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Abstract: this study aims to construct a typology of larggighat has been used in a
polemic to discriminate against a social group. phaposed typology was developed
from a qualitative analysis of “The Rage and theld’r an article by Oriana Fallaci
(2001), and uses the theory of social represemais its basis. We conclude that the
polemicist uses her own forms to label and evaltiaeother — in this case, Muslims.
Employing particular lexicalizations and assigniagtions to make evaluations are
typical features for designating the other in Fala controversial discourse.
Prescriptions are addressed solely to the own grbup their object is the way of
addressing the other.
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A LINGUAGEM DA DISCRIMINACAO: AS FERRAMENTAS TEXTU AIS DE
UMA POLEMICA NO CASO FALLACI

Resumo: O objetivo deste estudo é construir unwdoiiia da linguagem utilizada para
discriminar um grupo social em uma polémica. Albg@ proposta foi desenvolvida a
partir de uma analise qualitativa do contetdo dig@fA raiva e o orgulho” de Oriana
Fallaci (2001), tomando como base a teoria dagseptacdes sociais. Conclui-se que a
polemista utiliza formas proprias de denominar eler o outro, neste caso, 0S
muculmanos. Tipico da denominacdo do outro no discpolémico de Fallaci sdo as
lexicalizacBes préprias e as evaluacdes por atdloude acdes. Prescricoes se dirigem
unicamente ao proprio grupo, mas tém como objé&onaa de lidar com o outro.

Palavras-chaves discriminacdo, controvérsia, polémica, muculman@xidente,
Fallaci.
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Introduction

A controversy is a dispute, a discussion, or alleegdebate on a subject of
common interest (MacMullin, 1987). Because it iefiges the political and civic
culture of a society, controversy has the followingctions:

(A) Reinforcement of social and moral rulesThe defense of positions deemed
unacceptable or indisputable may contribute toitgosition and/or consolidation of
norms and values. The group can learn to acknowledgl work with the other to
ensure a peaceful and constructive coexistence.

(B) Cognitive Function. Controversy leads to collective learning through
intergroup relations based on the disseminationnffrmation, acknowledgment of
different points of view, and greater knowledgewttibe involved groups and interests.

(C) Articulation . Articulation involves both a specific group thetformed and
positions itself on one side of an issue, and aespthat unites around an issue to
discuss it (Bergman, 1997).

(D) Democratic-political Function. This function encourages democratic
participation in the political decision-making pess through public debate that aims to

achieve a consensual solution (Ruf3mann, 2010: 171).

Polemics

Polemical statements are employed as a strategyraw the attention of the mass
media. In the case of professional polemicistsy théend to stimulate both the news
market (generating topics) and the editorial ma(&eliing books).

Polemics are characterized by aggressiveness, nadation, and conflict
involving basic values (Straub, 2004: 17). Moreowhe two central dimensions that
distinguish a polemic from a controversy are théemic's negation of the opponent's
status as an equal and the polemic’s focus uponadhfict itself rather than the search
for solutions as its objective.

The polemicist presumptively denies equality to tpponent. According to
Foucault (2004: 226), the polemicist sees befone & her “an enemy who is wrong,

who is harmful, and whose very existence consstatehreat”. Whereas controversies



try to reach a consensus, the solutions proposgubleynicists are not acceptable to the

other side.

Table 1: Differences between Polemics and Controvees

Polemics

Controversies

Generator event

Planned for the mass media (s
as polemics declarations)

{Planned and unplanned (accide
crimes, etc.)

Status of the opponent Deny the condition of equality { Recognize the condition
the opponent (Foucault, 2004) |equality
Relationship  with  the |Must be destroyed and eliminajMust be convinced and |

opponent because it represents a danger |arguments must be defeated
Objective Conflict in itself (Straub, 2004) Search for a dmno and/or
consensus
Availability for consensus |Proposed solutions or conclusiqProposed  solutions  can
from the arguments are rjaccepted by both
acceptable to the other actor
Type of action Strategic action (Habermas, 198Communicative actio

(Habermas, 1981)

The polemic’s cognitive quality is less than th&taocontroversy because the

polemic includes no search for the truth. On thetreoy, “Perhaps, someday, a long

history will have to be written of polemics, polemias a parasitic figure on discussion

and an obstacle to the search for the truth” (Folica004: 725). In addition, polemics

lead certain groups to radicalize around their tposs and segregate others, excluding

them from the debate. If controversies constit@@mmunicative actions that are aimed

at generating understanding, polemics fits in vHabermas (1981) has called strategic

action, which is focused exclusively on the confiiself.
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Constitutive elements of a polemic

To generate a polemic, a previously existing ppéion or antinomy is necessary. In
modern societies, mass media retrieve and agglatitheese polarities, transforming
them into thematas:

Antinomies in common sense thinking become thentfatan the course of
certain social and historical events, e.g., pdaltieconomic, religious and so on, they
turn into problems and become the focus of sod¢tehtion and a source of tension and
conflict. It is during such events that antinomiesthinking are transformed into
themata: they enter into public discourse, becoroblpmatized and further thematized
(Markova, 2003: 184).

When a polarization is activated (thematized amabl@gmatized), it generates
social representations (Markova, 2000: 444) thalace the objects of discussion.
Social representations embody systems of valuessjdand models of action through
which an object is known and a relationship witts iestablished (Moscovici, 2000).

Regarding social distribution, Moscovici (2000) tofiguishes between
hegemonic representations (shared by all groupsn éW the representations were
generated by one group), emancipated represergdiiddnch have lost their connection
with a specific group) and polemics representatigvisich are linked to a group and
normally contradict hegemonic representations).

Social representations may be anchored in pubdicodirse via three modalities:
diffusion, propagation, and propaganda (MoscovRkO00). Diffusion is based on
description that presents different points of viewith arguments structured in “and”,
diffusion embodies the normative principle of mad&m and does not seek to produce
rules (Castro, 2005). With propagation, existingdels of interpretation and action
merge with new models; arguments are structurgdrms of “yes, but” and are aimed
at establishing a standard. Meanwhile, propagasdammunication from a group that
produces a standard in opposition to others thatpisally interpreted as a threat; its
arguments are based on "yes or no" (i.e., “theemtefposition A, and we defend

position B”) and are intended to close its ownlbétints.
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Types of declaration

In a polemic, social representations communicateutih declarations that cause
scandal and that are characterized by the followeahniques: a) categorizing; b)
segregating/delimiting; c) evaluating; d) breakingentionally with implied rules or
taboos; e) containing an appeal to common serese“@Everybody knows that...”); and
f) referencing underprivileged groups in power tielss. This last element is
particularly important, because polemics attemp{aod must) provoke a collective
reaction; the success of polemics is directly coteweto moral rules and the division of
power in the public sphere (Straub, 2004, 239).

Scandalizing declarations fall into the category liofyuistic discrimination
(social discrimination performed through languagefjch consists of the categorical
denomination of a person connected to an evaluéidtagner, 2001: 15).

Categorical denomination occurs when a linguisétenrence to a person is
carried out through a social category, and theguers treated solely as representative
of this category.

Based on Wagner (2001: 13), linguistic categoriweti may be classified as

follows:

Direct reference “Blair understood it. He came here and brough#ush,
or rather renewed with him, the solidarity of theglish peoplé
(Fallaci, 2001: 24).

Customization: Personal pronouns are used, and a categorizafunt
appear in direct discourse: “Accustomedq/as are to the double-cross,
blinded asyou are by myopiayou don’t understand or don’t want to
understand that a war of religion is in progre$&liaci, 2001, 24,
emphasis added). Conversely, the categorizatiohtrajgpear as self-
reference: “Because when the destiny of the Weststirvival of our
civilization is at stakewe are New YorkWe are America” (Fallaci,
2001: 24, emphasis added).

Indirect reference: The group is discussed through religious, culiad
geographic symbols, “And we’ll finthuezzininstead othurch bells,
chador instead ominiskirts, camel’s milk instead of the oldhot of
cognac (Fallaci, 2001: 24, emphasis added).
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Depersonalization Reference is undetermined ("nobody", "some", "Wwho
etc.): “"Someare neither happy nor unhappy” (Fallaci, 2001:éMMphasis
added).

Dehumanizedreference People are referenced as “it” or animals: “I am
not speaking, obviously, to the laughimgenaswho enjoy seeing
images of the wreckage” (Fallaci, 2001, 24, emghadded).

Part by the whole An individual denomination is posited as the ediive:
“Because there are tens of thousand®sdma Bin Laden$ (Fallaci,
2001: 25, emphasis added).

Use of adjectives“But in Italy, where the mosques of Milan, Tuand
Rome overflow withscoundrelssinging hymns to Osama Bin Laden”
(Fallaci, 2001: 24, emphasis added). The use efctidgs should not be
confused with insults. The latter is reduced toawg, whereas the
polemic takes refuge in argumentation (Stenzelg188that is the result

of conscious and intentional reflection.

The second component of linguistic discriminatioayaluation, follows
Rokeach’s (1973) classifications tklief which he differentiates into descriptive,

evaluative, and prescriptive belief. Evaluation rtelye the following forms:

Descriptive: This type of evaluation judges content using aefalsrrect
scale. Descriptive declarations need only exptasgpretension and are
not required to correspond to reality.

Use of adjectivesThis type of evaluation judges objects as goodlaat.
Prescriptive: This type of evaluation indicates whether anaactr

situation is advisable.

Although explicit in cases that involve the useadfectives, evaluations may
also occur in descriptions or prescriptions. Whegtaup of immigrants is described as
assembling in a “tent placed in front of the cathédith Brunelleschi’s cupola and by
the side of the Baptistery with Ghiberti's goldewoods” (Fallaci, 2001: 25), an
evaluation is made. In prescriptive evaluationsceatain action or situation is
considered desirable or undesirable. In the dddaasa“‘Nobody can keep him from
enrolling in a University (something | hope will aige) to study chemistry and

biology” (Fallaci, 2001: 23), a certain group isvdkied by means of a prescription.

13



The delimitation between these types of evaluatioaenot be performed
hermetically; i.e., a descriptive declaration maglude adjectives, and a prescriptive
evaluation may combine descriptive elements.

In descriptive evaluations, the following four tgpemay be observed:
intersubjective, testimonial, and illustrative dweltions, as well as declarations
including attributions of action. In intersubjeaideclarations, both information and
sources result from an indirect observation and lmawverified, such as, “almost fifty
thousand people worked in the two towers” (Fallaéip1: 23).

Testimonial declarations are include informationrivceel from personal
experience. The source is not accessible to otmeidsmakes reference to what was
observed and to the observation itself, as inwar I'd always seen a limited number
of deaths” (Fallaci, 2001: 23).

lllustrative declarations describe situations withaeferencing the subject,
resulting from an observation that directly produesm image: “the pigeons of Piazza
San Marco have been replaced by little rugs witbrechandise™ (Fallaci, 2001: 26).

In the case of attributions of action, the authefiers directly to third parties
engaged in action, as in, “They'd go after him wkilives. At the very least, they'd
insult his mother and progeny” (Fallaci, 2001: 26).

Separating categorical denomination from evaluasienves as an instrument for
the empirical operationalization of the conceptiguistic discrimination and not as a
closed definition. In a concrete sense, this mehasa group can be evaluated in the
form by which it is called (“the Osama Bin Laden@allaci, 2001: 25).

The relationship between parties involved in thieatie may be abstracted from
the different types of categorical denomination amdluation (and vice versa). A direct
reference to a person or a group (“Muslims”) doesimdicate a denial of the condition
of equality, but depersonalizing the group by dematon (*hyenas”) and using a
particular lexicalization (“sons of Allah”) may lmensidered evidence of devaluation.

With respect to the evaluation types, the differeeatments of the poles of a
themata may be understood, for example, when tlemicist’s group is evaluated with
descriptions, but prescriptions are not made foFhe type of evaluation also identifies
the group’s social representation and how it istbin addition, this category is able to
show the proposed solutions and whether they aepéable to both sides.

Using the linguistic components of social discriation, one can determine how

two basic operations of the polemics, accentuaind insinuation, occur (Stenzel,
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1986: 8). These strategies are not necessarilgdiri@ a particular type of categorical
denomination or evaluation, but whether the spedifpes described herein are used

consistently as resources is worth noting.

The Fallaci case

TheNew Yorkemagazine called her “the AgitatofTalbot, 2006) Der Spiegel
in Germany labeled her “a choleric journalist” (Biedd, 2006).Corriere della Serdn
Italy called her “our most famous writer” (BortolR001: 23), whereas she is a
"provoker" to the Italian newspapetsa Repubblicaand L'Unita (D'Arcais, 2006;
Marsilli, 2001). If her writings are analyzed usitige concepts illustrated above, Oriana
Fallaci may be regarded as an exemplary polemikisthis sense, we analyze “The
Rage and the Pride”, an article publisheorriere della Seraon September 29, 2001
as Fallaci's testimonial about the September Ekldt With strong emotional content,
Fallaci positions herself against Muslim culturejiethh she considers a threat to the
West.

We do not intend to evaluate whether its sociataggntations have achieved a
hegemonic position. There were other represenstieven in Italy, where the author
enjoyed broad approval. For example, Umberto E€®1® drew attention to the need
for dialogue and mutual tolerance lm Repubblica Fallaci’'s positions received
approval and enthusiasm from a good part of thespaed criticism from other Italian
writers (Ania, 2012). The division in public opimiacaused by the article is described
by Vecchi (2001: 13): “Thousands of faxes, phonés aand messages. Favorable and
contrary, the press also aligns itself. [...].. itands of e-mails and faxes that arrive as
if it rains at theCorriere; the newspapers that multiply the comments”.

This was not the first instance in which Orianal&@l began a polemic.
Interviewed byPlayboyin 1981, the writer demonstrated intolerance ainbsexuals
and feminists and accused these groups of exhmisto and victimization (Scheer,
1981). Her political positions fall into an agendatermined by an ideology of
inequality:

She is opposed to abortion, unless she “were rapddnade pregnant by a bin
Laden or a Zargawi.” She is fiercely opposed to igayriage (“In the same way that the
Muslims would like us all to become Muslims, theyuld like us all to become
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homosexuals”), and suspicious of immigration in egah The demonstrations by
immigrants in the United States these past few hwofdisgust” her, especially when
protesters displayed the Mexican flag. “I don’'t dothe Mexicans,” Fallaci said,

invoking her nasty treatment at the hands of Mexijgalice in 1968. “If you hold a gun

and say, ‘Choose who is worse between the Muslints the Mexicans,’” | have a

moment of hesitation. Then | choose the Muslimsabee they have broken my balls.”
(Talbot, 2006: 6).

In addition to her strong personality, Fallaci’strawrdinary journalistic and
literary career have lead to the support she hasved in her homeland. She began
working in the 1950s, and by 1960, she was in ahafgeporting on the condition of
women in the East for the magazib&uropeo In 1967, she was sent to the military
front in Vietnam and became the first Italian womarwork as a war correspondént.
She experienced significant international repeionss in the 1970s with the
publication of two books with autobiographical cemt Letter to a Child Never Born
andA Man Fallaci also became famous for her prominentvigg subjects (including
Yasser Arafat, Ayatollah Khomeini, and Henry Kiggn) and her interview style. Her
recent successes, which marked the end of a laregatérom the public scene, occurred
after the attack on the Twin Towers. Fallaci die@006 from cancer.

The Rage and the Pride

Although one of its strategies is to access thesmasdia, polemicizing is not risk-free.
Therefore, polemicists and publishers may usel‘ti@oons” (Thiele, 2008). A greater
venture (a book) is undertaken only after a smateduct (an article, an interview) is
introduced as a test, as occurred with Fallacks®t@Vith its resonance and acceptance
previously tested, Fallaci's theses were deepenédaalicalized in the booK,he Rage
and the Pridg2001), to great success; two weeks after itsdaun Italy, over 700,000
copies were sold (Belpoliti, 2002: 84).

Because of its sectarian nature, human rights argaons initiated proceedings
against the book in Switzerland and France. In éeathe book was boycotted and the

author declareghersona non gratdy the French Authors and Publishers Association

! For more information about the work and life ofaba Fallaci, see: http://www.oriana-fallaci.com .
2 The Rage and the Prideas disclosed as an integral version of the lestéeit toCorriere, which, for
reasons of space, had a summarized version.
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(Bialasiewicz, 2006: 711). In Poland, the newspaparzeta Wyborczgublished a
translation of the text and was criticized by theu@cil for Media Ethics for “diffusing
anti-Islamic psychosis” (Bialasiewicz, 2006: 71Ballaci's publisher in Germany,
Kiepenheuer & Witsch, refused to publish the book.

Nonetheless,The Rage and the Pridbecame an international bestseller,
surpassing evehlarry Potter and The Da Vinci CodgBialasiewicz, 2006: 711) and
confirming the article’s publicity potential.

Covering four pages of the newspaper, "The RagetladPride" is introduced
by the editor ofCorriere della SeraFerruccio de Bortoli (2001: 23), who announces
that Oriana Fallaci broke “the silence of a decadéh this piece of writing. While
explaining that the writer lived for an extendedipé in Manhattan, de Bortoli (2001:
23) says: “She doesn’t answer the phone, opendaberarely, and goes out even less.
She never gives interviews. Everyone has triedgmeohas succeeded. Isolated.”

The cataclysm that struck New York broke her sikerortoli (2001: 28 had
“asked her to write what she had seen, experieanddelt after that Tuesday”, and she
complied with the request. Fallaci's words weresepntéed as a type of prophetic
announcement and public duty: “Someone had to lsesetthings. | said them. Now
leave me in peace. The door is closed again”, Bas&ys of Fallaci (2001: 23), which
prepares the public’s expectations for the detonatf that bombshell: “People are
going to be talking about this piece. And a lot”.

Presenting the article in the form of a letter,|&@laddresses in direct speech
both the actors of the group with whom she ideggifand those belonging to the group
that her speech antagonizes. She makes it cléhe toublic that she is responding to a
call from Bortoli: “You ask me to speak, this timéou ask me to break at least this
once the silence I've chosen, that I've imposedmyself these many years to avoid
mingling with cicadas”. The author differentiatesrself from “others” who wasted
themselves in bawlings and noises, positioning #ewes next to the “enemy”. She
indicates that she decided to speak, “Becausehidad that in Italy too there are some
who rejoice just as the Palestinians of Gaza dal dther night on TV. 'Victory!
Victory!" Men, women, children. Assuming you catl dase who do such a thing man,
woman, child” (Fallaci, 2001: 23).

The opposition between “self” and the “others” isoaradicalized to the extent
that the discourse focuses on the objects of hgerathe kamikazes, she says, are not

heroes or martyrs, but proud men who cause their @sath and the death of others in
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their search for glory. She contrasts them withrttagtyrs of that new war, the victims
of the attacks, the citizens of modern democratiesause, “The more democratic and
open a society is, the more it's exposed to tesnoti(Fallaci, 2001: 23). A line of
separation is drawn between non-democratic cosnérieused of supporting terrorists
and the West. If terrorism had reached Americanesgcit was because its “multi-
ethnic being” (Fallaci, 2001: 23) was among theseawof its vulnerability: “...about 24
million Americans are Muslim-Arabs. And when a Mafstor a Mohammed comes, say
from Afghanistan, to visit his uncle, nobody telisn he can’t attend pilot training
school to learn how to fly a 757 jet airplane” (&eai , 2001: 23).

The object of the discourse is decharacterized,padvhmed equals a Mustafa,
both aggregated under the nickname “sons of All#&gainst these figures, Fallaci
beckons that part of Europe that is rocked by “png# and doubt” to wake up,
encouraging it not to be afraid of being “agains¢ tturrent” and to appear racist
(Fallaci, 2001: 24). The term is considered inappete, because “we are speaking not
about a race but about a religion” (Fallaci, 2024).

Criticizing Europe, in which she does not see “&ighard the Lionheart” other
than then British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, shevéls hard attacks at the Italian
government. Unlike other European countries, wissreeral terrorist suspects were
arrested, in Italy, “where the mosques of Milan,rifuand Rome overflow with
scoundrels singing hymns to Osama Bin Laden amdrists waiting to blow up Saint
Peter’s cupola, not a one” (Fallaci, 2001: 24) wassted.

Speaking of racism would be as inappropriate asudsgng a clash between
cultures, because the cultures cannot be understdedns of equality:

Because behind our civilization we have Homer, &es, Plato, Aristotle,
Phydias, for God’s sake. We have ancient Greede itatParthenon and its discovery
of Democracy. We have ancient Rome with its gressinis laws, its concept of Law.
[...]. And finally we have Science, for God’s sakescience that has understood a lot of
diseases and that cures them. | am still alive,nimw, thanks to our science. Not
Mohammed’s. (Fallaci, 2001: 25).

As for “their culture or supposed culture”, in whieven music is prohibited, “I
search and search and find only Mohammed with hosaK and Averroe with his
scholarly merits” (Fallaci, 2001: 25). Proud of h@wn civilization, the polemicist
identifies the other with barbarity in the bellidgsof the Koran and in the sexism that

forces women to look at the world through a velptarry polygamous men, to neither
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go to school nor consult a doctor. The risk that Harbarity will be imposed upon the
entire Western world is imminent: “Osama Bin Ladays that the entire planet Earth
must become Muslim, that we must convert to Islémt he will convert us by fair
means or foul” (Fallaci, 2001: 25).

The danger of Islamization is not only terrorisnut lis also found also in
immigration, which is described as an invasion with purpose of occupation; Turin
“now doesn’t even seem like an Italian city. It meselike Algiers, Dacca, Nairobi,
Damascus, Beirut”. In Genoa, the “marvelous palt#ra Rubens so admired have been
seized by them and are now perishing like beautffurhen who have been raped”.

To the Pope who, in Rome, insists on protecting ignamts, the polemicist
pleads: “Your Holiness, why in the name of the @w don’t you take them into the
Vatican? Strictly on condition, of course, thatythrefrain fromshitting on the Sistine
Chapel and the paintings of Raphael" (Fallaci, 2@®&l emphasis added). Fallaci also
opposes Italians who label immigrants as “foreignkers” and expresses doubts about
the capability of Muslims, as a specific categaryork:

But those of whom | speak, what kind of laborers are theyffatMvork do they
do? In what way do they satisfy the demand for rahhabor that the Italian ex-
proletariat no longer supplies®amping out in the city on the pretext of selling
merchandise?.oitering and defacing our monuments®Praying five times a day?
(Fallaci, 2001: 26).

Rage is poured on Somali immigrants who, in 20@Mnmed out in the central
square of “her” Florence. By means of a hungekeatrthe group was protesting the
Italian decision to withdraw humanitarian protentior citizens coming from troubled
Somalia, plunging them in a state of illegality.eTlriter becomes irate with the image
of that shack with which “Somali Muslims disfigureshd befouled and profaned the
Piazza del Duomo” (Fallaci, 2001: 25). It was asuihto the government that hosted
them but did not give them the documents to “raveud Europe” and bring “hordes of
their relatives to Italy. Mothers, fathers, bro#esisters, uncles, aunts, cousins,
pregnant sisters-in-law, and if they had their wngir relatives’ relatives as well”
(Fallaci, 2001: 25).

Like the Somalis, other groups have disfiguredRlugentine territory, including
the “arrogant guests of the city: the Albanian tBudanese, the Bengalese, the
Tunisians, the Algerians, the Pakistani, the Naygsi who contribute with so much

fervor to the drug trade and prostitution whichagpears, are not prohibited by the
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Koran” (Fallaci, 2001: 26). Proliferating everywberthey attempt to obtain public
funding, stab and shoot guns, get drunk, sell cegaand yell obscenities at women,
even to an “old lady": “One of them'’s still therdnimpering over his genitals” (Fallaci,
2001: 26). The unpleasant perception of the othecleéar in the description of an
immigrant protest: “Thoselistorted, savage facesThoseraised fists, threatening
Thosebaleful voicesthat took me back to the Tehran of Khomeni. l#iver forget it
because | felbffended by their bullying in my home (Fallaci, 2001: 26). A home,
Italy, of which she takes full possession:

We have no room for muezzins, for minarets, fosdateetotalers, for their
fucking Middle Ages, for their fucking chador. Arfdwe had room, | wouldn’t give it
to them. Because it would be the equivalent of wlimg away Dante Alighieri,
Leonardo da Vinci, Michelangelo, Raphael, the Resaice, the Risorgimento, the
liberty that for better or worse we fought for andn, our Patria. It would mean giving
them Italy. And | won'’t give them lItaly (FallacipR1: 26).

Method

How can categorical denominations and evaluatiohsthe “other” (both
constituent parts of linguistic discrimination) typified in a polemic? In so doing, one
can observe how social groups are categoricallyommated and evaluated by the
producer of the discourse and how differences batwaenominations are allocated
between the native and immigrant groups.

By means of a qualitative analysis of the contéfdyring, 2008), we proceed to
the identification of the thematas in the text.slm doing, we isolate statements that
include a comparison between objects presentedppesites. For example, in the
statement “I never considered them soldiers. Eess Ho | consider them martyrs or
heroes” (Fallaci, 2001: 23), the themata is “saoklies. terrorists”. The relationship
between the thematas and the relationship arounchwhe argument is focused are
clearly individualized. We define the most cite@rtiata as the “main themata”, whose
poles are the central categories that define therst We consider those thematas that
refer to specific characteristics of one of theegadf the central themata or polarization
as “subthematas”. Finally, "parallel thematas" taiese thematas in which only one of
the poles directly intersects with one of the otgjext the main themata.
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We then attempt to identify the objects and 1 social representatior
considered as opposites. For each, the declaraifdhe main themata and the poles
isolated by removing categorical denominations ewaluations, which are classifi

according to the types described ab

Results

The artide presents as its main themata the confrontatiewvden the West ar
Muslims. This is crossed by a series of subthem@ash as “terrorists vs. soldiers

and by parallel thematas (such as “immigrants asves”).

Native vs. Immigrants

The West against Muslims Terrorists
vs. vs.
The West benevolent towards Muslims Soldiers & Victims

The ones who declare
Western superiority

vs. Main Themata
Those afraid of being called

racists |

Parallel Themata |

Subthemata

Subthemata of Subthemata

Chart 1: Thematas
In the case of immigrants, the intersection betwsah thematas becomes cl

when Fallaci writes that, "instead of sons of Allah Italy they call them ‘foreigi
laborers’. Or else ‘mant-labor-for-which-there-ilemand™. (Fallaci, 2001: 2.
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Despite being presented as a parallel thematagdlagization between immigrants and
natives is woven into the main themata, which gives new facet. In addition to the
Holy War that threatens to replace Western valimesyigration is part of the process of
conquering the West: “If they're really so poor, aiggiving them the money for the
voyage by ship or rubber dinghy that brings thenitaty? [...]. It's not by any chance
Osama Bin Laden looking to launch a conquest ntt ohsouls, but of real estate?
(Fallaci, 2001: 26).

The immigrant is dehumanized by reducing the grdahpough coarse
characterizations of their physiological activities

(My, these sons of Allah sure have a long rangedéi@r did they manage to
hit the target when they were held back by a ptotegailing that kept it nearly two
whole meters away from their urinary equipment?yl Afong with the yellow streaks of
urine, the stench of the excrement that blockeddtier of San Salvatore al Vescovo:
that exquisite Romanesque church (year 1000) thatls at the rear of the Piazza del
Duomo and that the sons of Allah transformed inshighouse (Fallaci, 2001: 28).

Main themata and its representations

In “the West vs. Muslims” themata, categories defined as opposite and
hierarchically different. The condition of equaliiven to the opponent is denied
immediately. The social representation of the Wsstconstructed primarily from
cultural references that illustrate its superigrigligion is used to define the West but
not as frequently as cultural production (of whibk religious works are part). Christ is
mentioned as a revolutionary, and the Church iscaed, but its contribution to
Western civilization — to which Judaism also belnrgis stressed. The West is not
understood as a single block; thus, the Italian sWewith its ancient and “ready”
culture is distinct from the United States “Weskith its recent and open cultural

formation.

% The reference to the sexuality and reproductioMo$lim immigrants is a theme that has stabilized i
the Islamophobic discourse that fears the invasfolBuropean territory and is articulated in the capt
of “Eurabia” (cf. Carr, 2006, 15). In this discoersn intentionality of territorial conquest is igegd to
fertility (Bialasiewicz, 2006, 709).
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Chart 2: Social representation of the West in the idcourse of Oriana Fallaci
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The Western blocks are also defined on the bagmldical factors, as follows:
the allied West (i.e., Bush and Blair), a sepaexieessively cautious and faltering West
(i.e., those who fear the accusation of racism toedevasive Jacques Chirac), and
another West too benevolent toward Muslims (i.ateliectuals, anti-American
politicians, and the permissive Italian government)

Moreover, Muslims form a single block with otheogps, such as immigrants
and terrorists. Their social representation istbaibpposition to Western culture and is
composed of people without culture who are domohdig religion and reactionary
(“Middle Ages”, “bearded” and “camel’s milkiersus‘shot of cognac”; “Mohammed’s

science” contrasted with modern science).

Chart 3: Social representation of Muslims in the dicourse of Oriana Fallaci
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Considering the categorical denominations and ew@lns used with the objects of the
main themata, dehumanized references are notabdywved for defining the other (in
this case, those who are critical of the polem)icidnlike the book, in which Muslims
are likened to rats (Fallaci, 2002), they are refinéd as animals in the article; instead,
anti-American politicians and intellectuals are l@dl hyenas, whereas the Italian
opponents of Fallaci are insects, and those whiodeeusations of racism are rabbits.
This communicative modality is typical of propagandnyone who criticizes the
polemicist is automatically described as a suppatéBin Laden: “Between one bowl
of spaghetti and another they'll curse me and Hopet killed by one of those whom
they protect, that is by Osama Bin Laden” (Fall20Q1: 26).

Particular lexicalizations are used only to detine other, which is a surprising
result because, in contrast to dehumanization, tfpe of categorical denomination
does not necessarily have a pejorative connotation.

Denominations of the part by the whole are usetl botefining her own group
and the other. In addition to referring to Blaira$Richard the Lionheart”, the part by

the whole serves to differentiate between term@asid heroes: “I never considered them
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Pietro Micca$ who torch the powder and go up with the citadeblaxk the arrival of
the enemy troops at Torino” (Fallaci, 2001: 23)tHa case of Muslims, the expressions
used were “the likes of Arafat”, “the Osama Bin kad”, and “a Mustafa or a
Mohammed” (Fallaci, 2001: 23). Therefore, denomoret of the part by the whole
categorize, fix and, evaluate but are not used ofdy devaluation, unlike
dehumanization and particular lexicalization.

The typology used to denominate her own group nodign is the indirect
reference (e.g., describing the “West” by mean&biirch bells”, “miniskirts”, Homer,
Socrates, and Plato). The indirect reference i ated to define Muslims (“chador”,
“veil”, “muezzin”); however, categorical denominati of the other is more frequently
achieved the use of adjectives, such as “scouridtbEarded”, and “supposed culture”.

In the case of evaluations, both groups are ewaduay means of virtually all the
forms classified here. The use of adjectives argtrj@ions by means of attributing
actions to a group are more common. This technigugsually used in reference to
Muslims, as in the following:

A tent situated next to the beautiful palazzo oé tArchbishop on whose
sidewalkthey kept the shoes or sandalthat are lined up outside the mosques in their
countries. And along with the shoes or sandalsethpty bottles ofvater they’'d used
to wash their feet before praying A tent placed in front of the cathedral with
Brunelleschi’s cupola and by the side of the Bagtiswith Ghiberti’'s golden doors. A
tent, finally, furnished like a sleazy little apaent: seats, tables, chaise-lounges,
mattressedor sleeping and for fucking ovensfor cooking food and plaguing the
piazza with smoke and stench(Fallaci, 2001: 25; emphasis added).

The author also attributes actions to her own grdVesterners go to the theater
and cinema, listen to music, sing, dance, watchw&gr miniskirts, expose the body at
the beach or pool, and have sex when and with wtimay want (Fallaci, 2001: 24).
However, for Muslims, actions are attributed witheaer frequency and include
violence and illegality.

The prescriptive evaluation represents an excejtioine text, which shows that
the debate proposed by the polemicist does not tgeékd solutions; when solutions
are proposed, they do not arise from a dialogueatuslly all the prescriptive

evaluations require that the group itself take aitmm with respect to the opponent

4 A historic Italian character.
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group, which in turn becomes the object of thedmms. This is the case when Fallaci
suggests prohibiting Muslim immigrants from enmdiiin university chemistry and
biology courses, “the two sciences necessary toewsagteriological war” (Fallaci,
2001: 23). The definition of subject and objectpnescriptions indicates a polemicist.
This does not recognize the opponent as a subjélcttiae right to take the floor but
rather portrays an enemy who must be voided asaussion partner: “The polemicist

relies on a legitimacy that his opponent is bymi&bn denied” (Foucault, 2004: 725).

Conclusions

Based on this analysis, the polemicist’s discoussdentified by the categorization of
both her group and the antagonistic group, althocgtain forms of denomination,
such as particular lexicalization, are used onlpmmarily to evaluate the other group
Prescriptions have as their subject her own groog aim to control the other,
transforming it into an object.

The social discriminations performed through thiasguistic strategies can be
considered typical of a polemic, because they dbeeycondition of equality for the
opponent. Moreover, they exclude the possibilitaafonsensus, because the proposed
solutions do not stem from a dialogue and are oo¢table to both parties.

Fallaci sees Muslims akie opposite andhe opponent and also identifies her
critics as opponents. Both groups are denominatt#dparticular lexicalizations (“sons
of Allah”) and dehumanized references (“hyenas” drabbits”,), respectively, but
evaluations vary because the opposite/opponentniensely described through
attributions of actions.

Devaluation of the other is also presented as fivenation of her own group’s
superiority. For this reason, Fallaci uses indirexferences to the West by listing
cultural traditions. Contributions of Muslim culaurare placed at a lower level. In
addition, the author prefers to use adjectivedMuaslims instead of symbols.

Fallaci attempts to present her content as realitye describing the other, not
by means of statistical data, but by attributiofisactions. As for prescriptions, the
resolution of the “problem”, the other, is undecgt@s a task that belongs to her group.

To what extent these results may be imported terotases of polemics is a
guestion that future empirical studies must exantttwvever, the instruments proposed
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here help collect data to assess when and howditimonof equality to the opponent is
denied and what solutions are proposed. Theseeateat dimensions for identifying a

polemic and distinguishing it from a controversy.
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