order, rather than a unilateral act 
of aggression (Fairclough, 1989). The power differential between 
Israel and Iran enables Israel to employ more aggressive rhetorical 
strategies, such as threats of military action, to shape the narratives 
and discourse surrounding the crisis. This dynamic reflects the 
ways in which power hierarchies influence the linguistic and 
framing choices made by state actors (Van Dijk, 1993; Wodak & 
Meyer, 2016). Through the strategic use of linguistic devices, 
emotional appeals, and framing techniques, the statement by the 
Israeli Prime Minister aims to manipulate public opinion and rally 
support for a hardline stance against Iran's nuclear program. This 
analysis underscores the importance of critically examining the 
language used by political leaders, as it can reveal the underlying 
motivations and power dynamics at play in complex geopolitical 
conflicts. 
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8.2.6 Discussion 

         The analysis of the Israeli statements reveals a calculated 
rhetorical strategy designed to shape public perception and 
mobilize support for a hardline stance against Iran's nuclear 
program. This strategy operates on three interconnected levels. On 
the linguistic level, the Israeli Prime Minister and Foreign Minister 
employ loaded language, strong modal verbs, and rhetorical 
devices to portray Iran as an imminent and existential threat. Terms 
like "breaking out," "red line," "dangerous," and "unpredictable" 
evoke fear and anxiety, while the definitive "must" and "will not 
allow" convey a sense of urgency and determination.  
        On the emotional level, the statements strategically appeal to 
fear, patriotism, and a sense of collective responsibility. By 
emphasizing the potential for catastrophic consequences and 
positioning Israel as the defender of national and global security, 
they aim to rally domestic and international support for their 
policies. On the framing level, the Israeli officials frame the issue 
as a matter of national survival and a threat to the international 
order. This framing marginalizes alternative perspectives, narrows 
the range of acceptable solutions, and positions Israel as a 
responsible actor upholding international law. 
       The effectiveness of these techniques is amplified by the 
power dynamics between Israel and Iran. Israel's position of 
relative strength, backed by its military capabilities and alliances, 
allows it to employ more assertive and uncompromising rhetoric. 
This, in turn, influences the international community's perception 
of the crisis and its willingness to support Israel's stance. In 
essence, the Israeli statements utilize a combination of linguistic, 
emotional, and framing techniques to create a narrative of urgency, 
threat, and moral imperative. This narrative serves to legitimize 
Israel's aggressive policies, mobilize support for its actions, and 
marginalize alternative perspectives. By understanding these 
underlying rhetorical strategies, we can better assess the validity of 
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the claims made and engage in a more informed and critical 
discussion of the complex geopolitical issues at stake. 
         The chart below illustrates the estimated distribution of 
manipulation strategies in Israeli statements regarding Iran's 
nuclear program: Linguistic (40%), Emotional (30%), and Framing 
(30%). This distribution reveals a calculated approach to shaping 
public opinion and advancing political goals, with each strategy 
playing a distinct yet complementary role. The predominance of 
linguistic manipulation emphasizes the power of language to shape 
perceptions and influence decision-making.  
         Israeli officials strategically deploy loaded terms like 
"dangerous," "unpredictable," and "threat" to portray Iran's nuclear 
program in a negative light. These words evoke fear and anxiety, 
priming the audience to accept the narrative of an imminent danger 
that requires decisive action. The use of strong, assertive language, 
such as "must" and "will not allow," further reinforces this sense of 
urgency and determination. This linguistic tactic not only conveys 
Israel's resolve but also subtly limits the perceived options for 
addressing the issue, pushing the narrative towards confrontation 
rather than diplomacy. 

Chart (2) 

 
 
         The significant use of emotional appeals reflects a deep 
understanding of human psychology, and the role emotions play in 
shaping attitudes and behaviors. By consistently emphasizing the 
threat posed by Iran and invoking fears of nuclear proliferation and 
regional instability, Israeli officials tap into primal emotions of fear 
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and insecurity. This emotional manipulation creates a sense of 
urgency and fosters a public sentiment that supports aggressive 
policies. Additionally, appeals to patriotism and national identity are 
frequently employed to rally domestic support and portray Israel as 
the protector of its citizens and regional stability. By invoking 
national pride and shared values, Israeli officials aim to create a sense 
of unity and mobilize support for their policies, even if those policies 
are controversial or contested. 
          The framing level is equally important, as it shapes the broader 
narrative and context within which the issue is understood. Israeli 
officials consistently frame Iran's nuclear program as an existential 
threat to Israel and the international community. This framing serves 
several purposes: first it legitimizes Israel's actions by portraying Iran 
as the aggressor, Israel can justify its own aggressive stance and 
potential military actions as necessary measures for self-defense. 
Second it limits policy options as framing the issue as a matter of 
survival and security narrows the perceived range of acceptable 
solutions, making diplomatic or conciliatory approaches seem less 
viable. Third, it mobilizes international support.  
           By highlighting the global implications of Iran's nuclear 
program, Israel seeks to garner support from the international 
community and build a coalition against Iran. The comprehensive 
analysis of these Israeli statements demonstrates the complex 
interplay of linguistic, emotional, and framing techniques in shaping 
public opinion and influencing policy decisions. It highlights the 
importance of critically evaluating political rhetoric and 
understanding the underlying motivations and strategies at play. By 
recognizing these manipulation techniques, we can gain a more 
nuanced and informed understanding of the Israeli-Iranian conflict 
and the broader geopolitical landscape. 
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Manipulation Strategies: Iran vs. Israel on Nuclear Programs 
Level of 

Manipulation 
Iranian Strategies Israeli Strategies Notes 

Linguistic Loaded terms: 
"occupier regime," 
"oppressive policies," 
"Zionist regime" * 
Strong verbs: "never," 
"must" * Omission: 
Downplay/omit Iranian 
nuclear program 

Loaded terms: 
"breaking out," "red 
line," "dangerous," 
"unpredictable" * 
Strong verbs: "must," 
"will not allow" 

Language used 
to vilify the 
opponent and 
assert own 
position. 

Emotional Fear-mongering: 
Emphasize danger of 
Israel's program * 
Appeals to patriotism, 
national identity, and 
Palestinian cause 

 Fear: Emphasize 
threats of Iranian 
program * Patriotism: 
Position Israel as 
defender * Collective 
responsibility: 
Mobilize support 

Evoking 
emotions to 
justify actions 
and rally 
support. 

Framing Link Israel's program to 
human rights abuses * 
Frame Iran as victim 
and aggressor * Omit 
own nuclear program 

Frame Iran as 
existential threat * 
Frame issue as 
national survival * 
Frame issue as threat 
to international order 

Shaping the 
broader context 
and narrative of 
the issue. 

The comparison table highlights three key levels of manipulation: 
linguistic, emotional, and framing. 
 
Linguistic Manipulation 
       At the linguistic level, both Iran and Israel strategically utilize 
loaded language to shape the narrative. Iran employs terms like 
"occupier regime," "oppressive policies," and "Zionist regime" to 
demonize and dehumanize Israel, painting it as an aggressor and 
oppressor. Strong verbs like "never" and "must" create a sense of 
urgency and moral imperative, portraying Iran's stance as non-
negotiable. Conversely, Israel uses terms like "breaking out," "red 
line," "dangerous," and "unpredictable" to portray Iran's nuclear 
program as an imminent and existential threat. Their use of strong 
verbs like "must" and "will not allow" convey determination and a 
lack of compromise. Both sides omit or downplay information about 
their own nuclear programs to further their respective narratives: Iran 
as a victim of Israeli aggression and Israel as the responsible actor. 
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Emotional Manipulation 
        Both nations skillfully manipulate emotions to garner support 
and justify their actions. Iran leverages fear by emphasizing the 
alleged dangers of Israel's nuclear program, tapping into concerns 
about regional instability and nuclear proliferation. Simultaneously, 
appeals to patriotism and national identity, particularly in relation to 
the Palestinian cause, evoke a sense of solidarity and righteous 
indignation. Israel also employs fear, highlighting the potential 
catastrophic consequences of Iran's nuclear capabilities. They appeal 
to patriotism and a sense of collective responsibility, positioning 
Israel as the defender of national and global security against a rogue 
state. 
Framing Manipulation 
         Framing is a crucial tool for shaping the broader context within 
which the nuclear issue is understood. Iran strategically frames 
Israel's nuclear program by linking it to human rights abuses and the 
occupation of Palestinian territories. This diverts attention from Iran's 
own nuclear ambitions and paints them as a response to Israeli 
aggression. They frame themselves as the protector of international 
law and a victim of injustice. Israel, on the other hand, frames Iran as 
an existential threat to their nation and the international community. 
This framing justifies their aggressive policies, limits alternative 
solutions, and mobilizes international support for their stance.  
         The power dynamics between Iran and Israel significantly 
influence the distribution of these strategies. As a relatively weaker 
state, Iran relies more heavily on linguistic manipulation and framing 
to compensate for its military and economic disadvantages. Israel, 
with its superior military capabilities and alliances, leans more 
towards assertive language and emotional appeals, backed by its 
perceived strength. Both Iran and Israel employ a complex interplay 
of linguistic, emotional, and framing techniques to shape public 
opinion and influence policy decisions. Understanding these 
strategies is crucial for critically evaluating the rhetoric surrounding 
their nuclear programs and gaining a more nuanced understanding of 
the underlying motivations and power dynamics at play. 
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9. Conclusion 

          The analysis of the statements from both Iran and Israel reveals 
a sophisticated and multilayered rhetorical strategy aimed at shaping 
public perception and advancing their respective geopolitical agendas 
regarding the nuclear program crisis. Iranian officials employ a potent 
combination of linguistic, emotional, and framing techniques to 
delegitimize Israel and garner support for their position. They 
strategically use loaded terms like "occupier regime" and "Zionist 
regime" to dehumanize and vilify Israel, evoking negative emotions 
and rallying sympathy for the Palestinian cause. The assertive 
language, such as "never" and "must," conveys a sense of moral 
imperative, presenting Iran's demands as non-negotiable. Conversely, 
Israeli officials leverage fear-inducing language, strong modal verbs, 
and rhetorical devices to portray Iran as an imminent and existential 
threat. Terms like "breaking out" and "red line" evoke anxiety, while 
the definitive "must" and "will not allow" convey a sense of urgency 
and determination. These linguistic choices are accompanied by 
appeals to patriotism and a collective responsibility to confront the 
perceived danger. 
         Both Iran and Israel employ sophisticated linguistic strategies to 
shape perceptions of the nuclear program crisis. Iranian officials 
utilize language that demonizes Israel and aligns their position with 
the Palestinian struggle, while avoiding direct discussion of their own 
nuclear ambitions. This strategic framing diverts attention from Iran's 
program and presents the country as a defender of regional stability. 
In contrast, Israeli officials employ a linguistic approach that 
emphasizes the threat posed by Iran's nuclear program, using terms 
like "dangerous" and "unpredictable" to create a sense of urgency and 
necessity for action. They also employ strong modal verbs to convey 
a sense of determination and unwavering resolve in addressing the 
perceived threat. 
         The statements made by both Iranian and Israeli officials exhibit 
some linguistic markers that may indicate attempts to obfuscate or 
shift blame. Iranian officials often use vague language when 
discussing their own nuclear program, while emphasizing the alleged 
threats posed by Israel's nuclear capabilities. Similarly, Israeli 
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officials downplay or omit any mention of their own nuclear arsenal, 
instead focusing solely on the perceived dangers of Iran's program. 
           The language used by Iranian and Israeli officials strategically 
evokes or suppresses certain emotions to manipulate public opinion. 
Iranian statements appeal to emotions like fear, anger, and empathy 
for the Palestinian cause, while suppressing any discussion of Iran's 
own nuclear ambitions. Conversely, Israeli statements tap into fears 
of nuclear catastrophe and a sense of national pride, while 
downplaying the potential civilian impact of military action against 
Iran.  
           The framing of the nuclear program crisis by Iranian and 
Israeli officials is a crucial aspect of their rhetorical strategies. Iranian 
officials frame the issue as a matter of regional and global security, 
positioning Israel as the aggressor and Iran as the defender of peace. 
In contrast, Israeli officials frame the crisis as a matter of national 
survival and a threat to the international order, portraying their actions 
as responsible and necessary to uphold global norms. In conclusion, 
the detailed analysis of the linguistic, emotional, and framing 
techniques employed by Iranian and Israeli officials reveals a 
complex and deliberate effort to manipulate public perception and 
advance their respective geopolitical agendas. By understanding these 
underlying strategies, we can engage in a more informed and critical 
discussion of the nuclear program crisis and its broader implications. 
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