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Abstract

The broad aim of this study is to investigate the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ in the
Saudi socio-political context. ‘alibraliyah’, corresponding to liberalism in English, is a
loanword to Arabic that started to be contested recently amongst opposing groups who
attempt to charge it with their own ideological meaning. Due to the lack of studies that
investigate the ideological battles between the groups in contesting movements in Saudi
context, it is found significant to examine the recent movement of ‘alibraliyah’ as
identified by different groups, mainly conservatives and progressives, in their battle to
gain or maintain hegemony. This thesis designs a framework for examining the
diachronic construction of ‘alibraliyah’ at macro and micro levels. It combines Corpus
Linguistics methods with Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA) and Discourse Theory
(DT). The thesis employed the developed model by examining the discourse of
‘alibraliyah’ in a corpus of Saudi newspaper articles that discuses mainly the issue of
‘alibraliyah’. The macro corpus analysis of 575 articles has revealed that ‘alibraliyah’ is
mainly associated with the discourse of religion and the discourse of human rights in
which it shifts from being associated with the religious discourse to associating it with the
discourse of freedom and human rights at the end of the period. The micro discourse
analysis of a sample of texts shows in general that the construction of ‘alibraliyah’ shifts
from being secular and contradictory to Islam into being compatible to non-fundamental
Islam in which ‘alibraliyah’ can be adopted within Islam to guarantee the freedom of
individuals. It is concluded that this shift in meaning represents the success of liberals to
establish their identity and to have power in Saudi society. It is also concluded that the
developed model for this thesis can help by intricately investigating the construction of

ideological movements and the relation between the groups struggling for hegemony.
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The Transliteration system

The Arabic utterances throughout this thesis are transliterated using Latin scripts.
The transliteration system follows The Library of Congress Transliteration system®. The
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Chapter 1: Introduction



1.1 Rationale of the study

The socio-political arena in Saudi Arabia is an area of limited detailed research.
There has been restricted scope in studies of the clashing ideologies in the area and
their power struggle to achieve hegemony in Saudi society. According to Alkhedr (2012),
there is a lack of research examining the Saudi socio-political discourse. The clash of
ideologies in the region started in the early 1980s during a period when the country’s
development plans began implementation. This was a clash between religious
conservatives and progressives over the discourse of modernism, at the time society
was dominated by a religious group. The conflicts over modernisation have occurred in
a series of movements namely ‘hadathah’’ modernism, 'ilmaniyah' / secularism and
alibraliyah/ liberalism. Alkhedr stated that these conflicts take the form of the clash over
ideological keywords in which each group attempts to discuss what it could mean from
their own perspective (2012: 633-634). In this sense, the groups in the Saudi socio-
political field attempt to position themselves through charging these key terms with

meanings, either positively or negatively, in order to obtain or maintain power.

This is most definitely the case with the recent movement of ‘alibraliyah’. In this
scenario, the conflict over domination and supremacy have been characterised by the
battle between different factions in line with the concept of ‘alibraliyah’. This research is
derived from this observation and aims to examine the construction of the keyword
‘alibraliyah’ and the means by which each group defines it to achieve hegemony. The
study of the contestation of ‘alibraliyah’ would contribute by clarifying the nature of the
conflict between the groups in the Saudi socio-political field. In particular, the study of
the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ would provide an insight into the general discourse of

modernism in Saudi culture and the features of the recent dominant discourse.

The study of the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ is conducted by developing a
theoretical-methodological framework which traces the meaning of the keyword
‘alibraliyah’ at macro and micro levels. In particular, it aims to study diachronically the
discourse of liberalism in terms of the way the keyword ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated by
different groups and weather its articulation shift over time. This is carried out through
conducting a corpus analysis combined with a discourse analysis of newspaper texts
written between 2007-2016. It is concluded that this theoretical framework can be used
to study comprehensively the ideologically contested key terms by clashing groups in

different contexts.



1.2 Aims and objectives

The broad aim of this study is to investigate the discourse of liberalism in Saudi
context with a focus on diachronically examining the construction and development of
the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ and the identifications of any shift in its construction over
time. It also aims to examine the mechanism by which ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated by
different groups and how the process of defining it is merely a struggle over hegemony.
To identify the diachronic identification of ‘alibraliyah’ and the struggle over power in
identifying it, a theoretical- methodological framework is developed. This framework
combines linguistic Corpus Analysis with Discourse Analysis. This framework integrates
the corpus analysis of the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ at the macro level with discourse
approaches of Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA) and Discourse Theory (DT) at the
micro level. This framework is based on the assumption that the contestation of
‘alibraliyah’ represents a power struggle between the groups that each aims to charge it
with their own meaning. This assumption corresponds to Discourse Theory view that
considers contested words such as ‘alibraliyah’ as empty signifiers. In line with this,
groups in conflict evolved personalised interpretations of the term in order to gain power.

The objectives are summarised in the following key points:

e To identify diachronically the construction of ‘alibraliyah’ in the Saudi context.

o To develop a comprehensive framework to examine the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’
in Saudi society.

e To examine the mechanism by which ‘alibraliyah’ is identified including the

relation between the groups in identifying it.

The study of the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ is going to be conducted through the
analysis of a corpus of newspaper articles that discuss mainly ‘alibraliyah’. Initially, these
articles will be analysed using Corpus Linguistics methods to identify the meanings
associated with ‘alibraliyah’ over time at the macro level. A qualitive analysis of a sample
of articles using Discourse-Historical approach and Discourse Theory is then conducted.
DHA will enable the researcher to look at the discursive strategies which are used to
construct arguments about ‘alibraliyah’. Discourse Theory also allows the researcher for
interpreting the arguments on the basis of the semantic meanings used to fill ‘alibraliyah’
and the construction of the groups in each article. Looking at these articles diachronically
would enable the researcher to identify whether there is any shift in the construction of
‘alibraliyah’ or the groups involved in the debate. The evolution of the assessment
relating to ‘alibraliyah’ within newspapers is not necessarily a priority. However, the focus

is to examine the composition of ‘alibraliyah’ within the press platform. It is also worth
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noting that as the context and data of this thesis is based on Arabic language, it is found
necessary to transliterate some of the Arabic utterances using Latin scripts. This process

of transliteration follows The Library of Congress Transliteration system?

1.3 Content and structure of thesis

In this study, a framework is gradually developed to investigate the meaning of
discourse through examining the main ideological keyword contested amongst groups
to define this discourse. Information of the contest for power between socio-political
groups in Saudi Arabia forms the foundation for the evolution of this framework. This
struggle over power in Saudi society is identified in terms of contesting ideological
keywords in which each group aims to charge it with their own meaning. This was the
case with the recent movement of ‘alibraliyah’. Therefore, the aim of this study is to trace
its meaning over time. The process of tracing the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ will be
conducted through looking at it at the macro level using corpus analysis, plus examining

it at the micro level through employing approaches of discourse analysis.

Chapter 2 presents a socio-historical review of the discourse of modernisation
and the conflicts surrounding it in Saudi society. It provides information about the
establishment and structure of Saudi society, including the opposing sides in the conflict
over modernisation and provides a chronological outline of the conflicts that have
occurred in different periods. These include conflicts over modernism and secularism as
well as a brief introduction of the emergence of the recent conflict over ‘alibraliyah’. The
review facilitates the realisation of the features of the historical battle for supremacy and

power within the socio-political platform in Saudi Arabia.

In chapter 3, a theoretical-methodological framework is developed to investigate
the contested ideological word of ‘alibraliyah’. It reviews and discusses several theories
relevant to the study of the meaning of keywords and their shifts across time. Firstly, it
presents a discussion on macro level approaches on the subject of keyword analysis
which have been examined synchronically and diachronically in line with the
connotations of cultural key terms in particular contexts using Corpus Linguistics. The
discussion moves then to micro level approaches introducing the Discourse Theory (DT),
which considers contested keywords as a case of struggle for gaining hegemony.
Discourse-Historical Approach is also discussed as it offers an empirical discursive

analysis of the strategies used in constructing discourse as part of the struggle to gain

The Library of Congress Transliteration system is available at:
http://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/romanization/arabic.pdf.
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power. The chapter concludes by proposing a framework that combines these macro
and micro approaches in order to investigate comprehensively the construction and
development of ideological keywords which is in the case of this study; the keyword

‘alibraliyah’.

The corpus and methodology are discussed in chapter 4. Firstly, the criteria of
the data selection and the process of the compilation of the corpus are discussed. In the
second part of the chapter, the analytical methods are discussed. These represent a
combination of macro approaches using corpus linguistics methods and micro
approaches using historical-discourse approaches. | discuss in detail the methods that
are employed for the data analysis providing examples from data that illustrate the

application of these methods.

Chapter 5 presents the macro analysis of the corpus of ‘alibraliyah’. It starts with
the analysis of the frequency of the usage of ‘alibraliyah’ across the corpus of Saudi
newspapers over time. This reveals any peaks or troughs in the discussion of
‘alibraliyah’. The results of the analysis of the wordlist and the collocations around
‘alibraliyah’ reveal the key discourses associated with ‘alibraliyah’ and the shift in these
discourses. The results provided by the corpus macro analysis serve as a basis for the
qualitative micro analysis. This provides a general understanding of the discourse of

‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society.

Chapters 6 and 7 provide the results of the micro qualitative analysis of the
construction of the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’. They present an analysis of numerous
articles which are selected with the assistance of the corpus analysis. The analysis of
the articles follows a diachronic approach in which each article is analysed in terms of
the discursive strategies following Discourse-Historical Approach. Thereafter, the
semantics of the word ‘alibraliyah’ and the groups involved within the debate are
examined following the Discourse Theory. This analysis will reveal how ‘alibraliyah’ as
an empty signifier is charged with meanings over time and the way the different groups

attempt to charge it in order to gain or maintain hegemony.

Finally, chapter 8 summarizes the objectives and the methods of the macro and
micro analysis, along with the main findings of the study. It also discusses the
contribution of this thesis to study comprehensively contested ideologies in a site of
power struggle. The imitations of the current study and future research will also be

discussed.



Chapter 2: Discourses of Modernisation in
Saudi Arabia



2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a socio-historical review of the discourse of modernisation,
and the conflicts surrounding it in Saudi society. It conveys information about the
establishment and structure of Saudi society, outlining the opposing sides in the conflict
over modernisation between the religious conservatives and the progressives, and

providing a chronological outline of the conflicts that have occurred in different periods.

This review addresses the discourse of modernisation in Saudi society,
specifically in relation to the social or ideological terms used, which are an essential
component of the modernisation debate, as apparent throughout this chapter. This
review is not straightforward, as, according to Alkhedr, the Saudi social situation is
particularly complex, even when compared to other Arab societies (2012: 23). This
complexity comes to the fore when reading about Saudi social and intellectual
transformations; the historical conflicts and the discourses that took place at each stage,
and when comparing the transformations in other Arab countries with the Saudi situation.
According to Alkhedr (2012: 23), The complexity of understanding the Saudi social
situation results from the lack of a systematic and professional recording of the Saudi
social case, specifically where no organisations or institutions exist with the purpose of

recording the social situation in Saudi Arabia.

Another major factor that complicates readings of the Saudi social situation is the
country’s successive and accelerated development progress, the relatively recent
unification of society, and the phenomenon of “the overlap of ages” when viewing it
relative to other longer-established societies (Alkhedr 2012: 32). The overlap of ages is
apparent in the disproportionate development of Saudi Arabia over a short time frame,
and its fast-paced movement from a traditional society to a modern one, especially in the
economic domain, which has driven rapid social development. This overlap of ages
makes the Saudi social case unique among the Arab and Islamic countries, which have
been in contact with the West and gradually introduced to its approaches, lifestyle, and
products over a period of more than a century and a half. The transformation in Saudi
society only began after the 1960s, leading to enduring conflicts over modernisation,
which first arose over the course of less than two decades. Alkhedr (2012) also observed
that the Saudi social situation is particularly difficult for foreign researchers to explore,

because they have not been subject to this type of accelerated development.

According to Alkhedr (2012), there is a dearth of studies addressing the Saudi
social situation and its socio-political discourse. This prompted Alkhedr to write a

historical biography of the Saudi state and society, which is the principle source for this
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section. As will be seen in this review, foreign researchers started researching the Saudi
case after the West, and specifically the U.S., began to notice the influence of Saudi
society following the attacks of September 11" 2001. A foreign researcher known for
examining the Saudi historical and socio-political context, specifically Islamist
movements, is Lacroix, whose published PhD and the interviews reported within it form
an important source for this review. Based on the literature found, this review will attempt
to analyse and explain the Saudi social situation relative to the discourse of
modernisation, as a way of providing the ideological context to the debate over

‘alibraliyah’ that provides the focus of the present thesis.

2.2 Saudi Arabia: The State, the Society and the Dominant Discourse

Saudi Arabia is a relatively recently established kingdom and consists of different
regions that were unified over a thirty-year period (1902-1932) by King Abdul-Aziz Al-
Saud. To this day the country is governed by the Al-Saud royal family. It was established
by an alliance between the religious institution of Wahhabism, led by Muhammad bin
Abdulwahhab (Lacroix 2011; Moaddel 2013) and the House of Saud. Before the
establishment of Saudi Arabia, the region comprised of different self-governing tribes
and large families, who were autonomous in the different regions. In order to unite people
from groups of relatively diverse traditions and identities, King Abdul-Aziz saw religion,
Islam, as the key to constructing a shared identity as a single state (Vassiliev 2000; Al-
Farsy 2003). Undeniably, Wahhabism, as a religious institution, has played a crucial role
in legitimising the political rule of the Al-Saud royal family by enforcing Al-Saud authority,
and ensuring political rule in the kingdom abides by the true tenets of Islam (Moaddel
2013). The ‘Wahhabists’ offered a religious justification for establishing the Saudi state,
encouraging King Abdul-Aziz to launch several wars to unify the country. The unification
of Saudi Arabia created a new identity for its inhabitants, i.e. Saudi national identity. This
is in addition to individuals’ pre-unification tribal and family identities and subservient to
their Islamic identity (Al-Farsy 2003).

Diversity in Saudi Arabia is complex, as the kingdom consists of five main
regions, whose residents come from a range of tribes and religious groups and hold a
variety of individual positions. The main regions are Najd (the central area), Hijaz (the
western area in which the holy mosques are located), Alahsa (the eastern region), and
the northern and southern regions. A number of tribes are located throughout these
regions, and their local governors are members of the Saudi government. In addition,

Saudi Arabia is home to people from the two main Islamic sects, the ‘Sunni’ and ‘Shia’.



Sunni Islam is the majority sect in Saudi Arabia, whilst the Shia sect is in the minority,

but distributed across the regions.

Despite the complexity and diversity in Saudi Arabia, the society is considered
uniformly conservative (Fandy 1999; Raphaeli 2005; Alkhedr 2012; Moaddel 2013). In
addition, Islam represents a prominent component of the culture in Saudi Arabia,
especially as Saudi Arabia is the birthplace of Islam, and its Kings are the protectors of
the holy mosques and rule according to Islamic law (Fandy 1999). This has been
empirically investigated by Moaddel (2013), who concludes that Saudi society takes a
significantly religious conservative stance when compared to other Islamic societies;
specifically, in terms of their commitment to performing the daily prayers, and in that the
population consider their religion as the most important aspect of their identity. One of
the main factors that has led society to remain conservative religiously in contemporary
times has been the routine exposure to a single dominant type of discourse; i.e. Wahhabi
or Salafi discourse (Raphaeli 2005; Beranek 2009; Meijer 2010; Alkhedr 2012:481;
Moaddel 2013).

The dominance of Wahhabi religious discourse in Saudi society has taken many
forms. For instance, Alkhedr, mentioned above, a Saudi historian who has tried to record
the contemporary social history of Saudi Arabia, has stated that official Wahhabi religious
dominant discourse does not allow for other kinds of religious teaching to coexist in Saudi
Arabia (2012). In addition, religious discourse has dominated many official fields,
including primary education and the legislative arena (Alkhedr 2012). Moreover, religious
discourse dominates some forms of media, such as books, audio productions and
leaflets (Lacroix 2011; Alkhedr 2012; Alghathami 2015). Book publishing and imports,
for instance, are censored in Saudi Arabia; in particular, books that deal with social and
religious non-Wahhabi subjects are banned. These books are confiscated when found,
in accordance with Wahhabi standards (Alkhedr 2012: 481). This domination of religious
discourse has been considered a hindrance to Saudi society’s communications with the

outside world.

Despite the dominance of conservative religious discourse, some forms of
modern discourse have started to gain a foothold, having been introduced by a number
of ‘intellectuals’ and progressives?. The first appearance of progressives in 1970 resulted

from the rapid development the Saudi state was experiencing. In fact, in the early 1970s,

3 | prefer to use the term ‘progressives’ which indicates the opposite meaning of conservatives
and as the term is not only limited to ‘intellectuals’ but could involve other classifications as well, such as
‘modernists’, ‘secularists’, ‘reformists’ and ‘liberals’, as we will see in the following sections.
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Saudi society withessed a development revolution in many fields, transforming the whole
of society to a great extent, from a simple society to a modern one, especially in the
economic field (Clarke 2007; Lacroix 2011; Alkhedr 2012). This rapid development
results in the need to evolve socially to modernise. These attempts have led to
confrontation with the proponents of the dominant religious discourse, as they refute all
the progressives’ attempts to modernise Saudi society (Fandy 1999; Raphaeli 2005;
Lacroix 2011; Alkhedr 2012). Alkhedr (2012) added that religious discourse is the most
powerful force counteracting change and modernisation in Saudi society, resulting in
underdevelopment in the intellectual and social fields, at a time when the country is
developing rapidly economically. Before reviewing the discourse of modernisation and
the conflicts arising between the religious conservatives and progressives, a historical
identification of these two groups, their emergence and their activities is necessary. This
will undoubtedly lead to a greater understanding of the Saudi social situation and the

intricate aspects associated with these disputes.
2.3 The Sides of the Conflict

2.3.1 The Religious Conservative Group

The dominant religious conservative group in Saudi Arabia adheres to
Wahhabism or Salafism teaching. Wahhabism, or Wahhabi Islam, is based on the
Islamic teachings of Mohammad Ibn Abdulwahab, an 18" century Islamic scholar from
Najd, the central region of today’s Saudi Arabia (Salama 2011; Lacroix 2011). Ibn
Abdulwahhab called for a revival of what he viewed as the true Islam in the Najd area,
as he believed some practices and innovations had ruined the creed, which could only

be purified by the restoration of true Islam (Lacroix 2011: 11; Salama 2011).

When distinguishing between referring to the religious dominant group as
Wahhabi or Salafi, it should be noted that the difference is in the term, not the concept.
Abdulwahhab and his companions prefer ‘Salafi’ over ‘Wahhabi’, due to the view that
‘Wahhabism’ could be considered as a new form of religion, and because the ‘Salafi’
label indicates the meaning of purity of Islam, which serves to legitimise acceptance of
them as a group (Alshoi'r 2000; Commins 2015). Wahhabism integrates several
principles, which have contributed to the legitimising of the Wahhabis as a religious
authority. One of the main principles is that of ‘alamr bilm'rGf w anahy 'an almunkar’,
commanding right and forbidding wrong. This principle proceeds from the idea that
Muslims should encourage each other to adhere to the true Islam, admonishing those
who deviate from the right path (Lacroix 2011). Based on this principle, an official

organisation was created in 1926 and is still running today which is'hay'at alamr bilm'raf
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wa anahy 'an almunkar', the committee for commanding right and forbidding the wrong
which operates as a religious police force (Lacroix 2011: 12). Another principle
Wahhabism has employed to authorise its teaching and to delegitimise other beliefs is
the principle of ‘alwala’ wa albara’, ‘allegiance and rupture’. This principle entails that a
true Muslim, following Wahhabism, must have complete loyalty to his co-religionists and
break completely with infidels (Lacroix 2011: 13). It has been exploited by the religious
group in their battles against change and modernity, as we will see throughout this

chapter.

Besides adopting particular Islamic principles to appear religiously legitimate,
Wahhabism’s teaching and discourse are completely dependent on Quranic and
prophetic texts, without recourse to reviewing or discussing them. According to Alkhedr,
this dependence has made it difficult for traditional Wahhabis to review the texts on the
basis of contemporary needs, especially since Saudi Arabia has started to develop in
many fields (2012: 59). To fill this gap, and continue the religious dominance over Saudi
society, a group of educated Wahhabis called the ‘Sahwa’ have emerged as opponents
to the advocates of modernisation, offering some solutions to meet modern needs, such

as those related to the economic field.

The ‘Sahwa’ ‘awakening Islam’ movement is part of Wahhabism’s doctrine,
and it serves as an educational group, explaining the contemporary issues Saudis face
in their modern lives by confronting modernisation and the new trends in society (Lacroix
2015; Alkhedr 2012). In fact, ‘Sahwa’ members emerged in the 1980s, representing the
educated religious in many fields who tried through education to dominate Saudi society
(Lacroix 2011). Most are graduates of Saudi universities who later taught at these
universities and also engage in other extracurricular activities, such as preaching and
occupying offices at many official institutions, one of which is ‘the committee for

commanding right and forbidding wrong’ (Lacroix 2011).

‘Sahwa’, as a religious conservative movement, emerged with a strict practice of
observing Islamic norms not only limited to clerics but applicable to everyone (Lacroix
2011). Unlike its origin in Wahhabism, ‘Sahwa’ tried to impose its ideology at the social
level. Educated ‘Sahwists’ main concern was to homogenise society under their ideology
(Lacroix 2011: 78). Part of homogenising society in modern times involves imposing the
belief that Islam as an overall system has an answer for every detail of daily life (Lacroix
2011: 60). It is through this belief that ‘Sahwa’ has started addressing subjects relating
to daily life, as well as preaching about afterlife issues (Alkhedr 2012: 78). Another main

strategy that ‘Sahwa’ undertook in order to impose its ideology is charging the society
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against what they consider the conspiracy of westernisation and intellectual invasion,
which views any new unfamiliar conceptions as products of the foreign western culture
(Alkhedr 2012:73). ‘Sahwa’ also prompted a new language, combining the language of
the intelligentsia and the clerics (Lacroix 2011: 79). This ideology has resulted in what
Lacroix (2011) called the rising presence of ‘Sahwa’ in the social field, leading to what
has been called ‘Ji | Alsahwa’, the Sahwa generation. As part of the emergence and
growth of ‘Sahwa’, they have viewed intellectuals or progressives as the main group to
encounter to test their ascendancy, resulting in many confrontations between the two

groups (Lacroix 2011).

When practising their dominance, Sahwis emphasise expressing a negative
attitude towards other sources of knowledge; especially the media, such as satellite
broadcasts and the internet (Alkhedr 2012). Although the Sahwa have warned against
some media forms, their discourse has been communicated via cassettes, books and
leaflets and also on satellite TV and the internet (Alghathami 2005; Lacroix 2011; Alkhedr
2012). Indeed, at the beginning of the Sahwa movement, Sahwis relied mostly on
cassettes to communicate their ideology (Lacroix 2011) and had a major effect on
shaping public opinion and views in society on various subjects (Alkhedr 2012). One of
the main concerns the Sahwa has sought to impose on society through the media is a
warning against modernisation and the progressives, as will be discussed throughout
this chapter.

2.3.2 The Progressives group

Unlike the Wahhabi conservatives, the influence of the progressives was felt later
in the Saudi state, following the launch of development/ 'tanmiyah’ plans, driven by the
necessity of modernisation to compete with neighbouring nations (Lacroix 2011: 14;
Alkhedr 2012: 491). The emergence of this group is associated closely with scholarships
for Saudi students to foreign schools and universities outside Saudi Arabia (Lacroix
2011: 15; Alkhedr 2012). Lacroix (2011) indicates that Saudi scholars were initially sent
to Arab countries in the 1940s and 1950s, mostly to Egypt, Lebanon and Iraq. Later,
influenced by Arab movements, such as Arab nationalism and leftism, the government
chose to alter scholarship destinations to Western universities, as it was wary of Arab
movements promoting nationalism and leftism, as they had led to revolutions and coups
against monarchies in the 1950s, creating political turmoil in the region. According to
Lacroix (2011), Saudi students who were affected by the Arab political movements
represented a disturbance in their political institutions and felt repressed by the

government who sought to maintain political stability (2011: 16). Subsequently, in the

-12 -



late 1960s, the government felt a need once more for educated people to push forward
development plans, due to pressure from the United States to maintain development.
When the scholarship programme resumed, sending students to Western countries
(Alkhedr 2012: 499), it was notable that Saudi scholars returned to Saudi Arabia having
adopted beliefs, such as nationalism, socialism and communism. Unlike previously,
where changes focused on the political field, this time concerns related to social matters,
specifically social values and attitudes. All these classifications contributed to Saudi
society under one category, which was ‘muthaqgaf’ or intellectuals, indicating the meaning

of the educated group (Lacroix 2011: 17).

Progressive discourse started to appear in the early 1970s, when some
intellectuals started discussing literary theories in Saudi newspapers, such as Okaz, Al-
Riyadh and Al-Yawm (Lacroix 2011). These newspapers include allocated cultural
attachments, where intellectuals can publish literary works and discuss literary theories;
these are not censored in the same way as mainstream newspapers (Lacroix 2011).
Although progressive discourse at first was confined to a literary context, Lacroix (2011)
has indicated that progressives later started to imply a need for social change and

openness.

In 1975, the intellectuals gained some space to practice their literary activities
when they were allowed to establish ‘literary clubs’ across the kingdom under the
governmental institution of the General Directorate of Youth Affairs (Lacroix 2011: 19).
Intellectuals were able to freely practise their literary activities until the mid-1980s without
any interference from the proponents of the dominant religious discourse. Lacroix
attributes this to many reasons, including that before that time the conservatives had
lacked the kind of education that would enable them to debate with intellectual scholars
(2011). Another reason Lacroix provides is that religious conservatives were not able to
produce literary works as an alternative to those of intellectuals. Moreover, at that time,
clerics and intellectuals spoke two different languages; whereas the Wahhabi clerics’
discourse dealt with issues of theology and law, the intellectuals were focusing on
initiating concepts such as ‘hadathah’, modernism and ‘tanmiyah’, development (Lacroix
2011: 24). This was until the late 1980s, when the ‘Sahwa’ emerged with a different
discourse that, unlike the Wahhabi issues limited to creed, extended to include several
arenas of particular interest in the social and intellectual fields (Alkhedr 2012). This led
to multiple conflicts in the social arena, where the dominant ‘Sahwis’ opposed any other
types of discourse, including that of modernisation headed by progressives. These
conflicts have been reported mainly by the press, which recorded different points of view

with regard to specific conflicts (Alkhedr 2012). However, it must be noted that the Saudi
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press was censored, so it could not publish all the details and stances present in these
conflicts. In recent years, the internet has also played a major role in addressing such
conflicts, as it offers the privilege of being able to access information readily with no
limitations (Alkhedr 2012). The confrontation between the conservatives and the
progressives created the first notable conflict, the ‘Sahwa-hadathah’ battle (Lacroix
2011; Alkhedr 2012) dealt with in the following section.

2.4 Conflicts over Modernisation

This section presents the conflicts between the religious conservative group and
the progressives in the Saudi socio-political site over two decades. It first discusses the
initial conflict between both groups over the trend towards ‘hadathah’, modernism in the
1980s and how the religious group ‘Sahwa’ won this conflict. This was followed by the
1990s conflict over 'ilmaniyah’, secularism, which ‘Sahwa’ used as an accusation against
progressives as a strategy to keep in power and delegitimise progressives’ attempts at
modernisation. A discourse of moderation was presented in the early 2000s after the
decay of ‘Sahwa’ and the incident on the 11" of September, which concerns the call for
moderate discourse and religious reform. These attempts at moderation led then to the
contestation of alibraliyah in 2007, which then led to a debate over its meaning and the
way it can be employed in Saudi society, which the current research aims to investigate.
Therefore, the presentation of these historical details of the conflicts between the
religious and the progressives would help further understanding of the nature of the
conflict over power between the groups in general, and in relation to the discourse of

alibraliyah in particular.

2.4.1 Debate over Modernism

In the late 1970s and early 1980s a new type of discourse was formulated, called
‘hadathah’, modernism by a group who viewed themselves as modernists “Hadathyon”.
Their discourse was limited to literary criticism and writing. According to Lacroix,
‘hadathah’ was the first remarkable intellectual trend in Saudi society apparently actively
criticised and produced modern literary works (2011: 134). Its emergence coincided with
the time when the country’s development plans started to be distinctively fulfilled, and at
that time the ‘Sahwa’ movement had not yet been completely formed. In fact, the modern
literary work was commonly associated with modernising form, such as writing poetry in
free verse. Modernist discourse in Saudi Arabia was based principally on writing literary
works in a free style, whose meaning was indirect and based on involving many symbols,
whose interpretation could be left to the reader (Alfifi 2005). By modernising content and

using literary symbols, Fandy (1999) has argued that the Saudi modernists used literary
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writing to disguise their protests against the dominant religious discourse. This was
further emphasised by Lacroix, who stated that the modernists’ literary criticism implied
social criticism, calling implicitly for social modernisation (2011: 134). Alkhedr also
referenced the idea of modernists’ tendency for social modernisation, by arguing that
modernist activities were limited to literary production and criticism, because there was
limited freedom to discuss ideological trends in the media and the press (Alkhedr 2012:
396).

‘hadathah’ as a term relates to modern meaning, and it is a translation of
modernity indicating the meaning of development, and a translation of ‘modernism’ when
using it as a concept to indicate a trend or a meaning for a movement (Almahmood
2012). According to Lacroix (2011), the term ‘hadathah’ was first used by Arab
intellectuals outside Saudi Arabia in the early twentieth century to indicate the tendency
of criticising the literary tradition and adopting new free literary styles. Therefore, it could
be argued that Saudi modernists are to some extent influenced by the literary modernism
of other Arab countries. Another point of importance is that hadathah’ as a term was not
used by modernists initially. It was only later that they explicitly described their literary
criticism as under the concept of ‘hadathah’ (Lacroix 2011: 135). This use of the
‘hadathah’ name was considered scandalous and exploited subsequently by the ‘Sahwi’
conservatives in their fight against modernism (Lacroix 2011). This impression of
‘hadathah’ as a term indicates how the use of terms, particularly ideological ones, creates
a genuine problem in Saudi society. In fact, one of the main reasons the ‘hadathah’ term
has been considered problematic could be due to what Alkhedr has mentioned, i.e. that
the ‘hadathah’ term, as with other terms such as '‘ilmaniyah'/ , secularism and
‘Qawmiyah’/ nationalism, is an ideological term that has raised the ire of traditional Sahwi
conservatives who consider these ideologies as infidelity (2012: 409). Another factor
leading to the announcement of the ‘hadathah 'name being considered a scandal in
conservative Saudi society may be the view, commonly held by conservatives in the Arab
world about the ‘hadathah’ concept. Conservative Arabs view ‘hadathah ’as led by
pioneering Arab modernists influenced by Western modernists, citing it as a Western
ideology that seeks to destroy Arabic and Islamic heritage and traditions (Almahmood
2012).

In fact, the emergence of the ‘hadathah’ trend originally did not receive much
attention or interference from the dominant religious discourse. According to Lacroix
(2011), religious conservatives at that time lacked an appropriate level of education that
would enable them to confront and fight modernists and modernism. He stated that the

modernists were experiencing a rapid evolution and progress in the mid-1980s, and thus,
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the ‘Sahwa’ religious movement appeared to oppose modernism as a movement and
modernists. Thus, when the ‘Sahwis’ began to take on the intellectual modernists as their
main opposition, they questioned them about their intention in stating that they are
'hadathywn' or modernists (Lacroix 2011: 137). The ‘Sahwis’ did this by imposing their
presence where the modernists were, such as in literary clubs and in academic lectures
(Lacroix 2011). Some of these ‘Sahwi’ conservatives fought the modernists, by asking
the government to ban modernist columnists from writing in the newspapers (Fandy
1999: 131). In addition, the ‘Sahwis’ extended their fight through multiple media
channels, such as books, cassettes, leaflets and Jum'a' prayer speeches. In Jum'ah
prayers, a campaign commenced targeting the modernists, accusing them personally,
giving the example of Alghathami, a Saudi modernist and academic, who they called “bd
alshaytan’, the son of Satan (Lacroix 2011: 140). In addition, a cassette by a ‘Sahwi’
named Saeed Alghamdi was widely distributed denouncing modernists and their
inclinations (Fabdy 1999; Lacroix 2011).

The ‘Sahwa’ had a major influence in their fight against modernism when a
Sahwi named Awad Algarni published a book called 'alhadathah fi mizan alislam’,
Modernism in the Scale of Islam (Algarni 1988). This book was written in a dialogic style,
speaking to society and trying to mobilize public opinion against the modernist trend.
According to Alsamadani, modernism has been associated with concepts of “ilhad”,
“marksiyah”, “darwiniyah”, “shiw’lyah”, in English atheism, Marxism, Darwinism and
communism respectively (2013: 37). This association is a strategy used to relate Saudi
modernism to Western modernism, which implicitly excludes modernists from being part
of the in-group or members of Islamic conservative Saudi society. 'alwala’ wa albara", as
a Wahhabi principle, has also been referred to. The author, Algarni, has used it to state
that Saudi modernists’ loyalty to Western and Arab modernists makes them
representatives of a concept of otherness, whether they apply Western modernist
principles or not (Alsamadani 2013). In addition, the book appeals to the authorities to
legitimise the self by using Quranic and prophetic texts, and the grand mufti's
introduction. According to Alkhedr, since the 1980s the Sahwa have used the grand mufti

to legitimise their spread as an official and religious authority in society (2012).

After this conflict, the term ‘hadathah’ was banned by the Ministry of Information
in all forms of media (press, TV and radio), due to the major conflict that use of this
terminology had caused (Alghathami 2005: 33: Lacroix 2011: 157; Alkhedr 2012: 675).
Alghahthami (2005) indicated that the term ‘hadathah’ was then replaced in the media

by terms such as 'tajdid'/renewal, 'tatwir' / development and 'tagadum’ / progress. In fact,

-16 -



the ban was not upheld, as ‘hadathah’was used once more, after people started to forget

about the conflict, as there was no official outlawing of the term (Alghathami 2005: 32).

After the publication of Algarni’s book (1998), the modernists did not reply
immediately to the Sahwa group, as they feared any response might worsen the
situation, at a time when the majority of society was enraged about the new trend.
Alghathami (2005) argues, as a modernist, that he did not offer any response to the book
because its content and style were weak, and it had been written in a subjective,
aggressive way. This was criticised by Alkhedr (2012), who stated that the modernist
trend had no comprehensive method to base their defence on, and this weakness
hindered them from explaining themselves, especially given the effect the book had
caused (2012: 397). He adds that the modernists had failed to define what is meant by
the term ‘hadathah’ in the Saudi context, indicating that this is part of a larger problem in
the Saudi case, which involves the difficulty of defining concepts and attitudes towards
them in the conservative Saudi society (2012: 413). This failure has been exploited, as

seen by the Sahwa, who defines ‘hadathah’ as modernism in the Western context.

Alghathami sought to explain the ‘hadathah’ story 17 years after the conflict in a
book named The Story of Modernism in Saudi Arabia (2005). He opened his book by
stating that modernism has no fixed meaning, but that it is an intellectual state that brings
together intellectual ideas as well as management tools and lifestyles, and that its
definition depends on the social situation. In his book he alternates between using
‘hadathah’ to mean modernism, indicating the meaning of the literary trend, and using it
to mean modernity and the development of society, commenting that ‘hadathah’ is an
inevitable reality. Alghathami has indicated that the term “hadathah” is not limited to
literary discourse but can be used to refer to other kinds of discourse. He adds that recent
use of the “Hadathah” term in Saudi society to indicate the meaning of literary modernist
theory does not mean it cannot be used to refer to earlier development plans the country
adopted after its establishment (2005: 38). In fact, Alghathami has persisted in speaking
about “Hadathah” in the context of development; citing in detail the various development
plans the country has carried out, such as settling Bedouins, managing the oil boom, and
implementing overseas scholarships. Referring to ‘hadathah’ as a literary theory,
Alghathami offers no clear explanation about what it could mean anything other than his
personal conflict with anti-modernists. By blending concepts, it is apparent that the writer
has attempted to deviate the reader away from explaining what ‘hadathah’ as a trend
actually means; especially as he has noted that the term can be used in the Saudi context
to indicate the meaning of literary theory. It can be argued that, even though he blamed

the Sahwa for not understanding the concept of ‘hadathah’, he failed to define it in the
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Saudi case. This indicates how modernism as a trend in Saudi Arabia has not been
completely formulated, and the writer covered this methodological weakness by avoiding

defining the ‘hadathah’ trend by mentioning development plans.

2.4.2 The Conflict over Secularism

The modernisation debate was intensified at the time of the Gulf War, with the
arrival of American troops in Saudi Arabia in 1990 (Fandy 1999). A group from the Sahwa
movement also opposed the presence of American troops on Saudi soil, accusing Saudi
supporters of the American presence of ‘ilmaniyah’, in English, secularism. In fact, the
term ‘ilmaniyah’ was first used by the Sahwa to accuse progressives, before spreading
as a label to all progressives. Secularism or ‘ilmaniyah’ as a trend had started before, in
other Arab countries, as some Arab governments had started applying secularism
derived from the West, to become modernised (Nikki 2004). Nikki (2004) stated that the
Western colonisation of Arab countries did not affect Saudi Arabia, which has never been
a colony and so was never introduced to secularisation and modernisation. The word
‘ilmant/ secular was first used widely in Arab countries in the middle of 20" century,
when secular nationalists with political power became leaders in the various Arab
countries, adopting secular programmes as part of their practice of modernisation (Nikki
2004). Nikki (2004) added that the secular trend in Arab countries is relatively socially
weak, due to its association with Western colonial values and the fact that the majority
of Arabs identify themselves with Islam, and thus, anti-secular trends have been

exploited in their campaigns against secularism.

However, Saudi Arabia has never been colonised, or undergone a secular
programme. The Sahwa conservatives started using the term ‘ilmaniyah’/ secularism to
accuse their opponents of being secularists, in their efforts to fight and exclude
progressives. Alsolaiman (2011) tried to deconstruct the term ‘ilmaniyah’, concluding that
in Arabic it denotes secularism, i.e. the separation between religion and society; whereas
on a general ideological and political level, it means ‘laicité¢’, the French term that
indicates the separation of religious institutions from state institutions. In the Saudi case,
the term ‘ilmaniyah’ is associated with ‘secularism’, since Saudi Arabia is far from
adopting ‘laicité’, especially given the fact that it was established on the basis of an

Islamic state structure.

The secularism conflict occurred in the early 1990s, when the ‘Sahwa’ started
fighting against one of those who they believed was ‘ilmantr, named Ghazi Algosaibi.
Algosaibi was an effective and popular figure, working as a poet, a writer and an

ambassador. At the time of the Gulf War, he started supporting fights against the
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religious ‘Shawa’, discourse for their negative attitude regarding the use of American
troops. Algosaibi also started writing articles in ‘Alsharq Alawsat’ newspaper, under the
column heading ‘in the eye of the storm’, where he discussed ironically, issues relating
to opponents of the war besides some social issues and their association in the religious
field. His articles opposed the ‘Sahwa’ discourse, because the ‘Sahwa’ at that time were
using cassettes to orient public opinion regarding the danger of using Western power in
the war, questioning their interest in political subjects (Alkhedr 2012). He also opposed
the ‘Sahwa’ for their involvement in social issues, such as the women driving, labelling
them 'usulytn', fundamentalists, as he himself translated the word, and urging them to
concentrate only on religious matters (Algosaibi 1991). The ‘Sahwa’ immediately fought
back with cassettes, accusing him of being ‘ilmanr, and speaking negatively about the
official government for permitting Americans to participate in the war (Lacroix 2011: 161).
Among the ‘Sahwa’ who accused Algosaibi of ‘iimaniyah’ were Alawda, Alomar and
Algarni, who saw in Algosaibi’s articles a secular conspiracy designed to exclude religion
from all other fields. Alawda, for example, countered Algosaibi on a cassette entitled
‘Islamic cassette; its advantages and disadvantages’ (1990), where he tried to disprove
Algosiabi’s views regarding the misuse of Islamic cassettes. Alawda started his speech
by quoting Algosaibi’s statement that he wished clerics would stick to the religious field
and not address political subjects. After that, using an interrogative style and
exclamations, Alawda questions the quote, stating it is possible to separate politics from
religion. Following this, he states that Islam is a complete system, of which politics is just
a part which cannot be separated, as such separation is ‘ilmaniyah’. After that, Alawda
started using the dialogic style, speaking personally to Algosaibi and asking him how he
is able to serve as a poet, a politician and an administrator at the same time, while asking

the clerics to stick to a single field (Alawda 1990).

Unlike the conflict over modernism, when the modernists did not immediately
reply to the ‘Sahwa’ conservatives, Algosaibi chose to reply to the ‘Sahwa’ with written
letters, three were directed to three ‘Sahwa’ clerics; Alawda, Alomar and Algarni, and
two to Saudi society. Algosaibi chose to publish these letters in a book he 'hatta Ia takin
fetnah', ‘For the prevention of dissension’. The title of this book is a Quranic verse,
indicating his use of religious language throughout the book (Lacroix 2011: 161). He
debated with them generally, by saying that he is not an ‘ilmant, as ‘ilmaniyah’ is defined
by the World Assembly of Muslim Youth as a ‘call for separating the government
institutions from religious institutions’ as based on this definition he stated that ‘ilmaniyah’
is infidelity. He further denied being ‘ilmant, since his writings are wholly unrelated to

‘ilmainah’ (Algosaibi 1991). In particular in his reply to Alawda, his use of religious
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language was clear from the beginning, where he uses a prophetic saying that indicates
the importance of obeying one’s political leaders. He continued by explaining that the
country’s establishment was based on religion, and its leaders’ rule with Islam, and,
therefore, secularism does not exist. He added that what he was cautioning against were
the kind of political clerics who disobeyed their leader's commands, as had happened in
their opposition to the Gulf War. Algosaibi replied to Alawda, switching between an
impersonal third-person style and an involved first-person style, by first clarifying the
nature of Islam in Saudi Arabia, besides the reality of political clerics, and then by

speaking personally to Alawda to refute his claims.

According to Alkhedr (2012: 420), Algosaibi used a similar discourse to that of
his adversaries when dealing with the ‘ilmaniyah’ concept, on the basis of its meaning in
religious discourse, rather than discussing other meanings of ‘ilmaniyah’ from alternate
perspectives, showing that he did agree with them on the religious definition of
‘ilmaniyah’. Arguably, Algosaibi was trying to speak with a similar discourse to that of the
conservatives, discussing ‘ilmaniyah’ with them from their own perspective, especially
given the fact that they had accused him of being ‘ilmant. The use of religious language
can also be attributed to the realisation that religious discourse is largely effective in
Saudi conservative society as it is dominant. After this conflict, Algosaibi’s popularity
declined, since society was influenced by the accusation made by the members of the
dominant religious discourse, especially their questioning of the validity of his religious
faith. The label ‘ilmant continued to be used by the Sahwa against progressives until the
late 1990s, which coincided with what Alkhedr (2012) considers the decay of the

dominance of the ‘Sahwa' discourse.

2.4.3 Moderate discourse

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, the internet became available in Saudi Arabia,
and Saudis started discussing the social situation they faced in blogs, forums and social
networks, leading to a kind of plurality of thought, whereby the ‘Sahwa’ are no longer the
dominant discourse in society (Alkhedr 2012; Otterbeck 2012; Algathami 2015: 10). The
internet allows for this plurality of discourse through an accessible and impartial display
of different subjects (Alkhedr 2012; Alghathami 2015). This open access to the internet
has offered new sources of knowledge, undergoing no official censorship or religious
control. In addition, this open access operates as an informational tool for Saudis that
the local media has failed to provide (Alhargan 2012). Alkhedr (2012) specified that this

plurality of thought agrees on one main thing, i.e. formulating a new kind of moderate
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discourse that discusses problems with fundamental religious discourse and offers

solutions to radicalisation (Alkhedr 2012).

This call for a moderate discourse and religious reform was also a result of
external pressure, specifically from the United States, after the September 11" 2001
terror attack (Lacroix 2005; Beranek 2009; Meijer 2010; Alkhedr 2012) and after several
terror attacks occurred in 2003 inside Saudi Arabia (Lacroix 2005; Raphaeli 2005; Meijer
2010; Alkhedr 2012). This trend towards moderation, or in Arabic 'wasatiyah' has been
led by progressives or reformists who have called for revisions to Wahhabi religious
doctrine, in particular on the matter of radicalisation (Lacroix 2005; 2011). This new call
for moderation has not only been debated on the internet but has also been discussed
in newspapers. To date, Alwatan newspaper has devoted the most coverage to the
moderation discourse debate (Alkhedr 2012: 605).

Within the climate of local and global pressure calling for a moderate discourse,
the Saudi government has found an opportunity to establish social and religious reform.
In 2003 around 100 Saudi intellectuals appealed to the government to establish social
reform, by making demands that included acknowledging freedom of speech and
establishing civil society institutions (Raphaeli 2005). The government responded to the
demands for reform by establishing the National Dialogue Conference in February 2003
(Gause 2004; Raphaeli 2005; Lacroix 2005). This National Dialogue Conference brought
together clerics of different religious sects (Salafists and non-Salafist Sunnis, Sufis and
Shiites) and concluded with some recommendations, one of which was the
acknowledgement of intellectual and religious diversity in the Saudi nation, which clearly
contradicts Wahhabi religious dominance (Lacroix 2005; Raphaeli 2005). According to
Raphaeli (2005), promises of reform were not fulfilled immediately, and, therefore, in
September 2003 a group of around 300 intellectuals signed a petition to the government,
arguing that the late adoption of reform plans would lead religious groups to maintain
their dominance. The political leadership responded to this argument by holding a
second national dialogue conference in December 2003, entitled ‘Extremism and
moderation: a pragmatic vision’ (Raphaeli 2005). This meeting proposed many
recommendations, including ordering academic religious institutions to conform to
defining the terms and concepts related to ‘extremism’, such as ‘terrorism’ and the ‘elite
sector’, asking for a revision of the religious discourse in a manner that suits the
contemporary situation with an understanding of the situation in the external world,
calling for openness and communication as a means to improve the education curriculum

in a manner that would invoke tolerance and moderation (King Abdulaziz Center of
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National Dailogue 2003). Also, this conference discussed the issue of the ‘Alwala’ wa

albara’ principle, and how it should be revised.

In this same period, as part of the reform process and insistence on plurality in
discourse, Meijer (2010) indicated that the Ministry of Islamic Affairs warned Imams
about addressing their conflicts against progressives on mosques’ podiums. When the
conservatives felt reformists or intellectuals were starting to gain some new power
through reform policies, they started delegitimising reformists and their discourse by
applying several labels (Mejier 2010). Reformists have been referred to as ‘intellectual
terrorists’ and ‘corrupts on earth’, and of concealing their purpose under the devious
terms of ‘reform’ and ‘nationalism’. Their discourse has been labelled as “decay”, 'inhilal’
instead of “progress”,'tagadum’, since, according to the conservatives, the reformists’
progress is based on the decay of religion (Mejier 2010). The progressive reformists
responded in an outspoken way at this time, describing the conservatives as
reactionaries opposing both reform and modernity. They also accused conservatives of
destroying the country’s image by seeking to detach the country from the rest of the world
(Mejier 2010).

Raphaeli (2005) and Meijer (2010) have argued that many of the reform promises
have probably failed to be achieved because Saudi Society remains too conservative to
embrace full reform. Reformists have also failed to exert sufficient influence to drive
change, as they, according to Meijer (2010), speak a language alien to Wahhabism and
the majority of society. Alkhedr has another view of this failure; he indicates that, despite
the flaws in moderation discourse, attempts at moderation have been genuine
communicating objective critical views (2012: 652). Part of this failure can be attributed
to a misunderstanding of the concepts of 'wasatiyah', moderation and 'islah’', reform.
Gause (2004) indicated that the 'islah’, reform term, that the government committed to in
its agenda, never specified clearly what it would include. This led to it having different
meanings to different people. It is was also considered by Meijer (2010) as a buzzword
in Saudi Arabia in 2005. Lacroix (2011) has further indicated that the term 'islah’ was an
ambiguous word, which each person interprets as they choose, and religious
conservatives interpret as bringing things closer to Islam. This failure seems to have
been a disappointment to progressives and later on, they introduced a new term, which

was contested in Saudi society, alibraliyah.

2.4.4 The contestation of ‘alibraliyah’

In 2006/2007, a call for new trend emerged; this was the call for alibraliyah. It

started as a desirable alternative for some people seeking moderate Islamic solutions
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(Alkhedr 2012). The emergence of the trend was due to a number of factors, including
its prior rise in Arab states and then neighbouring Gulf countries, along with the attempts
at enlightenment following the September 11" attacks. According to Alghathami (2013),
alibraliyah first emerged in Arab countries in the 1960s and was resisted as
representative of western colonisation. However, the concept in the Gulf countries, i.e.
Kuwait, Bahrain and Dubai represented liberation from the British coloniser who was

seen as having interfered with their internal affairs (Alrimizan 2009).

As Saudi Arabia never underwent a period of colonization, alibraliyah emerged
later there than in the surrounding countries. It emerged after 11" of September 2001,
when attention was being drawn to the practices of extreme Islam in Saudi Arabia and
the dominance of the ‘Sahwa’ group in society. This afforded freedom of expression to
the opponents of ‘Sahwa’, who agree upon the necessity of getting rid of ‘Sahwa’ who
shift people’s attention from matters of daily life to focus on the afterlife, along with asking
people to oppose the progressives (Alrimizan 2009). These factors combined led to the
emergence of alibraliyah, which liberals saw as an optimistic view to build success in
Saudi society. Supporters of the liberal trend first used the internet to call for alibraliyah,
by establishing a number of online forums; one of the most prominent being ‘alshabaka
allibraliah alsaudia’/ ‘Saudi liberal network’ (founded in 2006). At this time alibraliyah was
not a popular term in society; however, it was highly contested after a TV series called
‘Tash’ broadcast an episode on alibraliyah (Alkhedr 2012). ‘Tash’ was a sarcastic series
that dealt with Saudi social issues and was broadcast daily in the month of Ramadan
and seen by the majority of the society. It broadcast an episode in September 2007
entitled ‘libralion wa laken...’ ‘Liberals but...” portraying Saudi liberals as stray, devious
people (Alkhedr 2012: 641). After this episode, the debate took to the newspapers, as
columnists started discussing what alibraliyah could mean and how it might be applied
to Saudi society (Alkhedr 2012). This contestation of the meaning of alibraliyah arose

partly because the term is not of Arabic origin, which creates a difficulty identifying it.

The religious conservatives showed a negative attitude towards the term
alibraliyah. When one of the clerics, named Saleh Alfawzan, was asked about alibraliyah,
he explained it is a collusion made by others without showing any understanding of the
concept or discussing objectively what it means (Alkhedr 2012: 637). Alfawzan brought
alibraliyah into confrontation with Islam, stating that being liberal and Muslim at the same
time is a contradiction (Alfawzan 2007). The fatwa prompted a reaction in newspaper
column articles, where writers were divided in their attitude into opponents and
proponents (Alkhedr 2012). However, in relation to the definition of alibraliyah in the

Saudi context, the writers stated that alibraliyah cannot be defined. Alkhedr commented
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that this can be justified in terms of avoidance, whereby liberals avoid defining alibraliyah,
as its real meaning could irritate conservative Saudi society (2012: 638). Despite Alkhedr
(2012) discussing the alibraliyah as an emergent contested term, he did not mention any
of the liberals’ names, or what alibraliyah could mean as he had done with secularism

and modernism.

2.5 Summary

This review has examined the history of modernisation in Saudi Arabia. It has
demonstrated the history of conflicts between the conservatives and progressives, in
relation to aspects of the discourse of each period. Throughout the review, it was
apparent that the conflicts centred on resistance among the dominant religious
conservative group to the existence of other types of discourse. This was apparent
through the opposition to new trends regarding the use of ideological terms, such as the
‘hadathah’, and through the use of ideological terms as a strategy to demolish
progressives through a process of secularisation, using the term ‘ilmaniyah’. The
appearance and use of the ideological term alibraliyah is to some extent different, in that
it has started to be used a lot and contested without any clear idea of what it might mean

in the Saudi context.

Alkhedr has paid attention to this issue in Saudi society which is the contestation
of ideological terms. He states that this problem is an extension of the religious
conservative’s misunderstanding of ideological concepts, as they contested the terms as
a strategy in their fight against modernisation activities (2012: 633-634). He adds that
the problem of using some concepts such as alibraliyah appeared in an environment in
which the concepts had not been fully formulated. In addition, the terms were only used
widely with great reluctance by the majority of conservative society, which led to a
broadly negative representation and misinterpretation. Furthermore, when the terms
were introduced, they met with no objective investigation of their meaning, and little
understanding of how they could be applied in a way that suited Saudi society. Thus, this
study will investigate objectively, from a linguistic perspective, how alibraliyah as a
contested term has been represented in the Saudi context. This phenomenon needs to
be investigated for an additional reason, which is the lack of Saudi discourse studies.
Alkhedr has stated that there is a lack of research describing the social, religious and
political discourse in Saudi Arabia. Saudi researchers have routinely failed to describe
the Saudi situation objectively and independent foreign researchers have failed to
describe it in sufficient depth or critically (Alkhedr 2012: 34).
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3.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to review and discuss several selected theories
known to be relevant to the study of the meaning of keywords in particular contexts. It
aims to provide a theoretical framework to explain how socio-political keywords can be
examined within the wider contexts in which they occur. Since the aim of this thesis is to
examine the discursive representation of the key term ‘alibraliyah’ in the Saudi socio-
political context, this research is necessarily related to more than one discipline. It is
interdisciplinary, as it aims to analyse more than one layer of the context in which
alibraliyah is used; i.e. the immediate co-text, the intertextual context and the broader
historical and socio-political contexts. Therefore, this chapter will combine various
approaches including socio-historical approaches with approaches in linguistic analysis,
CDA and Discourse Theory (DT).

In the first part of this chapter, | review the central work of Raymond Williams
Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society, which examines cultural keywords in
society. The focus will be on the socio-historical model Williams (1983) established and
the primary level of his analytical approach. The review then presents a discussion on
macro level approaches on keywords analysis; i.e. Michael Stubbs’ (2001) linguistic
approach to the meaning of social keywords and the relevant literature that has
examined synchronically and diachronically the connotations of cultural key terms in
particular contexts using corpus linguistics. The discussion moves then to micro level
approaches introducing critical theories that examine the meaning of contested
keywords within their ideological contexts. This includes a review of DT, which considers
contested keywords as empty signifiers, constituted within the social struggle for gaining
hegemony. In DT an empty signifier is a signifier without a particular signified and
charging it with meaning is a hegemonic practice (Laclau 1996; 2007). Since DT does
not provide a methodological guideline for a textual analysis of keywords, it was
necessary to conduct a review of the Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) approach, as this
affords a textual-oriented approach that considers language use as a site of power
struggle, and so combines with the theoretical concerns of DT. Special attention is given
to reviewing the Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA) as it offers an empirical discursive
analysis of texts taking into account the historical and the socio-political contexts. |
conclude by proposing an empirical methodology to combine corpus-based analysis with
CDA approach which can help in analysing the textual and the discursive construction of

the keyword alibraliyah in the Saudi context.
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3.2 Williams’ cultural keywords

In his book Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society (1983), Raymond
Williams provided a socio-historical analysis of the meanings of cultural keywords in a
specified period in the English society. In it Wiliams attempts to understand and
characterize the English culture in the post-war years, as he had noticed that it was
undergoing a rapid transition. Williams chose to study English culture through the use of
language, and in particular in reference to keywords that were frequently used and
contested. Thus, he devised a list of around 130 keywords that he attempted to examine
synchronically and diachronically. In particular, he undertook an analysis of their origin,
how their meanings had changed and developed over time and their current meanings,
as used in society. In addition, he explored the relations between these keywords and

how their meanings interconnect over time on the basis of the social context.

Williams observed that certain words’ usages had changed noticeably,
commenting that “...meanings are offered, felt for, tested, confirmed, asserted, qualified
and changed” (1983:12). Williams adds that he found himself preoccupied by a single
word ‘culture’ that he was hearing more frequently, noting that “it was just a difficult word”
to analyse (1983:13). Williams stared exploring the meanings of the word ‘culture’ linking
it to four other keywords: ‘class’, ‘art’, ‘industry’ and ‘democracy’, perceiving of these “five
words as a kind of structure”. This process of analysing keywords in association with
others led Williams to identify 130 interrelated keywords. Each keyword in his work was
analysed individually, listing the different meanings, and relationally in association with
other keywords. These keywords were grouped under the label of keywords of culture
and society. These are the keywords Williams identified as “a shared body of words and
meanings in our most general discussions, in English, of the practices and institutions
which we group as culture and society” (1983:15). In Williams view, they are keywords
because of their significance within culture and society, and together they reflect how

culture and society are seen and perceived (Williams 1983:15).

To analyse the meaning of these keywords, Williams focused on examining the
socio-historical meanings of the keywords. In order to examine the socio-historical
dimensions of the meanings, he relied on the commentaries he wrote over a period of
20 years; for each keyword he chose and considered it as a cultural keyword. These
commentaries are supported by etymological data in the Oxford English Dictionary,
which has been used as an evidence of historical shifts in meaning, based on his own
extensive reading. These commentaries reveal Williams’ deliberate decision to analyse

the meanings of cultural keywords. This was based on his intention that his main
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emphasis would be on analysing the meanings of the keywords and historical shifts in
meaning (1983: 23). This argument is made as a statement that his analysis was not
intended to include looking at the factors surrounding the meanings, such as the
categories or contexts of the chosen words, or the social controversies around the use
of these key terms. This type of analysis includes some limitations that should be

addressed in detail.

It is apparent that Williams had attempted to provide an approach to studying
keywords in their socio-historical context, but nevertheless the methods he employed
had limitations, some of which Williams also admits. These include limitations of theory
and limitations of methodology. At the theoretical level, there is an absence of a theory
of meaning in Williams approach. Moreover, Williams himself could not identify the field
of the approach he provided. However, he initially indicated that his method belongs to
more than one discipline, without being able to identify these disciplines (Williams
1983:13-14). He attributed the difficulty of identifying the disciplines to the variety of the
specializations of these keywords, stating that they belong to several disciplines.
However, Williams at the end of his introduction referred to his approach as historical
semantic (1983:23). This indetermination of the field of study indicates a lack of theory
of meaning in Williams approach. Stubbs (2008:4) referred to this limitation and lack of
theory, contending that Williams’ work had not provided a theory of studying vocabulary
in a comprehensive way nor had the words of a language been organised clearly and
related to particular types of texts. Stubbs concludes that Williams’ work can be
considered within the field of cultural studies and so “was not intended to be a linguistic
analysis” (2008:4).

In addition, Williams admits his method has a theoretical lack in terms of
signification (1983:21). This made it problematic for Williams to identify the relationship
between a word and its meaning, or in other words between the signifier and the signified;
especially relative to what the process of signification might include, as e.g. in relation to
Saussure’s concept of signification (1983). According to Williams, this relationship
becomes more difficult to identify when meaning is generated and controlled by social
rules. Thus, as the process of significations relies on the supposition that a word as a
signifier acquires its meaning (the signified) on the basis of the context it occurs in,
Williams did not identify any particular type of text or context for the analysis of the
meanings of keywords. Instead, he relied on an arbitrary selection of words that he felt
to be significant, by looking at their decontextualized etymological variations in Oxford
English Dictionary and making his own commentary on the historical and contemporary

meanings of these keywords. Describing this theoretical problem, Williams deliberately,
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limited his analysis to the salient meanings of the keywords, without focusing on a

particular process of signification or the context that the keywords occurred in.

With regard to the methodological problem highlighted in Williams approach, this
relates to the data the approach relied upon. Since the data was based on Williams’
personal commentaries on the etymological variations in OED and his own reading, the
approach lacks the objectivity needed to explicate the socio-historical meanings of these
keywords. In addition, Williams admits that there was a lack of the data in terms of the
examples of usage of some keywords, and thus he contributed a number of examples of
his own (1983:19). This implies that the analysis of the development and the senses of
the keywords was based on personal preferences, which led to the possibility of the work
not being completely objective. Furthermore, this reliance on personal data was
expected to trigger a larger problem, contradicting the primary mission of the book in
terms of studying keywords, which is of not reflective of the wider use of the keywords

by different people in additional contexts.

Another consideration in reference to Williams’ analysis is the focus on the salient
senses of the keywords, without considering their complex or discursive variations.
Williams referred to the difficulty of analysing the meanings of the keywords used in
conflicts. He stated that he found a major issue to be that he found they “could not really
be thought through” due to the social conflicts and controversies around them (1983:16).
Although he was aware of the existence of the social disputes over the meanings of
some keywords and the significance of analysing the contested meanings in the social
context, he did not conduct such an analysis. Instead, he chose to analyse the salient
meanings of the keywords, although his central aim was to “show that some social and
historical process occur within language” (1983:22). This limitation could be considered
as an extension of the problem of signification, since no particular text-type or context
could be identified for analysis. Additionally, this could be considered a key consequence
of the lack of a theoretical frame of meaning to this method of analysis, as referred to

above.

The theoretical and methodological limitations of Williams’ approach discussed
highlight the necessity to introduce other approaches to keywords analysis. Thus,
alongside Williams approach, other approaches offer theories and methods that to some
extent can resolve the deficits of Williams’ approach. They include approaches that
consider the discursive meanings of keywords and/or the socio-political context beyond
that meanings. One of these approaches is the Stubbs approach, which will be discussed

in detail in the following section.
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3.3 Corpus-based Cultural keywords

Drawing on Williams’ approach to keywords analysis, Michael Stubbs (2001)
proposed a systematic approach to studying cultural keywords. Stubbs’ approach
intended offered a linguistic analysis method to investigate the meaning of cultural
keywords using Corpus Linguistics. Cultural keywords are “nodes around which
ideological battles are fought” (2001:188). By utilising Corpus Linguistics, Stubbs aimed
to present linguistic evidence for the meanings of the analysed keywords. Unlike
Williams’ analysis, which was based on personal commentaries, Stubbs’ use of a large

corpus provided a relatively objective analysis.

In Stubbs’ analysis of cultural keywords, he chose to examine the meaning of
some of Williams’ (1983) keywords, such as ethnic, standards and community, in order
to demonstrate how these keywords can be analysed using corpus linguistics. Similar to
Williams’ objectives for keywords analysis, Stubbs wanted to examine synchronically and
diachronically, the meaning of keywords in use and in relation to other words. Thus, the
data used for the analysis includes etymological data from a large historical dictionary
and a 200-million-word corpus of contemporary English. A major difference between
Williams’ and Stubbs’ analysis lies in that the latter analysed the meanings of the
keywords on the basis of the context in which they were used, co-occurrences, and in
relation to a particular text-type, by providing examples of the uses from particular
discourse. In other words, Stubbs’ linguistic analysis of the corpus data was conducted
in relation to various semantic features, examining the meaning of keywords according
to how they co-occur with other lexical, grammatical and semantic units. In particular, he
analysed them using Sinclairs (1991) units of meaning model, which includes
collocation, colligation, semantic preference and semantic prosody. It is a model Stubbs

(2007:177) considers to be “a powerful model of phrasal units of meaning”.

This model of Sinclair's is based on Firth’s contextual theory of meaning which
views that the meaning of a word is dependent principally on its relationship with co-
occurring words (1957). Following Firth, Sinclair proposes a model of four types of lexico-
semantic relations that can help with analysing particular words in terms of their co-
occurring words. On the basis of Sinclair (1991), Stubbs (2001: 64-65) addressed the
structure of these types of relations. The first point was the collocation relation, which is
a lexical relation between a node word and its collocates, i.e. surrounding words.
Colligation on the other hand concerns the relationship between a lexical unit and a
grammatical one; i.e. how a lexical item frequently co-occurs with a grammatical

category. The other two units of meaning, semantic preference and prosody, are the
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most essential to consider, as they are strongly related to the analysis of the salient
semantic and discursive features of words in which they are partial relation to, which is

the scope of this research.

Following Stubbs (2001), semantic preference units concern the relation between a word
and a set of semantically related words. An example of this is Stubbs’ analysis of the
semantic preferences of the cultural word Standard in a 200-million-word corpus. He
found that it co-occurs with other words to indicate the meaning of ‘normal’ such as
(method, practice and routine) and with other set of words to signal the meaning of ‘moral
principles’ such as (decency, fairness and morality) (2001:155). Semantic prosody
relation, on the other hand, or what Stubbs preferred to call ‘discourse prosody’ is the
expression of a speaker’s attitude towards a particular word or expression. Stubbs
preferred the term ‘discourse prosody’, since he argues that it implies a relationship
between speakers and other people, through attitudes expressed and based on a
speaker’s assumptions and his view of the world, which is important for identifying the
authorial stance towards a particular discourse, based on deliberate section of lexical
items. Another reason Stubbs highlights, is that the term ‘discourse prosody’ has a role
in creating discourse coherence (2001:66). Another typical definition of semantic
prosody was introduced by Louw (1993: 30), as “consistent aura of meaning with which
a form is imbued by its collocates”. Louw’s definition of semantic prosody implies
discursive levels of underlying meanings, which then support Stubbs’ view, entitling it
discourse prosody. An example Louw gives is that of a corpus-based analysis, which he
conducted on the word ‘utterly’. This analysis revealed that the word has negative
semantic prosody, as it co-occurs with words of negative meanings. Considering that
Stubbs (2001) and Louw (1993) address Sinclair’s (1991) units of meaning, several other
scholars, mainly corpus linguists have employed the units of meaning model in their
examination of the meaning of particular keywords, such as feminism (Jaworska and
Krishnamurthy 2012), elderly (Mautner 2007), Muslims (Baker 2010), sleaze (Orpin
2005) and Wahhabism (Salama 2011).

These studies attempted to combine a macro and a relatively micro analysis in order to
examine how particular keywords are represented. This was specifically conducted by
combining statistical corpus linguistics tools to the units of meaning model, with a specific
focus on semantic preference and prosody relations. By utilising corpus linguistics, these
studies were able to analyse an extensive body of decontextualized corpus data. In
particular, their analysis was dependent on text fragments, collocations and the
concordance lines, from a large corpus rather than investigating whole coherent texts.

This reliance on largely decontextualized data cannot provide a critical in-depth
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examination of the preferences or prosodies in the text. This criticism was generally

taken into account by Widdowson (1998). He argued:

This analysis yields many a fascinating fact about frequency of occurrence
and patterns of co-occurrence. But what it cannot yield is information about
how the texts thus analysed interacted with contextual conditions to realise
discourse. (1998:712)

This issue could be more problematic than this, especially in critical studies that
require analysis of the social context. Mautner (2008:141) has pointed out that wide-
scale discursive phenomena that can be found, e.g. in argumentative texts, cannot be
captured through corpus techniques alone, and thus there is the need to examine the full
texts. Therefore, in the context of analysing socially contested keywords, corpus analysis
techniques cannot be used in isolation, and thus it is necessary to conduct a critical

analysis of a sample of whole texts to comprehend the whole picture.

Another consideration here is that Stubbs (2001), as well as the authors of these
studies, has argued that the keywords they aim to analyse are ideologically contested.
Despite this argument, these studies have not investigated the ideological context, nor
have they examined in depth how keywords are contested and debated. Instead their
analysis was limited to the salient semantic meanings and the changes in these
meanings across texts and over times. An exception to this is the study conducted by
Salama (2011). Salama (2011) attempted to examine how the node Wahhabism (Saudi
Islam) has been ideologically contextualized across opposing discourses by looking at
collocation. This study involved a corpus-based analysis of the units of meanings
combined with a CDA approach. In particular, Salama attempted to analyse the
recontextulisation of ‘Wahhabism’ through the application of Sinclair's (1991) model
within a particular theoretical CDA framework called ‘classification schemes’ as identified
by Fairclough (2001:114) as how “vocabulary is organised in discourse type”. This
‘classification scheme’ used by Salama relies on two relations: textual synonymy and
textual apposition, which serve the functions of re-lexicalisation and over-lexicalisation
respectively. For example, Salama found the node ‘Wahhabism’ to be represented
negatively in the first text collocating with words such as infiltration, lobby, regime and
state constituting the meaning preference of ‘policing’ through the process of re-
lexicalisation, while it was used positively in the other text, collocating with teachings,
writings and works suggesting ‘scholarliness’ via the process of over-lexicalisation. By
the use of the two methods, Salama concludes the relations between collocations can

ideologically contribute to the recontextualisation of one discourse topic in opposing
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texts, revealing at the same time the opposing discursive voices concerning the same
topic. However, although Salama (2011) considered the ideological clash over key terms,
he did not take his analysis beyond the collocation level. This implies that he critically
analysed the meaning of the keyword on the basis of its collocates without considering
the co-text, or the whole text in which the keyword has occurred. This relates the
argument to the earlier point made by Salama (2011), whereby the method of analysis
did not represent an in-depth examination of the context since it was affected by the level

of collocation.

One of the chief advantages of Sinclair’'s corpus-based model is that it provides
an objective textual model for keywords analysis. Specifically, based on an analysis of
large corpus, the model makes it possible to examine synchronically and diachronically
the salient semantic and discursive features of keywords, including changes in their
meanings across texts and time. In other words, this model gives a general sense of the
textual trends and patterns surrounding the construction of particular lexical items (Baker
2010). In general, corpus-based analysis offers an objective analysis, in the sense that
it allows the user to access a wide range of textual patterns. In this regard, Baker
(2010:313) has argued that reliance on corpus data helps to “reduce research bias”, as
it is based on a large number of texts rather than a choice of just a few articles with a
particular stance. O'Halloran and Coffin (2004), on the other hand, referred to the use of
large corpora for the analysis of critical studies. They state that corpus-based analysis
plays a crucial role in avoiding the over-interpretation caused by too focused analysis on
a low number of texts in critical studies. However, they pointed out that too heavy
dependence on corpus analysis could lead to an under-interpretation of the discursive
phenomena under critical analysis. Thus, in order to achieve a balanced analysis and
avoid the over-interpretation and under-interpretation of a text, they suggest combining
Corpus Linguistics methods with critical linguistics methods (2004). Thus, it can be said
that Corpus Linguistics techniques provide a general insight into textual trends across a
corpus, but still do not offer an in-depth examination of the socio-political implications
informing these lexical patterns. Therefore, there is a need for critical approaches to
analyse critically what is beyond the text, and the socio-historical and socio-political

contexts beyond a particular representation of a keyword.

3.4 Critical approaches to the analysis of keywords

Several scholars have attempted to provide a qualitative analysis of ideologically
contested keywords. In particular, they have sought to analyse the context behind a

particular usage of ideological keywords in-depth. Some of these studies did not rely on
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a particular theoretical framework, such as those by Amoretti and Fuentes (2012) and
De Beaugrande (1999). Amoretti and Fuentes (2012), for instance, attempted to examine
diachronically how the node ‘Islah’/reform has been ideologically contested in authorial
contexts in Maghreb states. On the basis of a critical review of literature on the historical
and socio-political contexts of the Maghreb, Amoretti and Fuentes (2012) attempted to
find out how the meaning of ‘Islah’ has been shaped and developed by reformists from
different ideological and political parties. For instance, they reviewed the historical
development and socio-political usage of the word ‘Islah’; how it was initially used by the
end of colonisation era and its use by two main political trends; the liberals and the

Salafists.

These two political groups have assessed the term ‘Islah’ within the modernity
debate, resulting in two conceptual trends whereby the liberals linked the ‘Islah’ concept
to the term ‘tahdeeth’ (modernisation), and the Salafists adopted the term ‘nahdha’
(renaissance) to describe the project of ‘Islah’. Amoretti and Fuentes (2012) conclude
that ‘Islah’ has been used dichotomously by the two ideological trends, which resulted in
a conceptual duality represented in the case of ‘Islah’ by the use of the concepts of
‘Tahdith’ and ‘Nahda’. The positive aspect of this study is that it is based on a context
analysis of the literature, which makes it a critical contextualised study of the keyword,
unlike the previously discussed corpus of non-contextualised studies. However, since
this study was based on a review of a literature, no textual data or methodological and
theoretical framework was used, and they failed to provide a well-grounded analysis for
the use of ideological nodes in their socio-political contexts. In addition, the analysis of
the study was generalised in terms of the contexts of the three states of Maghreb without
distinguishing between the regional contexts addressed by the three states of Tunisia,

Algeria and Morocco, which have different political and social systems.

De Beaugrande (1999), undertook a comparative analysis of the ideological
keyword ‘liberalism’ in three specific regional contexts, the United States, the United
Kingdom and South Africa. For the analysis, he suggested using a large number of texts
with particular focus on examining qualitatively the concordance lines of a particular
ideological expression; interpreting its meaning on the basis of the context it occurs in,
and then suggesting in-depth investigation of some uses of that particular ideological
expression in various contexts. This suggestion is based on arguments De Beaugrande
posited in relation to how ideology or ideological expressions should be investigated. He
argues that ideology is a component of unconscious human awareness, which is difficult
to recognise and to inspect. Therefore, he concludes that ideology should be investigated

explicitly, within the order of discourse, by analysing the terms that indicate an ideology
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such as Liberalism. These arguments comprise part of De Beaugrande’s criticism of
discourse analysis approaches in terms of their view on investigating ideology. He
criticised in particular the CDA view of ideology, which states that ideologies cannot be
read explicitly from texts because texts are open to different interpretations that might
vary in their ideological meaning. De Beaugrande’s (1999) criticism entails the CDA
investigation of the implicit ideology in texts, with different interpretations that are partial,
since the analysis is dependent on the interpreters’ choice and analysis of a small
number of texts. This reliance on just a few texts also reduces confidence in the results
of research, since it does not reflect the wider ideological significance possible that can
be revealed when examining a larger number of texts providing the same discourse.
Therefore, De Beaugrande (1999) suggested investigating ideology explicitly, by
examining a large set of contexts for a particular ideological key term on the basis of
large number of texts. De Beaugrande (1999:273) also suggested using corpus
linguistics with discourse approaches to investigate ideology, to “find unexpected leads
toward relations between discourse and society”, which can then only be identified when
investigating a large body of authentic natural data. However, while he refers to the
possibility of using corpus linguistics to complement discourse studies, he points out that
CDA cannot possible be combined with corpus studies. De Beaugrande attributed this
to the different nature of the analysis of both approaches discussed earlier, in which CDA
analysis is based on personal intuition about only a few texts, while corpus analysis is
based on a confident objective analysis of wider texts and contexts. However, this
argument regarding combining CDA and corpus analysis has been addressed recently
by many scholars (Baker et al. 2008; Gabrielatos and Baker 2008; Baker 2012; Salama
2011; Amer 2012). Before discussing studies that have combined a large number of texts
with discourse approaches to investigate particular expressions or nodes, a review of
some discourse approaches and their views regarding ideological keywords and

meaning is necessary.

3.4.1 Discourse Theory

Discourse Theory was developed by Laclau and Mouffe (1985). Drawing critically
upon Marxist theory of ideology and discourse, Laclau and Mouffe view discourse as not
limited to language but including all social practices and power relations. Thus, they
consider language as a part of these practices, in which they all constitute “worlds of
related objects that form the identities of social actors” (Howarth 2000:101). In general,
DT is predicated on the notion that all social practices, including language are
meaningful, and that their meaning is obtained through systems of significant differences.

These meanings are subjects of ongoing contestation or in Laclau’s terms, they are
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“constantly negotiated and constructed” (1988:254). The articulation of the meaning of
these practices, or in other words the formation of discourse is determined by what
Laclau and Mouffe (1985) called ‘articulatory practice’. Articulatory practice concerns the
formation of relationships among elements that formulate discourse, in which these
elements fix partially the meaning of this discourse. In Laclau and Mouffe terms

(1985:113) articulatory practice is identified as:

The construction of nodal points which partially fix meaning; and the
partial character of this fixation proceeds from the openness of the
social, a result, in its turn, of the constant overflowing of every discourse

by the infinitude of the field of discursivity.

It is apparent from this definition that the elements that formulate discourse in the
practice of articulation can be referred to as ‘nodal points’. They have been defined by
Laclau and Mouffe as “privileged signifiers that fix the meaning of a signifying chain”
(1985:112). In concrete terms, nodal points are central signifiers around which
discourses are organised. They constitute together a particular system of meanings
(discourse) or a ‘chain of signification’ that assign meanings to other signifiers within that
discourse (Rear and Jones 2013). For example, the discourse of Thatcherism is
constituted and organised through nodal points such as ‘free economy’, ‘monetarism’
and ‘strong state’ (Hoawrth 2000). While these nodal points constitute the meaning(s) of
particular discourse, these meanings are not fixed but are of partial fixation. In this
regard, Laclaue and Mouffe (1985) have argued that full fixation of meaning is impossible
to achieve. The fixation of meaning remains partial because of the openness of the social
context, which results from the continuous overflow into discourse by the field of
discursivity. Otherwise, the full fixation of meaning would lead social actions to repeat an
existing system of meanings, which would make it impossible to construct new nodal
points that partially fix meaning (Howarth 2000: 103). In contrast, full openness of
meaning would lead to a large number of meanings, in which case the construction of
meanings or discourse would be impossible: “a discourse incapable of generating any

fixity of meaning is the discourse of the psychotic” (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 112).

This issue of the fixation of meaning within the openness of society was tackled
by Laclau and Mouffe (1985) in their distinction between the concepts of ‘contingent
elements’ in a discursive field and ‘necessary moments’ of a particular discourse.
‘Contingent elements’ are part of the discursive field, in which the discursive field that
exisited outside discourse is open and holds an overflow of meanings. ‘Necessary

moments’, on the other hand, are part of particular discourses, in which these discourses
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offer partial fixation of social meaning with a particular order in that field of meaning. The
existence of these contingent elements in the discursive field affect particular discourses
preventing complete closure. These contingent elements penetrate into discourse and
become ‘necessary moments’ in that discourse, which is then partially fixed. Thus, a
particular discourse that constitutes a system of meanings cannot be fully closed, as it is
vulnerable to the contingent elements that exist in the discursive field, which enter
discourse and construct new meanings in that discourse. This process has been called
by Laclau and Mouffe (1985:110-111) the ‘discursive exterior as the ‘necessary
moments’ of discourse are penetrated by ‘contingent elements’. This indicates that the
full closure and openness of meaning is impossible in the view of DT as full closure would
exclude all other meanings that exist in the discursive field, and full openness would
provide no meaning for a particular discourse or society (Laclaue and Mouffe 1985:112).
An example of this process was provided by Howarth (2000) in reference to the British
state, whereby contingent elements, such as the political project by Mrs Thatcher entered
discourse and articulated a new system of meaning, or nodal points, for the British state.

However, this view on the partial fixation of social meaning led to problems
determining the extent of the partiality the meaning or discourse should adhere to. In
particular, if the discourse cannot be closed, how is the formation of society, as a
meaningful system, then possible? In other words: if the social practices in discourse are
relational and open for contingent meanings, how can the identity of a society be
realised? This issue was addressed by Laclau and Mouffe (1985) by asserting Gramsci’s
(1971) view on the primacy of politics in their social ontology. This posits that social
systems, which are realised as constructed sets of discourses, are political formations
including the constitution of antagonism and of social struggle for power. As these
systems of social relations are of a political nature; they obtain their meanings, or social
practices, via the struggle for social power, while being vulnerable to the contingent
forces that attempt to construct and gain power in the social site. In concrete terms, the
construction of society or discourse is a result of competing hegemonic struggle
attempting to impose their projects on society (Howarth 2000:120). This conception of
the political construction of society is what Laclau and Mouffe base their political theory
of discourse on. Thus, they introduce three main concepts, which are social antagonism,

political subjectivity and hegemony (Howarth 2000), as will be explained below.

The first of these concepts, social antagonism has to do with conflicts where
social agents are unable to acquire their identities and interests because they represent
an enemy who is responsible for this failure. In other words, this process of antagonism

occurs when a particular identity - or discourse — is opposed by another where the
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formation of these identities cannot be fully articulated as they are contested by these
forces preventing it from a full closure. This indicates that each identity is threatened by
other antagonistic identities, in which case it represents these identities negatively in
order to be stabilised as a meaningful discursive system (Howarth 2000:106). Within this
political process of antagonism, Laclau and Mouffe (1985) have introduced two main
cases in which antagonism is constructed in a discursive field of opposing discourses,
including the logic of equivalence and the logic of difference. The logic of equivalence
occurs when more than one existing identities or discourses construct a negative identity,
or a discursive exterior, representing it as a threat that attempt to dissolute the solidarity
of these identities. An example of this is the national liberation movements oppressed by
the apartheid system in South Africa; when they united against apartheid referring to
them negatively as white racists (Howarth 2000:107). On the other hand, the logic of
difference accounts for lessening the differences between different social groups instead
of displacing them in order to maintain dominance and hegemony. This can be made
possible by breaking the existing chains of equivalence and integrating the disarticulated
elements in a particular formation. An example of this is contrary to the earlier point, as
in this case the apartheid system attempted to disrupt the chain of equivalence made by
the national movements in an attempt to dislocate calls for a democratic South Africa to
maintain the dominance (Howarth 2000:107).

Political subjectivity as the second central concept in DT, concerns how social
actors attain and live out their identities, as well as their role as agents in the construction
of social structures (Laclau and Mouffe 1985). This process emerges out of the
contingency of discourses that would alter their identities. In other words, the identity of
social actors can be constructed and transformed through contingent discursive forces,
in which case the social actors are forced to identify with new identities. For instance,
capitalism has added new fields of meaning to particular societies dislocating pre-

existing identities and imposing an identity crisis on social actors (Howarth 2000:109).

The third concept which is hegemony, and which is the most related to the scope
of this thesis, includes combining different identities and political powers under a
common project, as well as the construction of new social orders from various scattered
elements. The objective of hegemonic projects is to construct and stabilize nodal points
that form the basis of a social order, the main aim being to become a social imaginary,
i.e. the horizon that “is not one among other objects but an absolute limit which structures
a field of intelligibility and is thus the condition of possibility of the emergence of any
object” (Laclau 1990: 64). This view of hegemony is based on Gramsci's (1971)

conception of it, which is not only limited to the common notion that views hegemony as
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a struggle between social classes for particular interests. Instead, Gramsci (Cited in
Howarth 2000:109) extends this narrow conception of hegemony to include the
articulation of different social institutions and forces in a new hegemonic bloc. Herein,
Gramsci (1971) transforms the interests of social classes into the interests of the whole
of society as a ‘collective will’ that constitutes universal interests and forces. This concept
of hegemony was developed by Laclau and Mouffe in three stages, in which they linked
it (especially in the final stages) to the discursive construction of social practices. In the
first model, Laclau (1977) and Mouffe (1979) based the hegemony concept on the role
of fundamental social classes that aim to transform the whole nation according to their
interests. In this model, they challenge the view that ideological appeals and calls to the
nation belong to a particular class, but instead they are contingent elements articulated
by antagonistic hegemonic projects that attempt to assign classes with particular

meanings and connotations.

This notion of hegemonic practices as contingent elements was developed by
Laclau and Mouffe (1985) in their second model of the conception of hegemony. They
argued that all ideological elements and social agents in discourse are contingent and
negotiable. The articulatory practices of these contingent elements are possible because
of the openness of social relations, whereby these contingent elements penetrate from
the open field of discursivity to enter a particular discourse and become nodal points.
Specifically, hegemonic practices occur within the presence of antagonistic forces in the
social field and within the existence of contingent elements articulated by opposing
forces, in an attempt to hegemonize them (Laclau and Mouffe 1985:136). Laclau and
Mouffe (1985:142) view these hegemonic practices as serving the function of stabilising
systems of meaning or discourses or ‘hegemonic formations’. Thus, when these
hegemonic formations are achieved, they become organised and centred upon the
articulation of nodal points that constitute privileged signifiers and condense meanings

that are partially fixed.

The third model of hegemony, which is the most recent and relates most to this
thesis is the notion of the contingency of elements which has been furtherly developed
to be formed around the concept of ‘empty signifiers’. Laclau, at this stage, viewed
hegemony as a procedure of filling empty signifiers with meaning. Thus, empty signifiers
have been identified as signifiers without a particular signified and charging a concept
with a meaning is recognised as a hegemonic practice (Laclau 1996; 2007). ‘Empty
signifiers’ emerge through dislocations where a discursive exterior attempts to be
hegemonic in a particular society (Laclau 1996; 2007). In particular, the emergence of

empty signifiers presupposes the presence of a social structure with unknown entities,
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in which these entities are both constituted and threatened by a discursive exterior.
According to Laclau (1990:44), these indeterminate entities represent a constitutive
impossibility in a society in which they can only be obtained and constituted through the
production of an empty signifier that can be filled with absent objectives and meanings

in society.

In other words, empty signifiers emerge within the existence of antagonism in
which they play a crucial role in uniting different groups in the chain of equivalence (the
logic of difference) and they function as a threat to the existing groups in the chain of
difference (the logic of equivalence). In the case of the chain of equivalence, an empty
signifier is produced by different groups, in which each attempt to fill it with their own
meaning to unite under one project and gain hegemony and acceptance in society. An
example of this is the concept of ‘nationalism’, which can be used as an empty signifier
by different groups to centre their identities on a common project and ensure hegemony
(Laclau 1996:100). On the other hand, within the chain of differences, a particular system
of meaning or identity dominates society and excludes the other entities that see it as a
negative threat. Due to the openness of society and the contingency of meaning, these
dominant entities are vulnerable to the discursive exterior which represent a threat to the
system. Thus, in this case, an empty signifier is imposed by excluded entities struggling
for power; therefore, this empty signifier constitutes “a signifier of pure threat, of pure
negativity and of the simply excluded element” (Laclau 1996:38). It is through the empty
signifier that excluded entities can achieve hegemony and acceptance in society, while
at the same time constituting a threat to the dominant group. This latter case of the empty
signifier is important in this thesis, since it concerns the contestation of alibraliyah as a

key signifier between antagonistic groups within the logic of equivalence.

Within the latter case of the concept of an empty signifier, other related concepts
have been introduced by Laclau (1996), which are dislocation, myth and social
imaginary. These are related, in the sense that they constitute and elaborate upon the
process of the contingency of elements from the field of discursivity, to a particular
discourse or system of meanings. Thus, dislocation concerns those events that do not
exist in the discursive order, and which act to disrupt that order (Laclau 1996). These
dislocations are operated by a discursive exterior that attempts to serve as a contingent
element in a particular discourse or society. Myth and social imaginary result from this
disruption, as they emerge through the spaces they create. Thus, Myths are “new spaces
of representations which attempt to cover over dislocations” (Howarth 2000:111). In
Laclau’s terms, the mythical space represents “an alternative to the logical form of the

dominant structural discourse” (Laclau 1990:62). In concrete terms, it represents a
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disrupting element to the dominant social structure, through attempting to impose absent
social demands on the social structure as an alternative. Thus, if a myth succeeds in
overcoming dislocations and incorporating a significant set of social interests, it becomes
hegemonic and thereby transformed into a social imaginary. Thus, Laclau (1990:64)
defines the social imaginary as an “absolute limit which structures a field of intelligibility
and is thus the condition of possibility of the emergence of any object” due to the

openness of the social space and the contingency of elements.

The relationship between the concept of an empty signifier and the concepts of
dislocation, myth and social imaginary were interpreted by Norval (2000) in his
theoretical study of how ideology can be investigated, and its process of decontestation.
Norval (2000) focuses particularly on explaining the process of the decontestation of
conceptual formation of ideology, and how it is transformed from a contested empty
signifier to a decontested hegemonic system of meaning. This is achieved by discussing
the concept of empty signifier, as a form of the attempt of dislocation, which relates to
the ideological discursive construction of socio-political identities. He argued that the
‘empty signifier’ concept is strongly related to the study of ideology since “the study of
ideology is the study of the mechanism which makes the illusion possible” (Norval
2000:18). He clarified further, by stating that each new ideology that emerges out of
dislocation in a society, such as nationalism and populism, should be linked to a
particular set of social orders. These ideologies become hegemonic and decontested
when the existing social order is dislocated and overcome by myth. This myth works to
re-establish the closure of meaning when a social order has been dislocated, and it then
succeeds in becoming a social imaginary. Thus, if ideology fails to introduce a particular
set of orders or objectives it then becomes an empty signifier. It is an empty signifier in
this case as it fails to fill the signifier with the interests and objectives it should carry out.
Therefore, ideological struggles are “struggles over the filling out of such empty
signifiers” (Norval 2000:19). Though he discussed the relationship between these
concepts in relation to ideology, he did not clarify the particular relationship between
empty signifiers and myth. In particular, if myth and empty signifiers are used to dislocate
and disrupt the dominant social order or discourse, we ask what the differences are
between the two concepts. In other words, if the empty signifier represents a signifier
that needs to be filled with meaning, we must ask if myth serves as an element of
dislocation that functions to fill an absence in the social structure by contributing meaning

to the empty signifier.

This problem with the explanation and application of DT concepts in the literature

has been addressed by Howarth (2000). He states that these theoretical concepts
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remain overly abstract and vague, and thus were difficult for researchers working with
DT to apply. Howarth (1998) stated that Laclau and Mouffe set these theoretical concepts
without providing a methodological guideline for researchers, moreover, they did not
clarify these concepts through a set of questions and hypotheses. In order to overcome
this, Howarth suggested using DT as a theoretical basis for case studies closely related
to the assumptions and concepts of DT. A number of studies have since attempted to
use the theoretical concepts of DT (Brown 2015; Carpentier and De Cleen 2007;
Stavrakakis 2000).

For example, Brown (2015) attempted to analyse the different contexts of the
‘sustainability’ concept, by seeking to discover whether it is an empty signifier or not.
Drawing on Laclau’s (1990) theory and on literature that concerns the concept of
‘sustainability’, Brown argues that sustainability is an empty signifier, as it has been
contested, throughout history, amongst different socio-political groups, who use it for
their own interests to maintain power and fail to fill it with particular meaning or objectives.
This is based on the factor that ‘sustainability’ has been imposed by different political
groups to maintain their hegemonic power, serving as dislocation of current progress
objectives and acting as an empty promise for a better future. In particular, sustainability
has been imposed as a promising alternative to the existing socio-economic structure,
proffering empty objectives for ecological, social, economic, political and moral fields.
Suitability as an empty signifier in this case is consistent with Laclau’s (1996) view of the
empty signifier as it is a process that emerges out of dislocations within a discursive
order, and this process is subject to hegemonic struggle within the existence of
antagonistic forces. Although, this study attempted to analyse the discourse of particular
case studies in relation to DT concepts, it did not base its analysis on empirical data or
textual analysis. This is because the linguistic analysis of discourse is not of his primary
concern, although it can assist in providing an empirical analysis of discourse as a

meaningful system.

For a textual analysis of DT concept, Howarth (2000) suggested the possibility of
using CDA with DT, although he did not clarify how these two approaches can be
combined. He points to the idea that discourse analysis approaches, such as CDA might
be helpful as a mechanism for providing ways into investigating the theoretical concepts
of DT empirically (Howarth 2000:142). An attempt to combine both approaches by means
of employing textual analysis was conducted by Montessori (2011) and Rear and Jones
(2013). Rear and Jones’ (2013) study was situated in the context of a struggle between
two dominant discourses, new-liberalism and conservatism, which evaluated a number

of key signifiers in the texts of education policies in Japan produced by the office of the
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prime minister. In their textual analysis of 10 education policy documents, Rear and
Jones (2013) attempted to employ the CDA notion of intertextuality while employing the
DT concepts of hegemony, nodal points and articulation. In particular, they attempted to
identify the key signifiers or the nodal points in opposing discourses in the 10 texts, to
identify the two distinctive discourses and the hegemony achieved through the fixation
of meaning. Their analysis demonstrated that neo-liberalism and conservatism
discourses are marked by a number of signifiers, while neo-liberalism is marked with
nodal points, such as ‘individual freedom’, ‘rights’ and ‘critical thinking’, whereas
conservatism discourse is centred around the nodal points of ‘patriotism’, ‘traditional
norms’ and ‘morality’. Although this study refers to the aim of investigating intertextuality
and changes in discourse, it does not show a diachronic shift in discourse nor the

mechanism of this shift.

Additionally, even though Rear and Jones (2013) study made a good attempt at
relating the theoretical concepts of DT to the textual-oriented approach of CDA, it
highlighted a major point in terms of how they identified the nodal points in texts. The
study did not identify the base, in which the assigned terms can be considered nodal
points in discourse. This explains the difficulty with applying theoretical concepts of DT
in textual analysis, as in this case of identifying the nodal points in existing dominant

discourses; in the chain of equivalence.

Montessori (2011) developed a theoretical-methodological framework to analyse
hegemony in discourse by means of combining DT with CDA. In the context of her study,
which concerns the struggle for power between president Salina and the EZLN Party in
Mexico, she integrates the theoretical view of DT on hegemony with methodological
approaches to CDA developed by Fairclough and Wodak. In particular, she analysed
speeches from both groups, comparing the narratives of each to identify the DT concepts
of hegemony, which are the nodal points, and the empty signifiers along with the myth
and social imaginary. By employing content analysis, and the analysis of strategies
based on DT, she suggests that the keyword ‘modernisation’ operates as a nodal point
in Salina’s narratives, since it has been achieved, while the word ‘democracy’ operates
as an empty signifier in EZLN narratives as it is represented a promise for the future not
yet realised. She also concludes that Salina’s narrative represents an imaginary, while

EZLN narrative operates as a myth since, it has not been achieved as yet.

As Montessori (2011) study that combines DT with CDA focuses on the case
study of the power struggle in Mexico, the combination between both approaches can

be tackled in different ways depending on the case study. This view is supported by
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Howarth (2000:142) who states that the success of the application of Discourse Theory
concepts along with its integration with empirical methods such as CDA depends on its
close relation to the case under study. Thus, in the case of this study, the aim is to employ
the theoretical concepts of empty signifier and dislocation to the presence of antagonistic
relations between two groups, within the logic of equivalence, attempting specifically to
study how alibraliyah has been imposed as an empty signifier by antagonistic forces in
their struggle for power. In order to apply these concepts and overcome their theoretical
limitations, they will be combined with textually-oriented methods of CDA especially as
both approaches view discourse as a social struggle over power in the theoretical level.
Before explaining how the theoretical concepts of DT can be combined with CDA, a

review of the CDA approach is necessary, as will be discussed in the following section.

3.4.2 Critical Discourse Analysis approach (CDA)

The Critical Discourse Analysis approach (CDA) primarily concerns how
language usage reflects the ideological relations of power and dominance. It considers
language as a crucial form of social practice that ideologically affects the power relations
among social groups in social institutions, as well as representing those power relations
(Fairclough and Wodak 1997: 258). CDA is also considered a problem—oriented
approach, and thus it is interdisciplinary (Wodak and Meyer 2001). This is because it is
driven by a particular problem positioned in a particular social context, and therefore
attempts to analyse the causes of the existence of the problem on the basis of discursive
strategies and the ideology that produced it. Thus, it is necessarily interdisciplinary, due
to its broadly set objective to analyse the relationship between language use and social
theory.

This main notion of CDA has been prominently developed by Norman Fairclough.
Fairclough’s main interests include discourse as the major component of social struggle
and its effect in the eras of globalisation, new-liberalism and new capitalism (Fairclough
1989, 1992, 2000). Other major contributors to CDA are Teun Van Dijk and Ruth Wodak.
Van Dijk provided a socio-cognitive theory with a special interest in subjects related to
the discourse of ethnicity and racism (1998, 2008). Wodak, on the other hand, developed
DHA from the perspective of an interest in the discursive construction of identity and
nationalism (1999, 2007). However, in this review, the focus will be on CDA, and how it
views language (discourse) as the main locus of social conflict and struggle. In particular,
Fairclough’s theoretical view on the relation between language use (the micro) and the
social context (the macro) will be reviewed in reference to DHA that operationalises this

relationship through the linguistic analysis of the discursive strategies used in texts.
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Fairclough (1989) attempted to demonstrate the relationship between the micro
and the macro by introducing the relationship between the concepts of the common
sense of discourse and ideology and how these are generated in the course of social
struggle. It is not a straightforward relationship but an interconnected one, which can
contribute to an understanding of how discourse (language use) reveals the ideological
power relations. Common sense, according to Fairclough (1989) refers to the meanings
or assumptions that are drawn from texts and made by interpreters on the basis of their
background knowledge. From a CDA position, these assumptions lead to discourse
coherence; a coherence situated by the interpreter himself based on his assumptions
and expectations. These assumptions are implicit, and this implies that they are to an

extent also ideological.

Fairclough (1989) argued that common sense is to varying degrees ideological,
to the extent it contributes to sustaining unequal power relations or establishing solidarity
among the members of a particular social group. Therefore, if common sense is
ideological, it is part of the social struggle for power. The interconnection of the
relationship here lies in Fairclough’s (1989) statement that common sense either exists
primarily in the interpreters’ minds or is imposed by an ideology. This implies that the text
here is the most crucial aspect, as assumptions and the meanings of language
expressions are either imposed ideologically in the text by the text producer and/or exist
primarily in the interpreters’ minds. In other words, the ideological struggle is evidenced
in texts, as these texts are generated in the course of social struggle. Thus the meaning
of discourse is subject to constant change as ideologies vary and represent a struggle
for social power. Otherwise, the meaning would be fixed, which according to Fairclough
will then indicate the uniformity of ideology; whereby one discourse of power gains

dominance over another.

The relationship between common sense and ideology can be simplified by
providing an example of the meaning of words, and this is the main objective of this
thesis. Fairclough (1989:93) argued that the meaning of a word is one dimension of
common sense and that it is frequently mistakenly treated as a matter of fact. In order to
demonstrate that meanings are not simply definite, he discussed two aspects of the
meaning of words, which are; 1) the variability of meaning and 2) the nature of meaning

systems.

The variability of meaning arises because a word has a range of meanings within
society. This opposes the general tendency to underestimate the extent of variations of

the meanings of a word within society as represented in the fixed variations provided in
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a dictionary in which Fairclough argues that a dictionary “is very much a product of the
process of codification of standard languages, and thus closely tied to the notion that
words have fixed meanings” (1989:93). Fairclough also demonstrated that the meanings
of a word vary ideologically in the course of social struggle. This ideological variation is
closely associated with the second aspect of the meaning of words, which is the nature
of meaning systems. According to Fairclough, the meaning of a word is not isolated or
independent but is dependent on the meaning of the neighbouring words in the text. This
is a view originally introduced by Firth in his contextual theory of meaning (1957), (see
section 3.3). Fairclough’s notion differs from Firth’s, in the sense that the meaning of a
word is, discursively rather than semantically, dependent on the meaning of the adjacent

words in a text produced at the site of an ideological struggle.

These two aspects of meaning, the variability of meaning and the nature of
meaning systems, were demonstrated by Fairclough when exemplifying the meaning of
the word ‘ideology’. In terms of the variety of meanings, he stated that the word itself has
no single fixed meaning, but has a large variety of meanings depending on the
ideological context it is produced in. He gave the example of the meaning of ‘ideology’ in
the American post-war sense. He stated that it was then used as a synonym for the word
‘totalitarianism’, in which the latter is used to subsume words such as fascism,
communism and Marxism and where the word ‘ideology’ was structured as ‘a weapon
against Marxism’ (Fairclough 1989:94). The point Fairclough wanted to stress here is
that the meanings of the word ideology are not randomly generated but are produced in
the course of the struggle for power between two or more meanings. Additionally, the
meaning of the word ideology depends on its relationship to other words in the

ideologically produced text.

Moreover, the assumptions made by the interpreter about a variety of meanings
is ideological and are interpreted in relation to other words that are also ideological and
based on how items are structured and how assumptions are met by interpreters. This
is to say the meanings of words are mutable, and whenever meanings such as ‘ideology’
appear to become fixed, this indicates that the social struggle over the contestation of
the word has ended as one power has gained dominance; a process which Fairclough
termed naturalisation. Consequently, if words like ideology become fixed this would
indicate that its fixed meaning is ideological as it is a result of a social struggle where
one power became dominant. According to Fairclough, this process of naturalisation,
which results in a closure of meaning is “reflected in the fixity of the dictionary of the
meanings of words” (1989:107). This indicates that all words from the CDA view are

ideological, whether socially contested or fixed as a result of a social struggle.
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This notion of CDA in relation to the ideological meaning of words has been
reflected in Fairclough’s (1995) study of the meaning of ‘enterprise’ in the British socio-
political context. Fairclough argues that notions of ‘enterprise’ are not fixed as they
appear in a dictionary. Instead, they are promoted notionally by an ideological set of
tendencies as part of the social struggle to gain a sort of power. These ideologically
articulated set of notions affects the order within society, and thus is part of cultural
change. This argument by Fairclough drew from his analysis of three speeches given
between 1985 and 1988 by Young; the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry at that
time. In particular, he examined how notions of the node ‘enterprise’ had changed over

time and the ideological strategies behind such use and change.

To analyse the speeches, he looked first at the salient features of the use of the
term ‘enterprise’. In particular, he looked at the verbal context, including collocations of
the node ‘enterprise’. The analysis revealed varying verbal contexts and changes in the
senses associated with the node ‘enterprise’ across the three analysed speeches, which
according to Fairclough reflects a change in political strategies rather than meaning.
Fairclough made an interesting point regarding the nature of the varying senses of

enterprise provided in the speeches (1995:114).

Different speeches highlight different senses, not by promoting one
sense to the exclusion of the others, but by establishing particular
configurations of meanings, particular hierarchical salience relationships
among the senses of ‘enterprise’, which can be seen to be suited to

wider strategic objectives of the speeches.

These interrelated configurations have been strategically exploited in speeches
as part of a process Fairclough labelled ‘intertextuality’. Intertextuality constitutes the
links between the texts of a particular discourse and the other categories of these texts
(1995:119). Thus, the use of intertextuality in speeches indicates the ideological potential

of positing different meanings for ‘enterprise’ to serve political strategies.

Fairclough concluded the study by discussing the ideological production and
interpretation of the text or discourse. He argues that the examination of a particular
meaning of discourse cannot be located in a single text. Instead, evaluating more than
one text is necessary to analyse the transformation of discourse over time, so as to
achieve an understanding the broader strategies behind such use or changes in the level
of text production. In this argument, Fairclough pointed out the necessity of investigating
the historical dimension of discourse or in other words the development of discourse over

time. This historical analytical dimension was provided by Wodak, a CDA scholar, in her
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model of Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA) to CDA. Thus, in relation to the CDA
approach, this thesis will employ the methodological tools of DHA within a broader
theoretical framework of CDA, introducing elements of both DHA and CDA. In general
terms, DHA offers an empirical model for analysing the discursive construction of
particular discursive phenomenon through analysing the linguistic features in texts and
providing ways to explain how discursive phenomena are nominated, assigned and

justified. A detailed review of DHA is presented in the following sub-section.

3.4.2.1 Discourse-Historical Approach

DHA was developed at the University of Vienna by Ruth Wodak and colleagues
as a component of their interdisciplinary study into the construction of ‘post war
antisemitism’ in Austria (Wodak et al 1990). It is an interdisciplinary approach combining
linguistic analysis with historical and sociological approaches. Similar to the main
approach of CDA, DHA views discourses as context-dependant semiotic practices,
including language, which are sites of social struggle for power (Reisigl and Wodak
2009:89). In its analysis of discourse, DHA integrates the historical and social
dimensions to the linguistic analysis, in order to analyse critically the change in discourse

over time, taking into account socio-political and historical contexts.

Following CDA, DHA accounted for the relation between discourse or language
and ideology. It views ideology as a “one-sided perspective or world view composed of
mental representations, convictions, opinions, attitudes and evaluation, which is shared
by members of a specific social group” (Reisigl and Wodak 2009). Ideology functions as
a means of establishing and maintaining uneven power relations (hegemony) through
discourse. Thus, discourse serves as means of producing and reproducing ideology in
various social institutions. In other words, discourse or language use is a means by which
people in power can obtain and maintain power relations. Thus, in order to unfold these
ideological power relations, DHA focuses on analysing the discursive linguistic practices
situated within this struggle for power. In particular, it provides a methodological model
for analysing discursive linguistic features that are used when expressing and

constructing social power.

To analyse discourse, DHA follows a triangulation approach and thus it is
interdisciplinary (Reisigl and Wodak 2009). This includes looking at data from various
analytical perspectives and considering various methods, theories and background
information relating to the topic under study. The DHA triangulatory approach is
grounded on the concept of ‘context’, which consists of four levels that can be analysed

recursively (Reisigl and Wodak 2009, p.93). These four dimensions of context include:
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(a) the immediate, language or text-internal co-text; (b) the intertextual and
interdiscursive relationship between utterances, texts, genres and discourse; (c) the
extra-linguistic social variables and institutional frames of a specific context of situation;
and (d) the broader socio-political and historical context, which discursive practices are
embedded in and related to. The analysis of these four levels of context serve the
function of unfolding the contextual meanings embedded in a particular discourse and

related texts.

In the analysis of the context, DHA pays special attention to the relationships of
intertextuality, interdiscursivity and recontextualisation as a means of exploring how
discourse and texts change in relation to socio-political change (Reisigl and Wodak
2009). Intertextuality signifies that texts are connected to other texts in the past and the
present. These connections between texts are constructed in various ways: through
explicit or implicit reference to a topic or a social actor, and by making references to the
same events or through transferring key arguments from one text to another.
Recontextualisation, on the other hand, concerns transferring particular elements of
discourse to new contexts. Within this process, a particular element partly obtains a new
meaning, since it is transferred to another context of meaning. The third process of
interdiscursivity relates to how discourses are linked to each other. This can be realised
through the integration of topics or sub-topics of other discourses to a particular
discourse, which is due to the openness and hybrid nature of discourses (Reisigl and
Wodak 2009). These three processes would be of particular assistance in tracing and
understanding how particular elements of discourse are constructed and transform as

they are intertextualised, recontextualised and interdiscursive.

Moreover, within the recursive contextual analysis of discourse, DHA offers an
operationalised method for analysing discourse through analysing the context-
dependent linguistic features in texts. In particular, DHA identifies several discursive
strategies that can be realised through textual analysis (Reisigl and Wodak 2009). These
strategies indicate the practices that are adopted for particular social or political
purposes. Some of these strategies include referential strategies, predicational
strategies and argumentation strategies. These discursive strategies present the
arguments of a particular group or social phenomena, which are either constructed
positively or negatively. They can be realised when asking questions such as: (a) How
are persons, objects, phenomena, processes and actions named and referred to
linguistically?; (b) What characteristics, qualities and features are attributed to social
actors, objects, phenomena, events and processes?, and (c) what arguments are

employed in the discourse in question?. To clarify how these strategies can be analysed

-49 -



in texts, Reisigl and Wodak (2001) undertook a detailed methodological account of the
procedure in which these discursive strategies can be examined in their studies of the
discourses of racism and nationalism. For example, a nomination strategy which is used
for representing social groups is constructed in the text using lexical devices such as
tropes, metaphors, metonymies or synecdoches. Predicational strategy, on the other
hand, is closely related to referential strategy in which it represents how constructed
social groups and phenomena are linguistically provided with predications. In particular,
it can be realised as “evaluative attributions of negative and positive traits in the linguistic

form of implicit or explicit predicates” (Reisigl and Wodak 2001:45).

The third discursive strategy, which is argumentation strategy, considers how
positive and negative attributions are justified, as in, for example, when justifying the
socio-political inclusion or exclusion of particular group. It comprises premises which are
content-related warrants that connect arguments with the concluding claim in the text.
According to Reisigl and Wodak (2001:55) the identification of these three strategies is
interrelated, in which e.g. the first two strategies, referential and predicational, are often
employed as premises within the argumentation strategy. Thus, argumentation
strategies could be considered of great importance when analysing discursive practices
in texts especially, in that they constitute coherent discursively connected arguments by
which the evaluative attributions toward social groups and phenomena are constructed
and justified. Overall, the textual analysis of these strategies, along with the analysis of
the other layers of context would be expected to reveal the ideological constructions of
social identities and phenomena in discourse that are embedded in socio-political and

historical contexts.

A clear application of these notions of DHA was conducted by Richardson and
Wodak (2009) in their study of the recontextualisation of fascism in the discourse of
employment in the UK and Austria. In this study, they traced the historical development
of the concepts used in the extreme right-wing discourses regarding issues of
un/employment. Drawing upon Discourse-Historical methods regarding the levels of
context and discursive strategies, Richardson and Wodak (2009) argued that slogans
such as ‘British Jobs for British workers’ and ‘Austria First’ were recontextualised into
contemporary political rhetoric, while carrying historical context-dependent meanings,
derived from pre-World War Il fascism and antisemitism ideologies. For example, when
tracing the history of the ideologically loaded slogan ‘British Jobs for British workers’, the
analysis of texts produced by the national party BNP revealed the slogan is associated
with meaning that jobs are only for white people and that Britain is threatened by alien

immigrants, suggesting the British people are a white race and immigrants are aliens. In
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light of the historical context, the authors argue that these contemporary meanings of the
slogan are a recontextualisation of anti-Semitism as practiced by British fascists against
Jewish immigrants, who were described as aliens in the slogan ‘Britain for the British’
pre-World War Il. In the case of Austria, the slogan ‘Austria first’ was used by the right-
wing German party DVU to refer to the ‘real Austrian’ as white and Christian arguing with
a fallacy that Austria is not a country for immigrants. According to Richardson and Wodak
(2009), this slogan allowed a recontextualisation of antisemitism national-socialism and
Austro-fascism after World War |, which considered Jews as a danger and a threat to
Austria. This notion of tracing the historical development of textual expressions is similar
to the main scope of this thesis. Thus, DHA will prove useful for analysing the discursive
construction of ideological expressions; considering how they are nominated, referred to
and argued within socio-political and historical contexts. However, this extended work is
going to be studied in light of more than one approach; both theoretical and

methodological.

3.5 The integration of CL, DT and CDA

At the theoretical level, this thesis is grounded on the theories of DT, CDA and
the DHA to CDA. In relation to the scope of this thesis, DT represents an appropriate
foundation to ground this research on. This is because it provides a theory of the process
by which discourse is generated through antagonism. In particular, it explains the
procedure by which concepts such as the empty signifier are articulated and contested
by antagonistic forces in the struggle to attain hegemony. This particular situation is
closely related to the case of this thesis, as it attempts to investigate how alibraliyah as
a contested signifier is represented by opposing sectors of society, conservatives and
progressives, as imposed by progressives in the project to gain hegemony in Saudi
society. However, as DT did not present methodological guidelines to explain how
discourse can be examined, CDA and its approach DHA are suitable tools for analysing

discourse; especially as they are textually-oriented approaches.

Theoretically, CDA and DHA consider discourse or language as the principal site
of the social struggle for power. It is within this notion that CDA is similar to DT, as they
both consider discourse as a means to achieve hegemony. Additionally, they both agree
that discourse as a system of meanings is unfixed, and only becomes fixed when the
ideological struggle for power ends and one gains hegemony. However, DT and CDA
disagree regarding the ontology upon which discourse is generated and articulated. For
instance, DT’s main view of the articulation of discourse, or in other words the emergence

and maintenance of power, is predicated on the conception of the contingency of
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meaning, in which contingent elements enter discourse and become partially fixed due
to the openness of the social world. Unlike DT views on discourse as constituted by an
unconditional contingent element, the CDA ontological view of discourse is based on the
impression that discourse constitutes and is constituted by society (Fairclough and
Wodak 1997). According to this notion, CDA criticizes DT’s ontological view of discourse,
in which Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999:121-126) discussed the DT problem of
insistence on the unconditional openness of the social and the contingency of discourse.
They argue that this view implies the problem of distinguishing between what is
discursive and what is non-discursive, especially as DT rejects this distinction by
considering all articulatory practices to be discursive. This notion of the contingency of
meaning would make it difficult to explain how articulated discourse relates to context.
For example, it would be hard to explain what “social forces have greater capacity to
effect articulatory changes and why” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999:125). However,
despite this limitation, DT is still useful at the theoretical level, as it offers a number of
concepts to explain the processes in which social forces are struggling to achieve
hegemony. In this respect, Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999) refer to the viability of DT,
stating that:

Laclau and Mouffe provide valuable resources for theorising and analysing
the openness and complexity of late modern social life - they capture the
instability and flux of social practices and identities, and the pervasive
dissolution and redrawing of boundaries, which characterise late modernity....
We regard Laclau and Mouffe as providing valuable conceptual resources for
the analysis of change in discourse - in particular their conceptualisation of

‘articulation’ and ‘equivalence/difference’. (124).

This statement implies use of theoretical DT concepts of ‘articulation’ and
‘equivalence/difference’ with CDA, to analyse articulation and change in discourse. Thus,
to avoid the theoretical ontological limitations of DT concepts and due to its similarity to
CDA, it can be integrated with CDA to resolve the issue of distinguishing between what
is discursive and what is not discursive. Since this thesis concerns processes in which
the alibraliyah signifier is articulated and contested in the chain of difference among
antagonistic forces, and DT concepts of hegemony, the logics of equivalence and
difference and empty signifiers continue to be important. However, to operationalise
these concepts and relate them to the historical and socio-political contexts in which they
are constituted, CDA theory concerning the distinction between what is discursive and
non-discursive remains necessary. This examination of context can be achieved through

the employment of DHA theoretical conceptions of the layers of contexts discussed
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earlier. These concepts explain the process by which the articulation and rearticulation
of discourse in different texts and discourses can be examined relative to historical and

socio-political contexts.

In light of the theoretical concepts of DT and CDA, this study uses empirical
methods to assist in analysing textually and discursively the construction and articulation
of a particular signifier, alibraliyah, as contested in the chain of difference. In particular,
the empirical analysis of this study is based on Corpus Linguistic approaches (CL) and
the methodological model of DHA. Within CL analysis, the Sinclair model will be
employed, which includes relations of collocation and semantic preferences. The
employment of this textual-based analysis model will be useful as a means of analysing
the salient linguistic features in the text which would assist with delivering a general idea
about the meaning of the keyword alibraliyah within the immediate co-text in which it
occurs. In particular, CL would make it possible to examine quantitatively the collocation
and the semantic preferences of these collocates along with their usage over time, which
will give a general insight into the main discourses associated with alibraliyah in the large
data set. This macro quantitative analysis will also help in the objective selection of texts
for the micro discursive analysis. The analysis of micro discursive construction of the
keyword alibraliyah and its embedded meanings within the historical and socio-political
contexts will follow the DHA method of discursive strategies to analyse the texts as
whole. In particular, the discursive strategies of nomination, predication and
argumentation should allow the researcher for analysing how alibraliyah and the social
actors in texts are discursively nominated, attributed to and legitimised. The application
of argumentation strategy will be of importance as it makes it possible to examine the
discursive practices and rhetoric employed in texts when discussing the alibraliyah
concept, which would allow for analysing critically how alibraliyah is contested in different
texts, and intertextualised and as a result of the shifts of meaning and the changes of

discourse within the socio-political context.

This methodological combination of CL and DHA methods was suggested in a
study conducted at Lancaster University by Baker, Wodak and colleagues (2008) who
studied how the discourse of refugees can be examined by combining Corpus Linguistics
with critical discourse approaches specifically DHA. In combining the two approaches,
they discuss the strengths and limitations of each approach, and how those strengths
can be exploited while eliminating weaknesses. For instance, they argue that CL is a
useful approach for a quantitative descriptive analysis of a large number of texts, which
can give a degree of generality and confidence about the study findings. However, while

CL concerns the descriptive dimension of the text, it is not sufficient to explain why
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particular lexical patterns were found, as it does not take into consideration the social,
political and historical contexts. Thus, to examine the context in which these lexical
patterns are constructed closely, the study found that the DHA approach to CDA in
particular is helpful, as it analyses the discursive strategies centred on the use of these
patterns. In particular, DHA strength represented how “It builds on a network of
referential, predicational and argumentative strategies along with analysis of metaphors,
presuppositions, mitigation and hyperboles, etc. in deconstructing a text, all of which
require a close analysis of context” (Baker et al. 2008:295). However, DHA has been
criticised for its analysis of a small number of texts, which represents a problem in terms
of the representativeness of results to the wider social context. Thus, the combination of
CL and DHA can benefit both approaches and assist in conducting a descriptive textual-
based analysis of a large representative number of data, while contextualising these

results on the basis of the context-based analysis of DHA.

Thus, since the combination of the discussed approaches can be used to
evaluate the textual and the discursive construction of particular social phenomenon,

these approaches will be employed to answer the main research questions that follow:

e How is ‘alibraliyah’ articulated as an empty signifier by different groups in order to

gain or maintain hegemony in the Saudi socio-political field?
This question will be answered by asking the following sub-questions:

1) What are the fields of discourse associated with the discourse of alibraliyah and

do they change over time?

2) What are the semantic preferences around the term alibraliyah and do they

change over time?

3) What discursive strategies are used to construct alibraliyah and to legitimise the

different views towards it?

4) What are the mechanisms through which the strategic discursive constructions

of alibraliyah shift over time?

To answer these questions a detailed methodological elaboration including the

choice of the data of the research will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4: Methodology; The corpus and

the methods for analysis

-b5.



4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter discussed the different approaches to examining the
meaning of contested keywords, concluding with a proposed methodological framework.
This chapter will now elaborate on this framework by presenting the data and the
methods of analysis. The chapter will begin by discussing the criteria for the selection of
the data and the compilation of the corpus. In the second part of the chapter, the methods
of analysis are discussed; these are a combination of macro approaches that use corpus
linguistics methods (Sinclair 1991) and micro approaches that use historical-discourse
approaches (Reisigl and Wodak 2001). | discuss in detail the methods that have been
employed for the data analysis and provide examples from data that illustrate the

application of these methods.
4.2 Data

4.2.1 The data sources

The most prominent platform for engaging in and reporting on socio-political
debates in Saudi Arabia is the press. This is true of the debate over alibraliyah, which is
the topic of this thesis, as Alkhedr states that the contestation of alibraliyah in Saudi
society has been reported widely in the press and that different authors, either
proponents or opponents, hold a range of attitudes towards it (Alkhedr 2012:640).
Therefore, it was decided to investigate the contestation of alibraliyah in the Saudi
newspapers by examining the different discourses surrounding it and the mechanisms

by which its discursive construction is changing.

Four newspapers were selected as the source of data for this study, namely
Alriyadh, Aljazirah, Okaz and Alyaum. These newspapers are amongst the leading Saudi
daily newspapers (BBC 2006; Rugh 2004:59). They are privately-owned newspapers but
must be licenced by the Ministry of Culture and Information in order to operate. These
newspapers were chosen for several reasons, including the accessibility of the archive,

the region of publication, their general orientations, and their readership.
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Newspaper Location Est;(beliasrh?:lent Publisher
Alriyadh? Riyadh 1965 é'or;orf;fgﬁ
Aljazirah® Riyadh 1960 AlJazirah Corporation

Okaz Corporation for
6
Okaz Jeddah 1958 Press and Publication
Alyaum’ Dammam 1965 Dar Al-Youm

Table 4-1: Information about the selected newspapers.

These newspapers were originally published in broadsheet format and have
recently started to be published online. The fact that these publications are available
online makes it easier to access and search for articles, especially if the website provides
an archive search feature. These archives provided by each newspaper allow for
advanced searching and make it possible to search by the issue of the newspaper, the
type of article, or using specific query terms. It is also possible to search for articles
published within a defined period of time. Other leading newspapers, such as Alwatan
and Almadinah, do not provide an accessible online archive of the issues of the
newspaper. From a logistical perspective, it would not be feasible to obtain digital articles
for a period of ten years from these newspapers, and this is one of the reasons why they

have been excluded from this study.

In addition, the selected four newspapers are published across various regions
in Saudi Arabia. Alriyadh and Aljazirah, for instance, are published in the capital city,
Riyadh, which is located in the central region of the country. Okaz is published in Jeddah,
which is in the western region. Alyaum, on the other hand, is published in the eastern
region of the country, in Dammam city. This coverage of different regions would reflect

and represent the discussion of this study subject, alibraliyah, across the country.

The selected newspapers differ in their orientations and in the content that they
publish. For example, Alriyadh and Aljazirah, which are produced in the capital city of
Saudi Arabia, tend to cover reports related to the public sector (Alkarni 2006:36).
However, these newspapers differ in their orientations when covering socio-political
issues: Alriyadh is generally considered to be a progressive newspaper (Alkhedr 2012),
while Aljazirah is more conservative (Rugh 2004:66). In addition, Okaz and Alyaum are
similar in their tendency to cover regional news (Rugh 2004). However, Okaz is
considered to be outspoken and provocative, whereas Alyaum tends to be conservative

when dealing with socio-political issues (Rugh 2004:67; Baytalmal and Altayash 2003).

4 http://www.alriyadh.com/
5 http://www.al-jazirah.com/
6 http://www.okaz.com.sa/
7 http://www.alyaum.com/
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Despite the differences in the orientations of these newspapers, the focus of this study
will be on the way alibraliyah is contested across these newspapers, as Saudi national

newspapers, without comparing the way in which they discuss the issue.

The newspapers included in this study all have a high rate of readership in Saudi
Arabia. According to Baytalmal and Altayash (2003) Alriyadh, Aljazirah, Okaz and Ayaum
have particularly high rates of readership in the regions in which they are published.
Thus, Alriyadh and Aljazirah are highly read in Riyadh, Okaz in Makkah province, and
Alyaum in the eastern province. The most recent circulation report, which was carried
out in 2003 (Rugh 2004:61) revealed that these are the four most circulated newspapers.
Alriyadh has the highest readership rate, with an average circulation of 170,000, followed
by Okaz (147,000), Aljazirah (80,000) and Alyaum (80,000).

These newspapers all deal with local issues, especially socio-political issues.
According to Alkhedr (2012), they reinforce the social role of the press in shaping the
public’s attitude. Initially, these issues were primarily related to the public sector, such
as the issues of education, health, and employment. Government censorship of the
content of publications (Alkhedr 2012) meant that these issues were discussed with
reservations. The government, represented by the Ministry of Information had the right
to close a newspaper if it published something that contravened the print law, which
states that ‘the government has no right to interfere with any newspaper except for the
sake of general welfare’ (Rugh 2004:71). This included the ability to criticise government
services, but without accusing or criticising the top leadership. This criticism must not
extent to criticising Islam, and the published content must not contradict Islamic beliefs
and rituals (Rugh 2004:66; Alahmad 2012:413). However, this direct censorship by the
government was lifted in 2002 and the restrictions of the publications law were
minimised, thereby giving the press more freedom (Rugh 2004:67; Alahmad 2012:434).
This given freedom is based on the non-immediate censorship on the published content.
Newspaper publishers are expected to carry out self-monitoring of their publications, but
any reported content that contradicts the set law will still be investigated by the Ministry
of Culture and Information (Alahmad 2012). This minimisation of censorship enabled
newspapers to discuss socio-political issues affecting Saudi society more freely
(Alshalhob 2006; Alkarni 2010). Thus, newspaper articles started to be able to criticise
systems, such as the religious system, and to discuss controversial issues, such as

reform and modernisation (Alkarni 2010).

This discussion of socio-political issues is particularly prevalent in the column
articles of these newspapers (Alshalhob 2006; Alkarni 2010; Alkhedr 2012). Column
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articles in Saudi newspapers tend to discuss the issues that reflect the concerns that
give rise to major discussion in Saudi society (Alkhedr 2012; Alshalhob 2006). Thus, they
have been selected as the type of articles that will be used for the purpose of the analysis;
other newspaper content, such as news reports and editorials, will be excluded. Although
editorials reflect the newspaper’s attitudes towards a particular issue, they were excluded
for the reason that no articles discussing alibraliyah were identified. Having discussed
the selection criteria for data sources, the methodology for compiling and analysing these

newspaper articles will be discussed in the following sections.

4.2.2 The corpus

To examine the construct of alibraliyah, a specialised corpus has been
specifically compiled for the purpose of this study. This corpus consists of column articles
in the four Saudi newspapers mentioned above that discuss alibraliyah. The data were
retrieved from the archives of these newspapers by searching using the lemma ‘liberali’
(liberal) and saving all the articles in which alibraliyah was a major topic of discussion.
As this research aims to provide a focused analysis of the way in which alibraliyah is
discussed and contested, and also because a large number of articles containing the
lemma ‘liberali’ were found, it was decided to include only the articles in which alibraliyah
was the major topic of discussion, or one of the major topics. Thus, articles in which the
word was only mentioned in passing were excluded. Since this study aims to identify the
changes in the construal of alibraliyah, it was decided to diachronically collect articles
that were published during a period of 10 years, from late 2007, when alibraliyah started

to be contested in the Saudi context, until late 2016, when the collection of data ended.

Although corpus linguists normally tend to favour collecting a large corpus for
reasons of representativeness (see Sinclair 1991, Stubbs 2001, McEnery and
Gabrielatos 2006), Ooi (2001: 178) argues that there is no optimal size for a corpus, as
this depends on the aims of the study. Ooi has also pointed to the fact that a corpus does
not necessarily have to be large, “since there are some genres of texts restricted in scope
and time” (2001: 178). This corresponds to Mautner’s (2005: 815) argument that some
studies, such as corpus-assisted critical discourse studies, do not require a large quantity
of data. This is particularly the case in studies that focus on analysing special type of
texts, e.g. those concerning a particular authorship, time of publication, as well as
cultural, or national origin. According to Baker et al. (2008), CDA studies that use corpus
analysis usually use small, specialised corpora and focus on examining the contextual
features through the analysis of collocations and concordances. Examples are

Partington and Morley’s (2002) 500,000-word corpus of newspaper editorials on political
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matters, Partington’s (2003) 250,000-word corpus on the White House press briefings,
and O'Halloran’s (2009) 26,000-word corpus of quasi-campaign texts from The Sun. The
data size of the above-mentioned studies is similar to that of the current thesis, as the
total number of articles for this thesis is 575 (505,122 words). Although this represents a
relatively small corpus, it is sufficient for the purpose of this study. Therefore, my
specialised small corpus, which consists of all the texts in which alibraliyah forms a
significant part of the discussion, is adequate for the purpose of the current study, since
it is intended to be used within the CDA qualitative framework in order to examine the

salient features of the discourse of alibraliyah.

The corpus was manually collected and annotated for time. Since this is a
specialised corpus for a qualitative study, it required a manual search and selection for
the type of articles relevant to the scope of this study. As stated earlier, the corpus
consists only of the articles in which alibraliyah is discussed in the Saudi context. Thus,
articles in which alibraliyah was mentioned in reference to other nations (such as the
Liberal party in the UK or Japan), were excluded. To retrieve the articles included in the
corpus, the online archives of each newspaper were accessed and searched using the
lemma ‘librali’, and the web search feature provided by each newspaper’s website was
used to retrieve all the results in which alibraliyah and its derivations were mentioned.
Each article that appeared in the results was viewed and skim read in order to determine
its relevance, before being copied and pasted into a txt file. Each file then was annotated
for time (quarter of a year), saved into a UTF-8 format, and named according to the
source and date of publication (e.g. R01Jan16, which stands for Al-Riyadh 1% of January
2016). This manual process was quite time-consuming but it was a feasible method of
compiling a small specialised corpus and, given that there are no available tools that can
perform this complicated process, it was necessary in order to be able to compile a

specialised corpus.

The corpus then underwent the processes of lemmatisation and part-of-speech
(POS) tagging. These processes were automated using the Madamira tool, which is a
morphological analyser tool for Arabic data (Pasha et al. 2014). Owing to the high
complexity of the Arabic language in terms of its richly inflectional and cliticizational
morphological system, Madamira was designed as a tool for the morphological
disambiguation, lemmatisation and part-of -peech tagging of Modern Standard Arabic
(MSA), the formal language that is used in the news and in the press. It is necessary to
subject the data of the current study to Madamira processing in order to enable the
researcher for searching with the lemma or by a particular part of speech, and also for

obtaining highly accurate, lemmatised, POS tagged, or morphologically disambiguated
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results when conducting the corpus analysis for collocates or concordances. Pasha et
al. (2014) indicate that this tool performs highly accurate tagging in terms of the
percentage of words that are correctly tagged, with 96% accuracy in lemmatisation, 95%
in POS tagging, and 84% in morphological disambiguation. The 505,122-word corpus
was processed using Madamira, thereby producing an output of tagged words. This
output was then converted into a format specified by the corpus query tool SketchEngine
and was then used as the input for the next process, namely the upload into

SketchEngine.

To conduct the corpus analysis, the tagged corpus was uploaded into
SketchEngine®, a powerful corpus query tool developed by Kilgarriff et al. (2004).
SketchEngine was specifically selected for use in the present study because it offers a
number of distinct features that meet the needs of this study. The primary reason for
choosing SketchEngine was that, unlike other corpus query tools, SketchEngine fully
supports the analysis of Arabic written data. Alfaifi and Atwell (2015), in their study on
the evaluation of Arabic corpora analysis tools, revealed that SketchEngine is one of the
best tools that support the Arabic language. This result is based on an evaluation of six
corpus query tools (Antconc, WordSmith, SketchEngine, IntelliText, Khawas and
aConCord) on the basis of eight criteria (reading Arabic UTF-8 andUTF-16 files,
displaying Arabic diacritics, Arabic text in R-to-L direction, normalising diacritics and
Hamza, and providing an Arabic interface and Arabic personal corpus). The study
concluded that the tools SketchEngine and Khawas satisfied most of the criteria, with a
result of 7/8. However, although this study based its evaluation on the support of the
Arabic language, it did not further indicate the other features that distinguished each of
the tools from the other. Although Khawas was equal to SketchEngine in terms of the
efficiency of supporting Arabic, Khawas (Al-Thubaity et al. 2014, 2015) was not found to
be as efficient as SketchEngine in relation to the corpus analysis features. Khawas is a
basic tool, run by Java, which is limited in functions and includes the simple functions of
collocation and concordance analysis (Al-Thubaity et al. 2014). The support of the Arabic
language, in addition to the various other advanced features, made SketchEngine the

primary choice of tool for the present study.

Another special feature in SketchEngine is the ‘trend analysis’ function. The
present study made particular use of this feature for the diachronic analysis of the corpus.
As SketchEngine is constantly undergoing development, the trend analysis feature was

added quite recently, and was developed by Kilgarriff et al. (2015). Trends analysis is

8 https://www.sketchengine.co.uk/
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“an implemented system for corpus-based diachronic analysis” which is designed to
make it possible to examine language change (Kilgarriff et al. 2015). This feature
functions automatically by calculating the frequency of each word in each time period. It
then normalises the frequency per million words before measuring the trending of the
word over time using linear regression or Theil-Sen gradient estimation statistical tests

and providing graphs that show the trend line for the trending frequent lexical items.

The analysis in the present study made use of the trend feature alongside the
primary features of collocation analysis that can be approached and viewed in various

ways, such as date of publication, the source, the node form, and many other means.
4.3 Methods of analysis

4.3.1 Corpus linguistics methods

Before discussing the procedure for analysing the data using corpus linguistics
methods, the types of corpus linguistics approaches and the differences between them
are illustrated. These approaches can be divided into corpus-driven, corpus-based, and
corpus-assisted approaches. For the current study, a corpus-assisted approach has
been adopted. The distinction between these approaches is a subject of debate in the
field of corpus linguistics, especially in terms of the relationship between theory and data
in corpus linguistics research (McEnery and Gabrielatos 2006). McEnery and
Gabrielatos (2006) have specifically illustrated the difference between corpus-based and
corpus-driven approaches, which are the approaches that have been used most
frequently by corpus linguists and which have most frequently been debated. Studies
that adopt a corpus-based approach use the corpus to test theories that were formulated
before the corpus was constructed or used to inform the study. On the other hand,
research that follows a corpus-driven approach uses the corpus data to identify evidence
of language use independent of pre-existing theoretical frameworks, with the aim of
developing an empirical theory. Although these represent two opposing approaches with
regard to whether or not they should depend on theory, their applications do, however,
usually tend to fall between two end-points of a continuum, rather than the pure version
of one of these approaches being used. McEnery and Gabrielatos add that it is
impossible to use a theoretical approach in language research, such as the use of the
pure form of corpus-driven approach, as linguists usually approach data with

assumptions and intuitions (2006:313).

The third most common approach in corpus linguistics research is the corpus-
assisted approach, which is a relatively new field of research that considers corpus

linguistics as an empirical quantitative method that can be used to support the qualitative
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analysis of language use (Baker et al. 2013). It is often used in the context of what
Partington (2004; 2008) calls corpus-assisted discourse studies (CADS), which generally
aim to examine the features of discourse by integrating corpus linguistic analysis
methods. Earlier pioneering research in this field includes that of Hardt-Mautner (1995)
and Stubbs (1996). Other studies that adopt this approach include Baker (2004; 2010),
Orpin (2005), Baker et al. (2008), Jaworska and Krishnamurthy (2012), and Baker et al.
(2013). Partington also coined the term Modern Diachronic Corpus-Assisted Discourse
Studies (MD-CADS), which is a sub-discipline of this field and is concerned with “the
study of changes in linguistic habits or in social, political and cultural perspectives over
a brief period of contemporary time, as illustrated in a particular discourse type or set of
discourse types” (2010: 104). The present study falls under the broad umbrella of the
MD-CADS approach as it examines the usage of alibraliyah over a short period of
contemporary time (2007-2016) and also uses a corpus-assisted approach to assist the
qualitive analysis of the diachronic and discursive usage of alibraliyah. However, this
study does not follow the same methodological design that Partington often uses in his
MD-CADS studies (2010; 2012). For example, Partington’s framework for examining
changes in language is based on identifying the keywords by comparing two corpora that
represent distinct periods of time, rather than, for instance, examining the trends of
frequent keywords over time. Furthermore, he analyses the decontextualized
concordance lines to uncover the features of discourse, or what he calls the ‘non-obvious
meaning’, without examining the discourse critically through the analysis of full texts.
Thus, this corpus-assisted discourse study follows a special set of methods designed to
provide information about the salient and the hidden features of the discourse of
alibraliyah over time, on the basis of a large number of specialised corpus texts. These
methods include the analysis of the trends of the keywords list, the collocations, and a
qualitative analysis of a sample of full texts. These methods are illustrated in detail in the

following sections.

4.3.1.1 Frequency of usage of alibraliyah over time

In order to gain a general understanding of the usage of alibraliyah both
diachronically and across the corpus, an initial analysis of the frequency of its usage was
conducted. This had the specific purpose of revealing whether there are any peaks or
troughs in the discussion of alibraliyah between 2007 and 2016. This analysis was
carried out in two steps. Firstly, since all of the articles collected for the corpus are mainly
on the subject of alibraliyah, a diachronic analysis of the frequency of these articles

across the newspapers was carried out. Secondly, an analysis of the frequency of the
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lemma of the term alibraliyah, i.e. ‘librali’ was performed, both across the corpus and

over time.

4.3.1.2 Wordlist analysis

The analysis of the wordlist was carried out in order to obtain information about
the key discourses associated with the discourse of alibraliyah. It aims specifically to
analyse the usage of these keywords over time, in order to discover whether there have
been any changes in the discourses associated with alibraliyah. This analysis is based
on the procedure of extracting the 100 statistically most frequent keywords in the corpus
and then grouping the words that have similar meaning preferences. The wordlist can be
automatically extracted and displayed in frequency order using the software tool
SketchEngine. However, because the software extracts the most frequent words,
regardless of their form, the focus in the analysis is only on the lexical words, meaning
that grammatical words are excluded from the analysis. This procedure of analysing the
lexical words is often adopted by corpus-assisted discourse studies (see Baker 2004;
Baker et al. 2008; Partington 2012; Jeffries and Walker 2012). Hunston (2002:68) has
also emphasised the fact that the analysis of the lexical keywords as a starting point

helps in identifying the key topics in a specialised corpus.

After the lexical words had been extracted, the items with similar meanings were
manually grouped together in order to uncover the discourses most frequently associated
with the discourse of alibraliyah. This procedure follows Sinclair's (1991) approach of
semantic preference, which is often used by corpus linguists to identify the key themes
in the corpus (see section 3.3). The identification of thematic groups follows an abductive
approach, as it looks at the extracted keywords and categorises them into themes coined
in relation to this study. By adopting this approach, the study is eliminating predefined
approaches that would not provide accurate identification of the discourses related to the

study.

The analysis of the meaning preference was followed by an analysis of the usage
of these keywords over time. The aim of this was to discover whether there have been
any changes in the discourses associated with alibraliyah. This was conducted using the
automatic trends analysis feature provided by SketchEngine, which measures the
relative frequency of each keyword per quarter-year. In this way, we can see whether or
not there have been any changes in the usage of a keyword and if there has been any

increase or decrease in usage over time.
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4.3.1.3 Collocation Analysis

In order to identify diachronically the meanings closely associated with the term
alibraliyah, the analysis of the collocation was conducted around the node ‘alibraliyah’.
This was carried out using SketchEngine, which is able to calculate the collocations of a
node word. The procedure followed in this research was divided into two main processes;
firstly, the associated semantic preferences were analysed and, secondly, the diachronic
usage of the top collocates of the top semantic preferences was analysed. The analysis
of the semantic preferences was carried out by searching the corpus using the lemma
‘librali” and then calculating the collocations surrounding this node word within a 5-word
span either side of the node. This calculation displayed the collocates in order of their
co-occurrence frequency. From this, the top 50 lexical collocates were selected for the
analysis and then categorised manually into thematic groups, following an abductive
approach. This model of analysis has been found to be useful in identifying the different
meaning preferences of a word, particularly when grouping the collocates according to
their similarities in meaning features (Sinclair 1991; Stubbs 2001; Hunston 2002:76;
Baker et al. 2008). This analysis was followed by an analysis of the diachronic usage of
the top collocates of top themes. The purpose of this was to identify whether, over time,
there has been any shift in their usage in association with alibraliyah. In doing so, the
frequency of these top collocates over time was first examined, and their collocates were
then looked at in order to identify the salient topics associated with these two collocates
in association to alibraliyah. This analysis of the top collocates was also carried out for
an essential purpose, namely to narrow down the corpus for the qualitative analysis, as

is illustrated in the following section.

4.3.1.4 Narrowing down the corpus for the qualitative analysis

Following the macro corpus analysis of the texts, this research intended to carry
out a detailed qualitative analysis of the discursive construction of alibraliyah in a sample
of whole texts. The selection of the sample was aided by the corpus analysis of the texts.
In this regard, a number of decisions and steps were followed in order to reduce the
corpus of 575 texts to a more manageable sample. The procedure was based on a
systematic selection of a sample of 12 articles based on a) the key themes informed by
the collocation analysis and b) the factor of time. For the first criterion, it was decided
that the chosen texts should contain frequent occurrences of the two most frequent key
themes, and that six articles would be selected for each key theme. This selection on the
basis of themes takes also into consideration the aspect of time, as the selected articles

should be representative of the whole period (2007-2016).
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To exemplify this procedure, the selection of the sample follows the following
steps. Firstly, a collocation analysis of words surrounding alibraliyah should be
conducted to identify the associated key meanings (see section 4.3.1.3). Then, the top
two key discourses in terms of frequency are selected as the basis of selection, in which
the most frequent word ‘collocate’ in each discourse is used to select the articles. In other
words, these top collocates of each key discourse will be used as the basis for selecting
the articles in which they co-occur with alibraliyah more frequently. Given that time is an
important factor, this selection of the articles that contain the most frequent collocates
will also be based on time. As the selection process intended to choose six articles for
each key theme, these six articles will have been published in six different years. One
article will be chosen for every second year during the relevant time period, including the
first and last years of that period. In other words, articles will be selected from the years
2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, and 2016 in order to trace the diachronic change of the
discourse and to look at the mechanism of the construction of the meaning of alibraliyah
over time. This procedure is relatively straightforward, as SketchEngine allows for
viewing of the co-occurrence frequency of collocates for each article. In this tool, the
articles are ordered by time and labelled by source and date. Once the sub-corpus had
been selected according to these criteria, it was subjected to a detailed qualitative
analysis that both allowed for a richer understanding of alibraliyah and its collocates as
they are used in real time, and also enabled an analysis of the different discourse
strategies used to validate different construals of alibraliyah in individual texts and across

time.

4.3.2 Critical discourse analysis: Discourse-Historical Approach

In order to analyse the argumentation strategies used in discussing alibraliyah, |
adopted DHA as a tool for CDA, as developed by Reisigl and Wodak (2001, 2009). DHA
offers an empirical model for an in-depth discursive and linguistic analysis of texts. This
is represented in the developed model of discursive strategies that can be realised
through a variety of linguistic devices. Thus, these methods are used to identify the

discursive strategies used to construct alibraliyah over time.

4.3.2.1 Discursive strategies

Discursive strategies are the practices that are adopted for particular social or
political purposes (Reisigl and Wodak 2009). These strategies are located at different
levels of linguistic organisation and complexity and, thus, can be realised through a close
linguistic analysis of texts. In the case of this study, this model will be used to identify the

discursive strategies employed in the texts to construct alibraliyah and to legitimise the
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different views towards it. According to DHA, five principal discourse strategies are used
to construe key concepts, each of which will be explained in more detail below:
nomination, predication, argumentation, perspectivisation, and mitigation/

intensification®.
Nomination strategies

Nomination strategies can be recognised in a text by asking the question: How
are persons, objects, phenomena, processes, and actions named and referred to
linguistically? It is a discursive strategy whose analysis uncovers the ideological
orientation behind the linguistic expression. It is also a strategy that can reveal the means
by which nomination is used to legitimate a particular claim or action. In this study, the
analysis of the nomination strategies aims to identify the way in which alibraliyah and the
relevant social actors and phenomena are discursively labelled in the texts. Nomination
strategies can be realised in texts through linguistic means such as deictics ('c~"-we),
collectives (‘aix<l'-the society), metaphors ("=l Aldi-the free world for the European
countries), toponyms (us,s¥) Jsi'-the European countries), negationyms ('¢slill’-
traditionalists), and ideologonyms (4l «l’-liberalism). The identification of these
nominations would help us to analyse the means by which alibraliyah is identified, and
also the way in which these nominations are used to discuss alibraliyah and to legitimate
the different views towards it. alibraliyah itself can be considered as an ideologonym, or
what Reisigl and Wodak (2005:69) consider to be an expression of social practice that
implies the involvement of social actors. Thus, the social actors involved within the
debate of alibraliyah are considered for the analysis of the nomination strategy. The
analysis of social actors will also follow Van Leeuwen’s (2008)'° socio-semantic
approach of identifying social actors, as it provides a detailed categorisation of the actors
in terms of the ways in which they are linguistically and socially identified. This will help
in identifying the way in which actors are constructed across texts and over time in the

discussion of alibraliyah.
Predication strategies

This strategy can be recognised in texts by asking the question: What
characteristics, qualities and features are attributed to social actors, objects,

phenomena, events and processes? It represents the way in which the constructed

% For a detailed illustration of the procedure of identifying these strategies see (Reisigl and Wodak
2001, chapter 2)

10 For a detailed account of Van Leeuwen categories of social actors see (Van Leeuwen 2008: 23-
54)
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social groups and phenomena are linguistically provided with predications that aim to
label social actors or phenomena more or less positively or negatively, deprecatorily or
appreciatively. In other words, these predications represent “evaluative attributions of
negative and positive traits in the linguistic form of implicit or explicit predicates” (Reisigl
and Wodak 2005:45). In the current study, the focus will be on the way alibraliyah and
the related social actors and phenomena are predicated and attributed to in the texts.
Predication strategies can be identified in texts through the use of attributes (in the form
of adjectives, appositions, prepositional phrases, relative clauses, conjunctional clauses,
infinitive clauses and participial clauses or groups), by predicates or predicative
nouns/adjectives/pronouns, by collocations, by explicit comparisons, similes, metaphors
and other rhetorical figures and by more or less implicit allusions, evocations and

presuppositions/implications. (Reisigl and Wodak 2005:54)

An example of the predication strategy is the attribution to alibraliyah of fbai’
"le=dl 5 o 5L limbues with the colours of reality; this represents a positive predicate through
the use of a metaphor that indicates the flexibility and eligibility of alibraliyah. As with the
nomination strategy, the analysis of predication strategies would reveal the underlying

ideologies in the construction and dis/legitimisation of alibraliyah.
Argumentation strategies

Argumentation strategies can be realised by asking what arguments
argumentation schemes are used in relation to the discourse of alibraliyah in order to
legitimise and justify the different views towards it. Argumentation strategies can be
considered as central discursive strategies as, according to Reisigl and Wodak (2005:55-
56), they are based on the convincing devices that are used to legitimize the other
discursive strategies, such as predication and perspectivisation strategies.
Argumentation strategies can be analysed by first analysing the principal claims in the
text and then the premises that justify these claims. These premises are content-related
warrants that connect the arguments with the concluding claim in a text. These
argumentation schemes can be reasonable, and can thus be labelled as ‘topoi’, or they

can be fallacious, and thus labelled as ‘fallacies’, as is explained below.
Topoi

Topoi are “parts of argumentation which belong to the obligatory, either explicit
or inferable premises” (Reisigl and Wodak 2005:74-75). They are “content-related
warrants” or “conclusion rules” that link the arguments to the conclusion or the main claim
and thus, they play the role of justifying the transition from the arguments to the

conclusion (Reisigl and Wodak 2005:75). As topoi are content-related warrants, their
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identification is, to an extent, dependent on the type of discourse or the context in which
they occur. As such, this means the set of particular topoi construct the text in such a
way that it is placed within a particular discourse and set of world views or values. For
instance, the list of topoi identified by Reisigl and Wodak (2005:27-80) was intended to
be related to the discourse of racism, although some are generally considered to be
common across different types of discourses. In this regard, they state that the list they
identify is “incomplete and not always disjunctive” and thus, other types of topoi can be
coined by the analyst, depending on the type of discourse under analysis (2005:75). For
example, in the contested discourse of alibraliyah in the Saudi socio-political context, the
general topoi that are identified by (Reisigl and Wodak 2005), such as the topos of
definition, and the topos of positive and negative consequences, are found recurrently.
However, the topos of freedom, which is commonly found across the texts is coined by
the researcher to state the rule that, if a belief or action helps to achieve freedom, then
one should adopt or perform it. Thus, the analysis of topoi in this study will rely on the
general common topoi from the list compiled by Reisigl and Wodak (2005), alongside
several other coined context-dependent topoi that are identified and explained
throughout the analysis. The analysis of topoi will reveal the different moral frameworks
within which different authors contest the concept of alibraliyah and will demonstrate the
chronological shift in the prominence of different worldview frameworks. The general
common topoi identified by Reisigl and Wodak (2005: 75-80) and quoted below include,

but are not limited to:

a) The topos of advantage or usefulness: if an action under a specific relevant point

of view will be useful, then one should perform it.

b) The topos of uselessness/disadvantage: if one can anticipate that the
consequences of a decision will not occur or if other political actions are more likely to

lead to the declared aim, the decision has to be rejected.

¢) The topos of definition: if an action, a thing, or a person is named as X, the action,
thing or person carries, or should carry, the qualities/traits/attributes contained in the

meaning of X.

d) The topos of danger or threat: if a decision could have specific dangerous or
threatening consequences, one should not perform or do it. Or, if there are specific

dangers and threats, one should do something about them.

€) The topos of humanitarianism: if a decision does or does not conform with human

rights and values, one should or should not perform or make it.
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f) The topos of responsibility: because a group of persons is responsible for specific

problems, they should find solutions to those problems.
g) The topos of reality: because reality is as it is, a specific decision should be made.
h) The topos of authority: X is right because an authority says that it is right.

i) The topos of history: because history teaches that specific actions have specific
consequences, one should perform or omit a specific action in a specific situation

comparable with the historical example referred to.

j) The topos of culture: because the culture of a specific group of people is as it is,
specific problems arise in specific situations. According to Reisigl and Wodak (2005:80),
this form of topos is sometimes employed in combination with the topos of danger or
threat when referring to the danger of changing the identity of the culture in specific

situations.

k) The topos of abuse: if a right or an offer for help is abused, the right should be
changed or the help should be withdrawn, or measures against the abuse should be

taken.
Fallacies

Fallacies are argumentation devices directed against the antagonist in order to
justify a particular action or idea (Reisigl and Wodak 2001). They are based on violations
of the rules of rational disputes (Reisigl and Wodak 2001:71). Reisigl and Wodak (2001)
refer to the rules identified by van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992); these include the
freedom of argument, the obligation to give reasons, correct reference to previous
discourse by the antagonist, the obligation to be ‘matter-of-fact’, correct reference to
implicit premises, the use of plausible arguments, and the need for logical validity,
acceptance of the discussion’s results, clarity of expression, and correct interpretation.
These ten rules for rational arguing form the basis of discourse ethics, and the violation
of these rules is fallacious. An example of a fallacy can be found in a text fragment from

the data that says:

cagallal AEN cal )l i Gl glae ¢(30 sed) dpa sadll) oo - il eleny — TaE s sy Ly 2"

"G 55 Gl (e S aay Al dn sl e leas g seatig ngild
Which can be translated into ‘the cultural regressives speak with great enthusiasm about
the Saudi speciality, trying to secure the current culture for their interest using one aspect

of truth after a lot of fraud and counterfeiting’. This text includes a reported fallacy as the

antagonist that is referred to as “Lél& ¢, 5:3USi1T] the cultural regressives violates the rule of
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obligation to ‘matter-of-factness’ and the rules about clarity of expression and correct
interpretation. This rational argumentation device is used to delegitimise the ‘others’ view

of securing the culture, thus constituting a fallacious threat of cultural change.

Concerning the use of argumentation devices, it should be noted that the
construction of the argumentation devices of topoi can be sometimes fallacious, as these
can sometimes be based on a fallacy. This can be found when a speaker makes implicit
attempts in some arguments to legitimise a particular action or belief using a particular
topoi in order to delegitimise the opposing argument using a fallacy. According to Reisigl
and Wodak (2009:110), it can be difficult to distinguish whether a particular
argumentation scheme is employed as a topos or as a fallacy. This could be why some
examples of arguments in a text can be considered to be both a topos and a fallacy at
the same time. An example provided by Reisigl and Wodak (2009:102) is the text
fragment ‘what | am really concerned about is the way the environmental topics have
been misused by certain political pressure groups’. This fragment includes an
argumentation device of a topos, or a fallacy, of abuse, which is based on the speaker’s
concern about this abuse and implies that a specific course of action should be taken.
He explicitly states that the actions carried out by the others are a fallacy. It should be
also noted that fallacies in texts are either committed or reported. Committed fallacies
are the fallacies that are committed by the author, such as using a strawman fallacy
against the antagonist to delegitimise their view. Reported fallacies, on the other hand,
are the fallacies that are reported by the author as having been carried out by the
antagonist, such as the use of fallacy of threat when the antagonist makes a false claim
that there is a threat. Here, the author also points out the fallacy committed by the other

person in order to delegitimise their view and to legitimise his concluding claim.
Perspectivisation, mitigation and intensification strategies

Along with the analysis of the nomination, predication and argumentation
strategies, this study will also analyse the perspectivisation, mitigation and intensification
strategies. Unlike the first group of strategies, which are based on the representation of
particular phenomena or social actors (us vs. them), the latter group of strategies are
concerned with the way in which speakers express their involvement or position their
point of view in discourse, as well as with the way they ‘qualify and modify the epistemic
status of a proposition’ (Reisigl and Wodak 2001:81). Thus, the analysis of these
strategies in this study aims to provide information about the ways in which alibraliyah is
represented by different views and the means by which these views contribute to the

discursive construction of alibraliyah. These strategies can be realised by asking the

-71-



question: From what point of view are nominations, attributions and arguments

expressed and whether these views are intensified or mitigated?

Perspectivisation strategies refer to the relative degrees of involvement or
detachment across a text. Involvement strategies aim to express the speakers’ attitudes
and feelings in order to emotionally and cognitively engage the hearers in the discourse
(Reisigl and Wodak 2001:82). This can be recognised through the linguistic means of
intensification, such as the use of adjectives and adverbs that express the degree of
feeling and attitude, and through the use of personal deictics. Involvement strategies can
also be realised by repetitions of morphemes, words, collocations of words, phrases, and
even longer sequences of discourse. It can also be indicated through the use of direct
speech and free indirect speech. Detachment strategies, on the other hand, are achieved
through the linguistic means of relative and complement clauses, a sequence of
prepositional phrases, the abstractive passive voice, nominalisations, or distancing
personal and temporal deictics. These linguistic devices increase the level of detachment
by constructing a distance between the subject or actor and the action, thereby shifting
the responsibly of the actor or the speaker of the argument being made. Detachment
strategies are also associated with mitigation, as they can be indicated through the use

of indirect speech.

As with perspectivisation strategies, the relevant mitigation and intensification
strategies can be indicated through other linguistic means. They can be represented,
with different degrees of intensification through the use of modality, verbs of thinking and
saying, questions, negation, and assertion. In particular, intensification strategies can be
realised through emphasising, as well as by amplifying particles and morphemes,
intensifying quantifiers and verbs, the use of adjectives and adverbs that show the
speaker's emotions and feelings, and the use of the superlative form. Mitigation
strategies, on the other hand, involve the analysis of mood and modality. Therefore, they
can be achieved by using linguistic devices such as modal verbs and verbs of feeling
that indicate a level of reservation, rather than assertion. Mitigation can also be identified
through the use of constructed questions instead of assertion, assertion with ‘we’ or ‘it

by tag questions, hesitation, and self-correction.

It should be noted that along with the DHA strategies of nomination, predication,
argumentation, perspectivisation and intensification strategies that are used in texts to
legitimise particular actions or ideologies, Van Leeuwen’s (2007) categories of
legitimation strategies are also employed to identify the means by which ‘alibraliyah’ is

legitimised/delegitimised. According to Van Leeuwen these categories include
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authorisation, moral evaluation, rationalisation and mythopoesis. Authorisation deals
with legitimation by referring to an authority social norms, law or persons. Moral
evaluation concerns legitimising a statement or action through referring to discourses of
value. Rationalization is a legitimation by reference to the goals of institutionalized social
action or by the social knowledges that is cognitively valid. Mythopoesis finally is the

legitimation that is delivered through narratives™'.

4.4 Translation considerations

As the analysis is conducted on the Arabic data, the translation of these data is
provided for illustrative purposes for non-native speakers of Arabic. The translation
attempts to deliver the overall meaning as accurately as possible. The process of
translation involves the translation of single words, such as the keywords and collocate
findings, as well as the translation of whole texts, in which the delivery of the meaning of
the arguments was of particular importance. According to Mona Baker (1992), it is
impossible to deliver the whole meaning through the process of translation, some
meanings are lost due to the differences in ways of expression from language to
language and, thus, it is impossible to have an equivalent translation. To assure that the
translation is adequate, the translated data was presented to a qualified translator who
checked, reviewed and certified the translation (see Appendix C). The translation of the
single words, keywords and collocates, can be found in the corpus analysis chapter,

while the translation of the individual texts can be found in the appendices.

4.5 Summary of the chapter

This chapter has discussed the type of data used (newspaper articles), the
compilation of the corpus and the processing of the data in the corpus tool SketchEngine.
The methods of analysis have also been described. The main aim of this chapter has
been to illustrate the combined methods of CL and DHA used in this thesis to examine
the construal of alibraliyah and the mechanism of its shift over time. As discussed, the
reason for analysing the keywords and their collocations was to discover the meaning
preferences associated with alibraliyah at the macro level. This analysis also informed
the selection of articles to be analysed at the micro level. For the micro analysis, the DHA
approach of discursive strategies will be used to analyse the strategies by which
alibraliyah is discussed and legitimised over time. This will be carried out through the
analysis of the strategies of nomination, predication, argumentation, and

perspectivisation, and will demonstrate the ways in which alibraliyah and social actors

11 For the detailed account of legitimation strategies see (Van Leeuwen 2007)
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are nominated, the argumentation devices used in dis/legitimising alibraliyah, and the
authority and evaluation over time. Both levels of analysis will provide information about
the discourse of alibraliyah in Saudi society and will reflect on the broader project of
modernisation in the Saudi social field. The application of the methods is thoroughly

illustrated in the following analysis chapters.

-74 -



Chapter 5: The Corpus Analysis
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5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter discussed, in detail, the selection of the corpus data and
the methodology employed for this study. This chapter will present an assisted macro
analysis of the ‘alibraliyah’ corpus, based primarily on Sinclair's (1990) units of meaning
model. The analysis will employ a diachronic approach to explore the usage and shift in
meaning of the discourse on alibraliyah, which will provide general insight into the
struggle of articulating alibraliyah in discourse surrounding modernity. This chapter will
therefore start by analysing the frequency of the usage of alibraliyah across a corpus of
Saudi newspapers over time to reveal whether there are any peaks or troughs in the
discussion of alibraliyah. This will be followed by a presentation of the results of the
corpus analysis, including the wordlist and the collocations around alibraliyah, which
reveal the key discourses associated with alibraliyah and any changes in these
discourses. The results of the corpus macro analysis will then serve as the basis for a
subsequent qualitative micro analysis, which will provide a general understanding of the
discourse of alibraliyah in Saudi society. As the corpus data analysed is Arabic language,
an English translation is provided for the excerpts for increased readability and clarity of

analysis.

5.2 The frequency of the usage of alibraliyah

Before discussing the preferences concerning the discourse of alibraliyah, an
initial statistical analysis of the frequency of the usage of alibraliyah across the corpus is
necessary. This frequency analysis will provide a general understanding of the
diachronic usage of alibraliyah across the newspapers and, more specifically, will reveal
whether there are any peaks or troughs in the discussion of alibraliyah within the time
frame 2007 to 2016. This analysis will be conducted in two steps. First, as all the articles
collected for the corpus are primarily focused on alibraliyah, a diachronic analysis of the
frequency of these articles across the newspapers will be carried out. Second, an
analysis of the frequency of the lemma for the term “4l_ulli/alibraliyah i.e. ‘ S/ libral?’

will be performed, both across the corpus and over time.

In regard to the frequency of articles over time, Figure (5-1) shows that the
number of articles that discuss alibraliyah was highest in 2010. This indicates that
alibraliyah was mostly debated across newspapers in the year 2010. The graph also
shows that there was an increase in the number of such articles since the beginning of
the contestation of alibraliyah in 2007 until 2010. However, there was a general decrease
in the number of articles published after 2010, with a few high peaks in 2012, 2014, and

2016. Looking at each newspaper, it is clear that Aljazirah published the largest number
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of articles contesting alibraliyah compared to other newspapers. However, it is important
to note that this study will not focus on analysing the attitudes of the newspapers, but
rather on examining the representation of alibraliyah across the newspapers, since the
opinion articles that make up the corpus represent the attitudes of the authors rather than

the stance of the newspaper in which they are published (see Section 4.2.1).

120
g 100
S 80
% 60
S 40
[}
e
§20 -—-.--_.--
= 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Ayaum 5 14 11 18 8 25 14 15 7 10
Okaz 9 13 11 21 21 25 9 7 5 16
Aljazirah 8 28 33 39 27 19 11 14 10 10
mAriyadh 8 6 9 20 15 12 4 16 8 14

Figure 5-1: Number of articles per year in the corpus (2007-2016)

In regard to the frequency of the usage of the lemma ‘librali’ over time, Figure (5-
2) shows similar results to Figure (5-1) in that the highest peak in the usage of alibraliyah
is in the year 2010. It also shows an increase in the frequency of the usage of the lemma
‘librali’ from the beginning of 2007 until 2010, which was followed by a decrease until
2016, and a high peak in 2014. However, although there is a similarity between Graphs
(5-1) and (5-2) in the patterns of frequency of usage per year, it can be seen that there
are also some differences, due to the fact that the frequency of the lemma might differ

from one article to another.
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Figure 5-2: The frequency of the lemma 'liberali’ (2007-2016)

5.3 Key discourses in the corpus of alibraliyah

This section will be divided into two subsections. The first part aims to identify the
main discourses associated with alibraliyah, which will be identified by extracting the 100
most frequent lexical items and then categorising them into thematic groups. The second
part aims to diachronically investigate the discourses associated with alibraliyah over
time. This will be carried out through a trend analysis of the top 100 lexical items in the
corpus. Both levels of analysis aim to discover the salient discourses associated with the
use of alibraliyah, and the usage and shift of these discourses over time. The results will
also reveal, in general, which fields are discussed and contested within the discourse of

alibraliyah in the struggle over modernism in Saudi Arabia.

5.3.1 Top 100 lexical items in the corpus of alibraliyah

An analysis of the wordlist was conducted to identify the key discourses
associated with the use of ‘alibraliyah’. Table (5-1) shows the 100 most frequent lexical
items in the corpus, ordered by frequency. As the table shows, the word ‘A1, which is
the lemma of the term under investigation, ‘alibraliyah’, is the most frequent keyword in
the corpus (5,406 occurrences). This is followed by the word ‘zix<’ (society), which
suggests that the discussion of alibraliyah is closely connected to the social context. The
word ‘4 »’ (freedom) is also very frequent, which would indicate that alibraliyah is

frequently discussed in association with freedom. The wordlist analysis also yielded
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interesting results in regard to the word ‘<>w!"/ Islamic, which occurs frequently in the
corpus, suggesting that the discourse of religion is also significant in discussions of
alibraliyah. For a complete account of the analysis of the keywords list, these keywords
were categorised into thematic groups following an abductive approach, in order to
identify the salient discourses associated with alibraliyah (see Table 5-2). The most
frequent keyword, ' At/ liberal, was excluded and not included under any thematic

categorisation, since its meaning is the one under investigation.
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Frequen

No. Word Translation Frequency No. Word Translation oy
1 ol Liberal 5,406 51 alua Muslim 453
2 el Society 1,852 52 =F Western 450
3 LN Freedom 1,571 53 Al Case 450
4 Jé Say 1,492 54 b ga Position 449
5 s Intellect 1,381 55 PN Traditional 446
6 ) Islamic 1,024 56 dpad Issue 443
7 S8 Intellectual 1,013 57 (e Meaning 442
8 & Right 942 58 LT X) Existence 439
9 Syl Social 918 59 JIm Question 436
10 & Trend 914 60 ) Awareness 434
11 O Religion 898 61 Jia Article 433
12 el Political 894 62 ad do 429
13 e Religious 875 63 S Sa Level 427
14 k) Islam 869 64 ol Special 426
15 AL Cultural 850 65 s Image 421
16 O] Human 805 66 e Know 420
17 &y Reality 802 67 a Against 411
18 lad Discourse 784 68 dau Man 409
19 SF Arab 781 69 Jad Do 405

20 §9 Saudi 760 70 Jes Work 403

21 ¢ Opinion 757 71 il | Humanitarian = 403

22 29 Find 752 72 Ja Make 401

23 &) Allah 743 73 Jst Saying 393

24 s Book 681 74 sx See 390

25 daua Culture 681 75 g History 372

26 psgda Concept 677 76 Jsa Form 371

27 » Matter 670 77 285 Criticism 368

28 | k) fAsar | Democratic 664 78 3 s Idea 368

29 dad Value 639 79 Ja Situation 347

30 a2 Individual 632 80 At Stand 346

31 A g Country 607 81 S Large 345

32 Jis Mind 605 82 alida Different 341

33 als General 595 83 I Discussion 339

34 ol People 585 84 adia) Differences 338

35 ps Day 578 85 by Time 336

36 . | [Intellectual 556 86 | Science 336

(person)

37 s Mean 553 87 ol Text 331

38 3 Woman 552 88 Jual Origin 331

39 s Life 540 89 gl ra Conflict 329

40 s Term 511 90 ke Secular 322

41 alle World 503 91 v Relation 319

42 el Become 493 92 A Look 318

43 daga Fact 490 93 s Call 317

44 3 Want 490 94 Al Issue 315

45 s New 469 95 Br ) Doctor 314

46 e Reason 467 96 als Scientific 311

47 Cuda Modern 464 97 asa Judgment 308

48 aldai System 462 98 43 Vision 304

49 o Limit 460 99 § Uil Can 304

50 e Principle 453 100 | 4sa Movement 303

Table 5-1: Top 100 most frequent lexical items in the corpus
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As can be seen from Table (5-2), the thematic groups reveal the salient
discourses in the alibraliyah corpus. It can be seen that the discourse of religion is
particularly prominent in the corpus, as words equivalent to the terms ‘Islamic’, ‘religion’,
‘religious’, ‘Islanm’, ‘Allah’, and ‘Muslim’ are amongst the most frequent lexical items. Also,
lexical items that indicate social discourse also feature in the wordlist, such as ‘elial/
(social), ‘&< /(cultural), and ““«&/(value). The discourse of humanitarianism and human
rights is also found amongst the salient discourses, indicated by lexical items such as
‘G ~"[(freedom), ‘o) (human), ‘&~(right), and ‘ S/ (humanitarian) appearing
frequently in the corpus. It can also be observed that words referring to national and
regional entities, which are equivalent to the terms ‘Saudi’, ‘Arab’, and ‘Western’, are
frequently used in the corpus, which suggests that discussions of alibraliyah make
reference to both the local Saudi and Arab context and the foreign/global Western

context, although the corpus data primarily discusses alibraliyah in the local context.

The ‘conflict’ theme indicates that there is a conflict regarding alibraliyah, where
the terms ‘difference’, ‘against’, and ‘relationship’ suggest that there are conflicting
relations between different elements associated with alibraliyah. It is also noticeable that
key terms indicating mental objects and communication are found amongst the most
frequently used items, which suggests that there is ongoing debate regarding the
meaning of alibraliyah as a ‘term’, a ‘concept’, a ‘discourse’, or an ‘idea’ and so on.
Similarly, the ‘science’ theme suggests debate regarding the meaning of alibraliyah in
terms of its objective ‘scientific origin’. In addition, a number of evaluative keywords are
used, which can be considered representations of the discourse prosody. These terms
do not indicate a specific meaning on their own but could suggest that there are some
elements within the alibraliyah corpus that are attributed to, such as ‘reality’, ‘modern’,
‘traditional’ and so on. Approximately 10% of the wordlist does not refer to a particular
theme, including words equivalent to the terms ‘life’, ‘limit’, ‘case’, and ‘article’. Overall,
this analysis of the key discourses reveals significant results, in which alibraliyah is
associated with a number of salient discourses, including the discourses of religion,
social practices, human rights, and political movements. This indicates that the key term
alibraliyah is contested and discussed in relation to the religious, social, humanitarian,
and political fields in the Saudi social context. This reveals that the debate over liberalism
is concerned with similar discourses to the previous modernist trends, specifically the
socio-religious discourse, which also indicates that attempts at modernism are struggling

as a result of challenges from socio-religious norms.

-81 -



Thematic
categories

Keywords

Religion

Social and cultural
notions

Humanitarianism

Political movements

Ethnic/national and
regional entities
Social groups
(sex/occupation)
Conflict and
engagement

Science

Mental objects

Communication
Mental processes
Action processes
Areas and places

Time
Evaluative

Others

>l Islamic’, ¢eyf‘religion’, uyreligious’, >/ Islam’,
L)/‘Allah’, alws/'Muslim’,
&ias/'Society’, cWisl/social’, 4/ ‘cultural’, 48/ ‘culture’,
id/'value’, si'system’, oL/ ‘people’
4 »/'Freedom’, gbdl/‘human’, @~/‘right’, 24/ individual’,
olsdl/‘humanitarian’
s/ Political’, bI_32 sey/'democratic’, Swle/'secular’,
& »/'movement’, Jlg/‘trend’

@ e/'Saudi’, oe/'Arab’, /' Western’

3l e/'Woman’, J>_/'man’, <\S/‘authors’, <&is/‘intellectual’,
LsSy/‘doctor’
¢! =/‘Conflict’, 4&3=/'relationship’, x=/‘against’,
sl difference’
ale/'Science’, le/'scientific’, J<i/‘origin’
¢s¢34/'Concept’, ¢ S¥intellectual’, sl _/‘opinion’, ¢s¢34/‘concept’,
I/‘matter’, Jic/'mind’, x«/principle’, «/‘reason’, ¢!_/‘opinion’,
iLuxifissue’, d‘}u{‘question’, << s/‘awareness’, 5 »=/'image’,
5 S¥/'idea’, Aue/'issue’, < o/ ‘position’, 4:5_/'vision’,
Ss/‘judgment’
<lei/'Discourse’, =/‘meaning’, zlbas/'term’, Js/'saying’,
Jss/'discussion’, u=i/‘text’, Jé/‘say’

1 5/'Find’, s=/'mean’, Jl/'want’, <e/’know’, ¢ /'see’
35»s/‘Existence’, z==l/'‘become’, Gis/‘achieve’, J=¥/'do’,
~/‘complete’, J=>/'make’, J«=/'work’, =+/‘call’, ¢Usivl/‘can’
a5/‘Country’, alle/'world’
es/‘Day’, < 4/'time’, &/ history’
sle/‘General’, & s/'reality’, 4ass/fact’, w>/'new’, Cws/‘modern’,
s/ traditional’, ,=3/'special’, ,=S/'large’, —tiss/‘different’,
sba/‘Life’, /' limit’, Aa/‘case’, Jes/‘article’, s siw/level’,
¥/ form’, 8/ criticism’,J/‘status’

Table 5-2: Thematic categories of the top frequent keywords

5.3.2 Usage of the keywords over time

To identify the usage of the above discussed key lexical words over time, a trend

analysis of the usage of these keywords was conducted using SketchEngine’s trend

feature (see Section 4.2.2). As can be seen from Table (5-3), words equivalent to

‘Islamic’, ‘Islam’, ‘religion’, ‘religious’, and ‘Allah’, which indicate the discourse of religion,

show a general decrease in usage over time. The graphs and the trend values clearly

show the levels of use of these religious terms, where the trend lines show a decline of

use and the trend values show negative values followed by the (-) symbol, which

indicates a general decrease in the usage trend. All the religious discourse terms show

a decrease in use, in terms of the trend value, except for the keyword ‘lw’/(Muslim),
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which shows a generally positive value. However, the graph for the keyword ‘Muslim’
shows that there is a decrease in usage of this term towards the end of the defined
period. This reveals that, overall, there is a decreased prevalence in religious discourse
in the corpus of alibraliyah, which indicates that the discussion of alibraliyah in relation

to religion has generally decreased over time.

The trend analysis also revealed interesting results in regard to terms that
indicate the discourse of humanitarianism or human rights, which show a diachronic
increase in usage in the corpus of alibraliyah. As can be seen in the graphs, usage of
words such as ‘“4~/(freedom), ‘csl/ (human), ‘G="/(right), and ‘~wsl’/ (humanitarian)
increased over the defined time period. In regard to the trend values of these terms, the
values are generally positive for the keywords in the discourse of humanitarianism,
except for the terms ‘G='/(right) and ‘>_#/(individual), although the graphs for these two
terms do show an increase towards the end of the period. This increase in usage of
humanitarianism keywords indicates that the discussion of alibraliyah in relation to

human rights discourse has increased over time.

It is also notable that terms that indicate social discourse show a steady trend

line. As can be seen in the graphs, the keywords ‘xix<’/(society), ‘=Wial’/ (social),
‘S&/(cultural), and “4&/(culture) show a steady usage throughout the period, which
suggests that alibraliyah is consistently discussed in relation to social discourse.
However, usage of words that indicate political discourse fluctuates and thus does not
show a changing trend over time. For example, the term ‘! 3 s«2’/(democratic) shows a
fluctuation in usage in the graph, with a trend value of 0.0000, which indicates that there
is no trend in its usage over time. In addition, the usage of the keyword ‘2ll=’/(secular)
fluctuates, but with a general negative value, which indicates an overall decrease over
time. Thus, it can be said that alibraliyah is discussed in relation to political discourse

from time to time, and inconsistently.

Other notable results include that the ‘conflict’ terms, such as ‘¢!_~="/(conflict),
‘ax’/(against), and ‘ar/(difference) decrease in use, with spikes at the beginning and
in the middle of the defined period. Another salient finding is that keywords that indicate

national and regional entities, namely ‘Saudi’, ‘Arab’, and ‘Western’ decrease in usage.

-83-



Keyword Translation  Trend Graph Keyword Translatio Trend @ Graph
Ao Liberal 0.1227+ | =" plaa Muslim | 0.1051+ | =™
& Society 0.0349 HF Western |-0.1051- | &
LA Freedom 0.4877+ I FUEN Case | -0.3249- | 7w
Jaé Say 0.0000 T i ga Position | -0.4040— | et~
B Intellect | -0.1405- === @3l Traditional 1.0723+ /7 -~
S Islamic | -0.4244- e\ FIRK] Issue | -0.2679— we™m.
3 Intellectual | -0.1583— | e = | Meaning | 0.1051+ |emmeea
& Right -0.1763- P 4529 | Existence | 0.3443+ | =mmmmmmusr
Sldal Social -0.2679- — Jis« | Question | 0.2493+ | A e
s Trend -0.1051- N s Awarenes 04244+ N\ .=
o Religion | -0.1227- | e oo Jhia Article | -1.1503— | T
(ol Political 0.2308+ ——— al Complete | 0.0524 | "=
ey Religious | -0.4244- —— (5 $iuna Level | 0.2308+ |y _.owwe
k) Islam -0.4663- —— pala Special | -0.0699 | wrame
(A Cultural 0.2125+ | S g Image | 0.2308+ o . eeee
sl Human | 0.2679+ | semmestons e Know | 0.0699 | Semeemmns
adly Reality 0.1943+ N a Against | -0.6248— | = et
Gad Discourse | -0.1405- P dau Man | -0.3057- | reermmee
@ Arab -0.1227= | et Jab Do -0.3639- | =t
(9 P Saudi -0.5773- D Jes Work | -0.5317- | Mt
sl Opinion | -0.4040-  _ e, | il Humanitaria 03249+ @ e
2y Find 00524 | e | Jaa Make | 0.1051+ | wommmeer
& Allah -0.4663- e Js Saying | -0.4040- | s,
s Book -0.3639- i EH See -0.0349 |,
Ao Culture 0.0874 — fal History | -0.6008- ¢ ™ .~
psda Concept -0.5095- —t o Jsd Form 0.1405+ | mtmartans
Al Matter -0.3639- i A8 Criticism | -0.4877— S
b Bsar | Democratic . 0.0000 aa 3 b [dea | -0.9325- | <t
dad Value -0.0174 N Ja | Situation | 0.2308+ | et
a4 Individual | -0.3639- | e e ald Stand | 0.2308+ | wrmertmumues
a9 Country 0.5543+ | e eenee s Large | -0.0874 =t
Jie Mind 0.5543— | cilida | Different | -0.3443— | S
ale General 0.4877+ —a Js» Discussion -1.0723- | =T
il People -0.2308- T sual  Difference | -0.1051— | s e
pss Day -0.1405- | e iy Time | 0.3838+  tuwsmmeer
Cifia | Intellectual | -0.1405- ot - als Science -0.5317- /e ..
= Mean 0.6008+ | ommmm ol Text | -0.0524 r=——u.=
8l 0 Woman | -0.7812- =\~ Jual Origin | 0.4877+ wruur
s Life -0.5317- | o= glxa | Conflict | -0.0174  e™mesr
rhas Term -0.4663- wm—rm— lale Sect | -0.0524 s
alle World 04877+ | e toeee &Ye | Relation -0.2679- v o
cxal | Become | -0.1583— | emsere, B Look | 0.1763+ e
Aada Fact  -0.4040- | e n, e Call | 0.1943+  cmmmeers
A Want | 05317+ | _semree | s | Issue -0.4877- =
RTKEN New -1.0355— | e 2583 | Doctor -0.6248- ~ /e
i Reason | -0.2308- | “e—eee = | Scientific -0.2867— #7 ™
Cyda Modern | -0.1227- | et o psa  Judgment-0.1227 - soemees
aldai System | -0.1227— ¢ 45, | Vision |0.4877+ e
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A Limit 0.5317+ JPE————— & Ualia) Can 0.0349 | e
jasa Principle | 0.1405+ | s o ;a2 Movemen 0.0699 |
Table 5-3: The usage of keywords over time

5.4 Collocation analysis: discourse preferences of alibraliyah

This section aims to examine the top lexical collocates around alibraliyah over
time. The first part aims to identify the meaning preferences around alibraliyah. This was
achieved by extracting the 50 top collocates and categorising them into thematic groups.
This was followed by a diachronic analysis of the top collocates in the top themes to
closely examine their usage in association with alibraliyah, and whether there is a shift
in the construction of alibraliyah. This was carried out by first identifying the top lexical
collocates in the top two themes, and then conducting both a trend analysis and a
collocation analysis. The results of the analysis in this section will provide an overview
of the usage of alibraliyah, and any shifts in usage, which in turn will reveal the general

nature of the debate over alibraliyah.

5.4.1 Collocates of alibraliyah

To identify the meaning preferences of alibraliyah, a collocation analysis of the
top 50 most frequent lexical collocates around the lemma of alibraliyah, ‘libral’, was
conducted in a span of 5 words to the left and right. As can be seen from Table (5-4),
the collocation analysis shows relatively similar results to the keywords analysis, in that
the top five collocates are ‘J '/ liberal’, ‘. ~’/(freedom), ‘s2'/(Saudi), ‘aais<’/(socCiety),
and ‘<3l/(Islamic), which were all amongst the top 10 collocates in the keyword
analysis. However, the collocate ‘2«l=’/(secular), for example, is found amongst the top
10 in the collocation analysis, but came low down in the ranking of the keywords list
(90™M), which suggests that alibraliyah is closely associated with the meaning preference
of secularism, as revealed by its lower frequency in the overall corpus and by its high
frequency in collocation with alibraliyah. It is also notable that the lemma ‘J/_«'/liberal’
is the most frequent collocate, which suggests that a number of derivatives of alibraliyah
are used in collocation with each other recurrently across the corpus. Another interesting
result is that the word ‘4 ~’/(freedom) is the second top collocate, which indicates that
the meaning of alibraliyah is closely associated with freedom. The top collocates,
‘wasd/(Saudi), ‘asins’/(society), and ‘>w/(Islamic) indicate that alibraliyah is linked to
the cultural context and is discussed in relation to Saudi society and to Islam. To enable
an overall examination of the meaning preferences of alibraliyah, the collocates were
categorised into thematic groups, as seen in Table (5-5). This excludes the lemma

‘S liberal’, as this is the lemma of the keyword being analysed.
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No. Collocates | Translation Frequency No. Collocates Translation Frequency

1 o Liberal 680 26 JPCTCES Real 87
2 LA Freedom 325 27 Y Social 86
3| s Saudi 320 28 d g Country 83
4 palaa Society 215 29 3 sd Idea 83
5 ) Islamic 207 30 & Right 82
6 s Trend 207 31 (e Meaning 80
7 o8 Intellect 206 32 diga Fact 76
8 Jé Say 196 33 LX) Existence 76
9 PYYEYS Concept 194 34 ey New 74
10 (Al Secular 137 35 Lia.  Conservative 73
11 k) Islam 136 36 sx See 73
12 e Discourse 135 37 s Call 69
13 s Mean 134 38 dille | Secularism 68
14 fase Principle 129 39 PEnc Traditional 67
15 Ay Find 123 40 el Become 65
16 rdhawas Term 113 41 a8 Individual 64
17 =F Western 107 42 e World 63
18 S Arab 106 43 Cuda Modern 63
19 (b Political 106 44 dauts Philosophy 62
20  dad Value 96 45 (A Cultural 61
21 ¢ | Intellectual 93 46 alas System 61
22 & Reality 91 47 s Day 60
23 O Religion 90 48 Gbesd) Human 60
24 (bl Asa  Democratic 88 49 o e Know 60
25 A Religious 87 50 LB Want 59

Table 5-4: The 50 most frequent collocates for 'alibraliyah’ with a span of -5 to +5

As can be seen below in Table (5-5), the collocates are categorised into thematic
groups, with the overall frequency of the collocates of each theme calculated. The table
shows that alibraliyah is most frequently associated with the discourse of human rights,
followed by the discourse of religion, and then social discourse. The collocates that
indicate the meaning preference of human rights - 4,~freedom’, G="right’, 2'individual’,
oksil ‘human’ - suggest that alibraliyah is used in connection with human rights concepts.
The close and frequent association to religion also suggests that alibraliyah is closely
connected to Islam and discussions of religion. Furthermore, the association between
alibraliyah and social discourse indicates that it is closely related to social and cultural
matters. The political movement collocates suggest that alibraliyah is also relevant to
the meanings of terms such as ‘secular’, ‘democratic’, and ‘conservative’. In addition, the
table shows that a large number of collocates signify the meanings of thoughts and
beliefs, e.g. 5,5/ (idea), and communication and communicative processes, such as
‘whad/(term) and ‘=<'/ (meaning). These words might not indicate any particular
meanings on their own, however, they do suggest that alibraliyah is often discussed at a
metalinguistic level, which might be due to the high contestation over its meaning by

different groups.

- 86 -



Theme Collocates frggjéilclzy
Religion @i/ “Islamic’, a3 [Islam’, 2 [religion’, 2 /'religious’ 520
Human rights 4 5/ ‘Freedom’, @a/right', 244/ individual", ¢/’ human’ 531
Social discourse aaiaa /'Society’, /Aad ‘valtﬁ", gnuﬁa,!/'social’, 2% /‘cultural’, 519
al&di ‘system
National, ethnic,
and regional ¢35 ['Saudi’, & 'Western', =5/ ‘Arab(ic)’ 506
groups
Political lale/ ‘Secular’, i/ ‘political’, B A s/ ‘democratic’, 479
movements bila. /'conservative', 4slle/'secularism’,
Thoughts and S/ ‘Intellect’, sos¥/'intellectual’, 44wl¥/ ‘philosophy’, 444
beliefs 3 S8/ 'idea’.
Communication as¢da /‘Concept’, c—‘hma /‘terrr_l’, ulha /‘discourse’, 445
=24/'meaning
Communicative Jé /‘Say’, ¢ /‘means’ 385
processes
Mental objects ¢ /'See, < ['know’, Al ['want’, )& /trend’, /‘principle’ 510
and processes I
Action processes | s /‘Happen’, 2525 /‘existence’, =2 /‘call’, g=<i/'become’ 392
. 8y ‘Reality’, ads/ ‘real’, 4&da/'fact', ¥ /new’,
Evaluative = é%ﬁg/‘tmonal’, <was/ ‘modern’ 458
Areas and places 439 ‘Country’, ale/ ‘world’ 146
Time ps: /[‘Day’ 60

Table 5-5: The 50 most frequent collocates categorised into thematic groups

The collocation analysis shows interesting results, where alibraliyah is mostly
associated with the meaning preferences of human rights and religion. For the purpose
of down-sampling the analysis of the large corpus, these top two themes were selected
for an in-depth analysis. To this end, the top collocates for each theme, namely
‘«w)’/(Islamic) and “4._~"/(freedom), were selected to down-sample the corpus data into
a number of individual articles to allow for a micro investigation of the meaning of
alibraliyah in relation to the meaning preferences of Islam and freedom over the whole
period (2007-2016). The process of selecting the articles was based on the frequency of
the top collocates over time, whereby the articles that most frequently include these
collocates with alibraliyah were selected for the micro analysis (see Section 4.3.1.4).
Before conducting the micro analysis of alibraliyah, a statistical analysis of the usage of
the two top collocates - ‘<>w!/(Islamic) and “w,~/(freedom) - over time was conducted
to determine whether there have been any diachronic changes in their usage in

collocation with alibraliyah.
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5.4.2 Usage of the top collocates over time

To identify the diachronic usage of the top lexical collocates, ‘<>//(Islamic) and
‘44 »’/(freedom), a frequency analysis of their usage over time was conducted. As can
be seen from Figure (5-3), the trend line shows a general decrease in the usage of the
collocate ‘~>l/(Islamic) over the defined period. By contrast, it shows a general
increase in the usage of “4:,~’/(freedom) in association with alibraliyah over time. As seen
in the graph, both collocates show a steady increase in usage from the beginning of the
defined period until 2009. This is followed by a fluctuation in use of the two collocates
from 2010 to 2013, in which the collocate ‘Islamic’, for example, shows a sharp increase
in 2013. However, towards the end of the period, specifically from 2014 to 2016, the
usage of the collocate ‘freedom’ increased dramatically, while there was a sharp
decrease in usage of ‘Islamic’. This indicates that alibraliyah’s association with Islam
decreased over time. On the other hand, the increased usage of ‘freedom’ as a
collocation to alibraliyah indicates an increase in the association between alibraliyah and
the meaning of ‘freedom’ over time. This suggests that, over the time period in question,
there was a general shift away from discussions of alibraliyah within the discourse of

religion and towards discussions with the discourse of freedom and rights.

Bl

MNumber of cooccurances

. 2010 1 2013 2014 2015 201

2011 20
Year

16

‘ i Freadom ---===-=- Trend line (lslamic) rend line {freedom) ‘

Figure 5-3: The usage of the top collocates over time

To examine in particular the salient topics associated with the two collocates
‘Islamic’ and ‘freedom’, a collocation analysis was conducted for the two terms. As Table
(5-6) shows, the collocates around ‘Islamic’ were primarily concerned with political
discourse, as evidenced in the words used (Ul/trend, L/political, Sle/secular,

¢ »=/conflict), but also with social and national discourses (as seen in the words Saudi,

- 88 -



and society). This suggests that the collocate Islamic is discussed as part of political and
social discourses. On the other hand, the collocates around freedom, shown in Table (5-
7), are primarily words associated with the discourse of rights (< ¥individual,
3l slue/equality), and with words referring to mental objects (assis/concept, lxw/principle,
<=/meaning), as well as one word that indicates the opposite of rights (traditional). This
suggests that freedom in relation to alibraliyah is discussed in terms of rights, and its

meaning is expressed by collocating it with the words meaning, and concept, and is

Collocates Translation Frequency

= Means (v) 24
(ol Absolute 21
pogia Concept 19
g2 Individual (adj) 18
™ Principle 17
2 Meaning 12
dad Value 11
a4 Individual (n) 11
§lis Traditional 10
3 glusa Equality 10

discussed in relation to traditional social norms.

Table 5-6: Top 10 collocates of 'Islamic’

Collocates Translation Frequency
JE Trend 18
S P Saudi 10
daina Society 9
s Concept 9
S Islam 9
el Political 9
&y Reality 8
e Secular 7
g pa Conflict 7
5 s Idea 6

Table 5-7: Top 10 collocates of 'Hurria/freedom

An examination of the usage of the collocates ‘freedom’ and ‘Islamic’ at the
beginning and the end of the period 2007-2008, 2015-2016, reveals interesting results.
As seen in Table (5-8), the collocate <3>w!/‘Islamic’ at the beginning of the period was
collocated with words indicating political discourse (state, democratic, system, Western).
However, at the end of the period, it was collocating with evaluative words (e.g.
S=/judgment, —x=/violence), and with words relating to rights (such as __=~¥liberation,
<ld/call for). This suggests that the collocate «>wl/‘Islamic’ is associated mainly with
political discourse at the beginning of the period, and with the discourse of rights at the

end of the period.
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Collocates of Islamic in 2007/2008 Collocates of Islamic in 2015/2016
Collocates Translation Collocates Translation
g State e Meaning
Te Method 28 Liberation
pla System JE Trend
4 Writing ) Islam
Jad Failure Gl Application
a5 Adopt ks Call for
dua Opportunity R Western
) Hear Y Differ
F Western aSa Judgment
(B B g Democratic iic Violence

Table 5-8: Top 10 collocates of 'Islamic’ in two periods (ordered by frequency)

On the other hand, Table (5-9) shows the collocates of 4~/ ‘freedom’, which
collocates with words associated with different fields in the beginning of the period, e.g.
words for mental objects (=/mean, =</meaning), the word sL<2/‘economic’, and
words that indicate progress and rights (~/development, __~3liberation, slk«/absolute).
However, at the end of the period, 4.~/ freedom’ collocates mainly with words related to
rights (including 2 ¥individual, \e¥call for, slas/absolute, lil/humanitarian). These
findings suggest that the word 4.~/ ‘freedom’ in relation to alibraliyah was not associated
with a particular discourse at the beginning of the period, but came to be discussed in
association with the discourse of rights. The identification of the use of alibraliyah in
association with rights at the end of the period suggests that the concept of alibraliyah
begins to be linked with meanings of rights, which indicates the beginning of the success

of liberals in their fight against conservatives, and overall the success of the attempts at

Collocates of ‘freedom’ in 2007/2008 Collocates of ‘freedom’ in 2015/2016
Collocates Translation Collocates Translation
(i Meaning A Individual
s Means s Means (v)
s buad) Economic it Traditional
catha Absolute (aha Absolute
3| Want 2 5¢ia Concept
S Big dad Value
JAS Liberation e Call for
ks Development s} Humanitarian
E s Greek L 2 France
B R gand Democratic 38 Restriction

modernism through the project of alibraliyah.
Table 5-9: Top 10 collocates of 'Hurria’/freedom in two periods (ordered by frequency)
It should be noted that as the selection of the articles for the qualitative analysis

was based on these two collocates, it would reveal the mechanism by which the terms

Islam and freedom are used in association with alibraliyah, as well as the shift in the
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construction of alibraliyah in general and in association with these two collocates in

particular.

5.5 Conclusion

The macro corpus analysis of alibraliyah has yielded interesting results in terms
of its diachronic usage over time, and its association with key discourses and the primary
meaning preferences. Both the keywords and collocation analyses reveal that alibraliyah
is mainly associated with the discourses of religion and human rights, across the whole
corpus. The results also show that there was a shift in the usage of alibraliyah in relation
to these two discourses, in which the salient construction of alibraliyah changed from
being associated with religious discourse to being associated with the discourse of
freedom and human rights. Just as this corpus-assisted analysis helps in examining the
salient construction of alibraliyah across a large data set and over a 10-year period, it
also assists in the down-sampling of data for a micro analysis of the mechanism by which
alibraliyah is constructed and changed over time. Therefore, a sample of whole articles
will be examined in detail in the next chapter using the concepts of critical discourse
analysis and discourse theory to investigate the means by which alibraliyah is

constructed and changed over the specified period.
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Chapter 6: Discursive Analysis of the Texts

of the Religious Theme
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6.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis of six articles that discuss the concept of
‘alibraliyah’ in relation to the field of religion. These texts are selected with the assistance
of the corpus analysis in which it is considered to select the articles where ‘alibraliyah’
collocates frequently with the word ‘Islam’ over time (see section 4.3.1.4 for the detailed
procedure). The analysis of the articles is presented chronologically to identify whether
there has been any shift in the debate over ‘alibraliyah’ in relation to Islam over time.

These articles presented in chronological sequence are:

o Ll 4alu/The Islamisation of ‘alibraliyah’ by Mohammad Alkanan, Aljazirah
newspaper, 14/10/2007; tagged (Religion 2007)

o il aie S3Y/ | adidl ‘The Extremists... The Smartest at Adversity’ by
Faris Hizam, Al Riyadh Gazette,01/09/ 2009; tagged (Religion 2009)

o Lallolvie/ 4J/ ,ulll “glibraliyah’ is an extension to ‘hadathah’ by Abdulrahman
Alshehri, Aljazirah newspaper, 27/01/2011; tagged (Religion 2011)

o 1) dlll 54 0'Who is the Islamist’s liberal?’ by Abdulrahman Al-Habib,
AlJazirah newspaper,17/06/ 2013; tagged (Religion 2013)

o bl <absill 5 Glui ] & b 71 (345‘Human Rights’: between Man and
Political Employment’ by Mohammad Al-Mahmood, Al-Riyadh Gazette,
19/03/2015; tagged (Religion 2015)

o Loyl aw (e 4 4 _pll “alibraliyah’ or Post-ldeologies’ by Mohammad
Almahmoud, Al-Riyadh Gazette, 14/01/2016; tagged (Religion 2016)

Each article is analysed in terms of discursive strategies using the Discourse-
Historical Approach'?, and then in terms of the semantics of the word ‘alibraliyah’ and
the groups involved in the debate according to Discourse Theory. In particular, the
analysis of each article begins with a summary of the main arguments presented in the
text, in order to provide an overview of the discussion. Then, the stages of the arguments
are presented, including the claims made by the author to legitimate their main views.
This is followed by a discussion of the discursive strategies used in the articles, including
the topoi and fallacies. The nomination and perspectivisation strategies are also
presented to determine the overall worldview of the authors and the implications of using
such strategies. The discussion of the arguments and the strategies used is then
followed by a presentation of the analysis of the semantics around the term ‘alibraliyah’

and the construction of the groups involved in the debate. This is carried out in order to

12 For a detailed analysis of the texts in terms of DHA see Appendix (B)for the analysis of texts in
Arabic and Appendix (D) for the translated analysed texts.
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focus on the way ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated semantically within the arguments and how
the groups position themselves and others in their attempts to fill ‘alibraliyah’ with their
own meanings. This analysis reveals how ‘alibraliyah’ as an empty signifier is charged
with meanings over time and the way the different groups attempt to charge it in order to

gain or maintain hegemony.

6.2 Discursive analysis of the text ‘.l il.’ [‘The Islamisation of
‘alibraliyah’; (Religion 2007)

6.2.1 Main arguments in the text

The main argument in this article concerns the idea that it is impossible to
Islamise ‘alibraliyah’. In constructing this argument, the author sets up an opposition
between Islam and ‘alibraliyah’. He argues that Islam and ‘alibraliyah’ are two different
value systems with different sources of legislation and thus that ‘alibraliyah’ cannot be
adopted within Islam. He also adds that ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam are not only different but
also antagonistic in the sense that they cannot co-exist in one society. This idea of the
impossibility of co-existence is explained through the author's argument that the
existence of ‘alibraliyah’ means the dislocation of Islam, which implies that the

‘alibraliyah’ concept is a threat to Saudi religious society.

To legitimise the argument that it is impossible to Islamise ‘alibraliyah’, the author
begins the article with the claim that the process of Islamisation has been exploited to
gain intellectual concepts acceptance in religious society. He justifies this claim by
providing a historical overview of the process of Islamisation that has been applied to
various cultural concepts and artefacts before being assigned to intellectual concepts. In
this way, he argues that the act of Islamisation has moved from being acceptable,
assigned by 'ul JLi\/the religious group to concepts such as‘<>wsy) ¥V /lslamic
literature and‘ 2wy 23 YV/the Islamic media, to being unacceptable as others trends
have started to assign it to intellectual concepts. He goes on to argue that the
Islamisation carried out by religious groups has been rejected by ‘““sll=ll/the secular
trend, whose objections received no consideration from the religious group. With this
argument, the author creates a division between two groups; the secular group and the
religious group by observing that the Islamisation of intellectual concepts is conducted
by the secular group to gain acceptance in the society he identifies by its religious
identity, ‘Ummah’. The negative representation of the secular group’s action of
Islamisation is emphasised with reference to extreme cases of Islamisation, ‘alyasar
alislami’/ Islamic left and ‘alishtirakiyah alislamiyah’/ Islamic socialism, which are

concepts that have never been contested in Saudi society.
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After the negative representation of the Islamisation of intellectual concepts, the
author moves to introduce ‘alibraliyah’ as one of these concepts that is now undergoing
a process of Islamisation. He refers to ‘alibraliyah’ as '44a'/ new to the public; newer
than the older concept of ‘aliimaniyah'/ ‘secularism’, which the author claims have
subsided and failed to be established in society. Comparing ‘alibraliyah’ to 'aliimaniyah'in
this way implies that ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed as an extension to secularism and viewed
as a secular concept. ‘alibraliyah’ is also described as ‘2 '/ soft, tender and Islamised
in order to be acceptable and palatable to the public. In this way, the actor responsible
for the Islamisation of ‘alibraliyah’ is made clear and labelled as ‘ (w2 seud) (pédiall 5 QUK
ol ,ulW/ fiberal Saudi intellectuals and writers. Islamic liberalism is represented by the
author negatively as ‘Gx>a’/ hybrid for attempting to combine ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam,
implying the impossibility of integration between them. The author then presents the view
of the Saudi liberals regarding “allibraliah alislamiyah’, before refuting it in the next
section. He states that Saudi intellectuals consider ‘alibraliyah’ an adjustable means to
the religion of the society to achieve the freedom of individuals. By presenting the Saudi
intellectuals’ view of “allibraliah alislamiyah’, the author sets up a number of concepts,
such as the cultural flexibility of ‘alibraliyah’ and the possible Islamisation of ‘alibraliyah’,

which he construes as fallacious in the following section.

The author argues against the liberals’ view of the possible Islamisation of
‘alibraliyah’ by listing the similarities and differences between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam and
the reasons they cannot be integrated. He states that they are similar in that both
concepts include the values of freedom’, ‘justice’, and ‘equality’. However, he argues
that their relationship and integration is not decided by these values but the source that
legislates these values. According to the author, the source of legislation for both
concepts is different: the source of ‘alibraliyah’ is ‘Jal'/ the human mind, and the source
of Islam is ‘3/ prophecy. Thus, their integration is impossible. He clarifies this
argument from a philosophical perspective, stating that the ‘human mind’ legislates the
freedom of individuals in ‘alibraliyah’ by opposing any doctrine, including religion, that
would take away this freedom. On the other hand, he argues that freedom legislated by
prophecy in Islam is restricted, because Islam includes rules with restricted freedom in
terms of human behaviour. This comparison between freedom values legislated by the
human mind and prophecy establishes an opposition between ‘alibraliyah’ as a secular
concept that opposes all sorts of doctrines, including religion, and between the religion
of Islam. Therefore, to the author, ‘alibraliyah’ cannot be Islamised due to the

fundamental difference and antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and ‘Islam’.
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The author concludes the article by emphasising the impossibility of Islamising
‘alibraliyah’. He disproves the notion that ‘alibraliyah’ is an adjustable means that can be
adopted in any society by arguing that ‘alibraliyah’ is an independent concept that is
legislated by ‘the human mind’ to achieve individual freedom. He implies that ‘alibraliyah’
is a threat by stating that, as the concepts of ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam are independent,
adopting ‘alibraliyah’ would lead to the dislocation of Islam. Furthermore, the author
emphasises the impossibility of Islamising ‘alibraliyah’ by re-referring to the secularity of
what he terms philosophical concepts such as ‘alibraliyah’, which he argues eliminate
and reject religious texts and sources; thus, it is impossible to Islamise them and to

integrate them within Islam.

To justify the main argument of the impossibility of Islamising ‘alibraliyah’, the
author employs a number of discursive strategies. Throughout the article, the author
uses the reported fallacy of the Islamisation of intellectual concepts including ‘alibraliyah’,
stating that integrating Islam with intellectual concepts is a false argument because they
represent separate independent concepts from different sources. The argumentation
scheme of the topos of abuse is also used against the group responsible for Islamising
‘alibraliyah’ — labelled as ‘liberal Saudi intellectuals’ — to demonstrate how they deceive
religious Saudi society by Islamising ‘alibraliyah’ in order to gain acceptance within
society. In this regard, Saudi religious society is identified through the strategy of
nomination, with its religious identity implying that it would not accept a secular
movement and stressing that Islamising intellectual concepts to make them appeal to a
religious society is an unacceptable action. Another main strategy used to justify the
impossibility of the Islamisation of ‘alibraliyah’ is the use of the topos of threat by means
of stating that ‘alibraliyah’ is a threat to the ‘Ummah’ and its adoption will lead to the
dislocation of Islam since both concepts cannot be integrated. The constructed argument
is mainly made using detachment strategies with the use of the third person voice. This
non-involvement of the author is strategically employed to strengthen the arguments by
making them appear objective and factual to the reader. Overall, it can be argued that
the main argument of the impossibility of adopting ‘alibraliyah’ within Islam is made from
a religious perspective, through constructing an opposition between ‘alibraliyah’ as a
secular concept and Islam as a religion. This is carried out through the legitimation
strategy of moral evaluation — comparing the values systems of Islam and ‘alibraliyah’
and concluding that ‘alibraliyah’ as a secular concept cannot be integrated with God’s
superior system of Islam. Establishing this opposition between ‘alibraliyah’ as a secular
concept and Islam represents a rejection and resistance against ‘alibraliyah’, which is

construed as a threat to Saudi religious society.
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Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation

strategies strategies strategies strategies
Claim: the impossibility .
s Moral evaluation:
of Islamising .
S ) Comparing two
alibraliyah’.
. systems of values —
-Topos of the history of oo
L alibraliyah’ and
e Islamisation.
-Association: Islam — and
. ) -Topos of the abuse of Detachment .
Ummah . concluding that
. e Islam. strategies T
-Functionalisation: . . alibraliyah’ is a
. , -Fallacy of the cultural |-Third person voice.
intellectuals secular system

flexibility of ‘alibraliyah’.| -Indirect speech.
-Fallacy of the
relationship between
‘alibraliyah’ and Islam.
-Topos of the threat of
‘alibraliyah’
Table 6-1: Main discursive strategies used in 6.2

whereas Islam is
God'’s system and
therefore they
cannot be
integrated.

6.2.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

In “The Islamisation of ‘alibraliyah”, ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated in relation to two
main concepts: Islam and secularism. It is constructed in opposition to Islam to signify
the impossibility of the co-existence of the two concepts in one society. ‘alibraliyah’ is
also articulated in relation to secularism to present it as a non-religious concept, the
adoption of which constitutes a threat to Saudi society — which the article refers to as

‘Ummah’, a term that implies the conflation of national and religious identity.

In constructing ‘alibraliyah’ as associated with secularism, the concept is
articulated with a number of elements that connote secularity. It is first articulated as one
of the intellectual/philosophical concepts that is formed by non-religious groups. This
reference to ‘alibraliyah’ as belonging to non-religious groups indicates its attribution to
the meaning of secularism as a threat against its existence in religious society —
‘Ummah’. Furthermore, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed in the article as an alternative to the
failed concept of secularism and thus they are part of the same project. ‘alibraliyah’ is
also articulated by the author as a product of an anti-religious source — ‘the human mind’.
Constructing ‘alibraliyah’ as a product of a source that opposes religion gives it an anti-
religious secular sense. In this way, ‘alibraliyah’ and secularism are articulated within the
logic of difference, as both concepts are represented as one bloc against Islam, and their

attempt of formation constitutes a threat to the religion of Saudi society.

Therefore, articulating ‘alibraliyah’ with the meaning of secularism signifies its
opposition to religion. Throughout the article, ‘alibraliyah’ is collocated with Islam, with

both concepts constructed as antonyms. The concept of “allibraliah alislamiyah’/ Islamic
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liberalism is also used recurrently in the article. As this concept has been coined by the
‘liberal Saudi intellectuals’, the author uses it to refute the liberals’ idea of the possibility
of Islamising ‘alibraliyah’. To the author, Islam is misused when assigned to ‘alibraliyah’
by the liberals to gain acceptance in the religious society referred to in the text as
‘Ummah’. This view represents the author’s rejection of the formation of ‘alibraliyah’ and
of assigning it to the dominant religious ideology. In his rejection of the concept of Islamic
liberalism, he articulates ‘alibraliyah’ as different from Islam and as antagonistic to it. In
this regard, ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated through the fallacy of definition: that it is ‘not an
adjustable means’ to be integrated with religion and to be adopted. ‘alibraliyah’ is also
constructed as different and antagonistic to Islam through the author’'s argument that
they are concepts from different sources. The author refutes the existence of a
relationship between Islam and ‘alibraliyah’ by stating that the source of ‘alibraliyah’ is
‘the human mind’, whereas the source of Islam is ‘prophecy’. ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam are
even constructed as antagonists of each other, since to the author ‘the human mind’
source rejects and stands against the religious doctrine in legislating the principles of
‘alibraliyah’. This construction of antagonism is emphasised through the author’s
argument that the existence of ‘alibraliyah’ means ‘the dislocation of Islam’, which not
only indicates the impossibility of Islamising it, but also the impossibility of its co-
existence with Islam. Thus, in discourse theory terms, ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam are
articulated within the logic of equivalence as their antagonism entails the polarity of the

two concepts and the existence of one means the dislocation of the other.

The articulation of ‘alibraliyah’ with the meaning of secularism and in opposition
to Islam is made to resist and prevent the formation of the liberal group in Saudi society.
This is made apparent through the construction of ‘alibraliyah’ and secularism as one
bloc in opposition to Islam. The explanation of ‘alibraliyah’ as a threat, whereby its
existence entails the dislocation of Islam, also reveals the hegemonic conflict between
the religious and the liberal groups and demonstrates the vulnerability of the dominant
religious group to being displaced by the liberal group attempting to gain power in Saudi

society.

6.3 Discursive analysis of the text ‘xlaill xc SN (saiid’/ ‘The
Extremists... The Smartest at Adversity”; (Religion 2009)
6.3.1 Main argument in the text

In this article, the author argues that the voices of the Islamists are louder than
those of the liberals except during terror attacks, when liberal voices become louder and

Islamist voices are weakened. According to the author, unlike liberals, Islamists keep
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silent when a terror incident occurs and do not condemn it. This opposition set up
between the two groups is manifested discursively in the article through a negative
representation of Islamists as dangerous and positive representation of liberals as

harmless.

From the beginning of the article, Islamists are represented negatively through
the author’s nomination of them as ‘0 s2243<"/ extremists. The text begins with the author’s
statement that the rise and fall of the voices of Islamists and liberals is conditioned by
the time of a terror attack incident. When a terror attack occurs, the voices of the liberals
are raised to condemn the incident, but the voices of the Islamists are lowered. Then, a
while after the incident, the liberal voices decrease, and the Islamist voices increase. The
return of the Islamist voices is portrayed in the article through an exaggerated metaphor:

‘to the level of ignition’, which emphasises the voices’ strength and volume.

The argument of the rising and falling of the voices of both groups is supported
by the author’s assertion that this is the case in the Saudi state, and the use of an
example of a terror attack carried out on an important figure in Saudi society — His Royal
Highness the Minister of Interior. The author argues that when the incident took place,
liberals condemned the attack and Islamists occupied themselves with side issues. By
arguing that Islamists were busy with side issues, such as the ‘Tash’ series, rather than
the terror attack, the author is implying that Islamists are ignorant by considering the
actors from ‘Tash’ more dangerous than the terrorist attacker. This statement also
demonstrates the author’s construction of Islamists as a danger, which is emphasised
through a constructed metaphorical image, in which the author portrays the Islamists’
returning after the effects of the incident have subsided as coming out of their
‘@ud’/trenches with spears to throw towards their opponents with all their ‘force’,
‘incitement’, and ‘betrayal’. The usage of the word ‘321’ / trenches creates an impression
that Islamists are dangerous by hiding and staying calm during terror incidents and only
afterwards coming out in all their power to attack their opponents. Through this image,
the author is intensifying and repeating the argument of the fall and rise of the voices of
both groups. He emphasises this by stating that the conflict between both groups has

not changed over the past 75 months.

By representing the Islamist group as dangerous, the author questions why their
voices are low at the time of terror incidents and become ‘us " /aggressive once again
afterwards. This question implies the danger of Islamists through the nomination of
Islamists as ‘02285l extremists and the description of their voices as ‘w« <" /aggressive.

Notably, the author does not answer the question, but instead makes the Islamists
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responsible for answering it, particularly ‘imams’ and school teachers, which implies that
they are both characterised by the author as members of the extremist Islamist group.
He illustrates this responsibility by arguing thatimams should have condemned the latest
terror attack of the attempted assassination of the Minister of Interior at their juma’a’
speeches, which occurred eight hours after the attack. To intensify this blame, the author
questions the number of imams who condemned the attack and gives the reader the
responsibility of answering this by asking them to recall the juma’a speeches in their
neighbourhoods. The author also makes an example of the imam of the Prophet’s

Mosque, who did not condemn the attack in his speech.

The author further stresses the danger of the Islamist group by questioning the
number of imams who spoke about the ‘Tash’ series rather than terror attack. He states
that the answer is a ‘“4ih s 4 ,\</national disaster, as more mosques spoke about the
series than condemned the most dangerous terror attack in the state. The use of the
term ‘national disaster’ demonstrates the author’s construction of Islamists as a danger
to the Saudi state as a nation. This is also revealed through the personification of the
‘mosques’ portrayed as ‘speakers’, which implicates mosques as the platforms of the
religious group that is a danger to the nation. Moreover, emphasising the attack as the
most dangerous incident that has not been condemned by Islamists intensifies the

author’s depiction of the religious group as dangerous.

The author concludes the article by repeating the argument that religious group
voices are louder than their opponents’, the liberals, except when terror attacks occur.
He describes the religious group as ‘ SNYV/smarter than the liberals as they know when
to speak and when to keep silent. He also represents them as a danger by labelling them
‘s #¥/powerful in their extremism. He finally emphasises the danger of the power of
Islamists with a metaphor in which the extremists are going to flip the table on liberals a

while after the time of the terror attack.

Overall in this article, the author employs a national framing in his construction of
both groups, in which the religious group is constructed as a danger to the nation of
Saudi Arabia but liberals are constructed as harmless and nationalist by condemning the
terror attack. Throughout the article, the author uses the predication strategy, whereby
his construction of liberals as harmless is discursively implied through their opposition to
the dangerous Islamists. This discursive construction of both groups is employed through
strategies of argumentation — predominantly the use of the topos of the danger of
Islamists, in which they are portrayed as ‘extremists’ who by not condemning the terror

attacks taking place in the country are a powerful threat to society. The author also uses
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the topos of responsibility, by positioning the Islamists as responsible for extremism
because they kept silent during the time of the attack described. A nomination strategy
is also employed, with particular use of the strategy of appraisement to magnify the
danger of the Islamists by characterising them as extremists. Representing Islamists as

a danger is also manifested through the involvement strategies of intensifications,

metaphors, and repetition. An overall legitimation strategy of moral evaluation is also
employed through the negative evaluation of Islamists as dangerous to the nation and
extremist, and the positive evaluation of liberals as harmless and nationalist. In
constructing the religious group as a danger in opposition to the liberal group, these
strategies represent the power struggle of liberals attempting to gain power in Saudi

society by dismissing the Islamists’ loyalty to the nation.

Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies strategies
Claim: In opposition Moral evaluation:
. . Involvement .
e e to liberals, Islamists . Arguing that
-Classification: . strategies: :
o y ., , | constitute a danger o Islamists are
liberals’, ‘Islamists \ ) -Intensification. )
. . to the Saudi nation. extremists and
-Appraisement: . -Metaphors.
; e -Topos of history. " dangerous to the
extremists -Repetition of .
-Topos of the threat nation whereas
) argument. .
of Islamists. liberals are harmless
and nationalist.

Table 6-2: Main discursive strategies used in 6.3

6.3.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

” o«

In “The Extremists... The Smartest at Adversity”, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed as
antagonistic to the extremist religious group. It is articulated as being harmless and
nationalist, in opposition to the danger Islamists and Islamism pose to the Saudi nation.
In this sense, ‘alibraliyah’ is identified through creating an antagonist bloc — the religious

extremists Islamist group.

Throughout the article, ‘alibraliyah’ is not identified or articulated explicitly.
Instead, it is constructed as antagonistic to the moment of Islamism. By constructing
Islamists as extremists, ‘alibraliyah’ and liberals are then implicitly articulated as non-
extremist and harmless. Furthermore, the author constructs the voices of Islamists as
louder than their liberal opponents’, except when terror attacks occur, when the liberal
voice is heard while Islamists keep silent. This construction of voices reveals the power
and dominance of Islamists and Islamism and the weakness attributed to liberals. It also
signifies ‘alibraliyah’ with the meaning of nationalism, by constructing Islamists as non-
nationalists for not condemning the attack and liberals as nationalists for doing so. In this

sense, Saudi society is identified with the concept of nation rather than with the aspect
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of religion. By such identification, the author is excluding the religious Islamist group from
society. ‘Imams’ and ‘school teachers’ are established as examples of the Islamist group

that the author excludes from the nation who form a bloc against liberals and ‘alibraliyah’.

The construction of extremist Islam as an opponent to ‘alibraliyah’ represents a
hegemonic conflict between both groups in which it is particularly difficult for liberals to
gain hegemony. This is apparent through the author’s construction of the Islamists as
smarter and more powerful than the liberals. The struggle to gain hegemony is also made
clear by articulating Islamists as a threat to the nation. These constructions of the
Islamists as ‘powerful’, ‘smarter’, and ‘extremist’ demonstrates the author’s implication
of the religious dominant group as responsible for blocking the formation of the liberal
group. Moreover, the author’s positive construction of liberals as nationalists and
harmless in opposition to Islamists reveals the liberal attempt to gain hegemony and

acceptance in religion-dominated Saudi society through the concept of nationalism.

In summary, in discourse theory terms, ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism are articulated
within the logic of equivalence as two polar groups. While Islamists are articulated with
the meanings of danger and non-nationalist, liberals are construed as harmless and
nationalist. Constructing Islamism as a national threat suggests the implication that the
author regards Islamism as responsible for blocking the existence of liberals. Thus,
liberals are articulated as the opposite to this threat to gain hegemony and acceptance

in Saudi society.

6.4 Discursive analysis of the text ‘Qlall Jxil 4\ ,ull/“alibraliyah is an

extension to ‘hadathah’’; (Religion 2011)
6.4.1 Main arguments in the text

In this article, the author argues against the critics of ‘alibraliyah’ and its
existence. He presents ‘alibraliyah’ as an ideal concept that should exist in Saudi society.
He also places the responsibility of the struggle of liberals to exist on the Islamist group.
He argues that the resistance of Islamists to ‘alibraliyah’ is similar to their resistance to
the concept of ‘hadathah’. Using this argument, the author establishes an opposition
between the liberal group and the Islamists, which is manifested discursively in the
positive representation of liberals and ‘alibraliyah’ and the negative representation of

Islamists and Islamism.

The author begins the article by using the topos of history to argue that, similar
to ‘hadathiydn’, liberals are criticised for their adoption of the concept of ‘alibraliyah’. He

claims that liberals should not be criticised because any group cannot completely
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represent concepts they belong to. He supports this argument with the topoi of logic and
experience, by claiming that logic and life experience prove the impossibility of complete
agreement between concepts such as ‘alibraliyah’ and the people adopting this concept.
The argument is further supported by the author’s falsifying of the assumption of the
infallibility of liberals through the use of the reported fallacy of human infallibility to state
that as all human liberals are fallible, they cannot wholly represent the ideal concept of
‘alibraliyah’. This notion of the impossibility of representing a concept due to the fallibility
of human beings is illustrated with an example related to the religious belief of the critics
of ‘alibraliyah’, whereby the author proposes the idea of the impossibility of the complete
representation of religions by their followers. Through the use of the topos of comparison,
the author argues that if liberals do not exist because they do not represent ‘alibraliyah’,
then it follows a priori that Muslims do not exist as no Muslim can commit completely to

the ideal principles of Islam.

The author legitimises his positive representation of ‘alibraliyah’ by quoting a
speech given by Dr Alrashed — a liberal intellectual — on the concept of ‘alibraliyah’. This
direct speech attributes ‘alibraliyah’ as a simple concept that promotes freedom of
choice. It also uses the topos of freedom to state that freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ is
determined by a majority, so if the majority chooses to be conservative, then this is their
freedom of choice. A topos of example of ‘alibraliyah’ in Western countries is used to
support the notion of the freedom of ‘alibraliyah’, whereby an example is given of
marijuana, which is legal in the Netherlands but not in the UK as the result of the choice
of the majority. The notion of the freedom of the majority is presented as an advantage,
because the author argues that this notion of freedom establishes liberals as the most
closely aligned with all societal groups, as they believe in the rights of Islamists,

communists, conservatives, nationalists, and socialists.

The author then moves on to discuss the problem of the existence of ‘alibraliyah’
in Saudi society. He argues that there is a strong resistance by the Islamists against
‘alibraliyah’. He states that this resistance is realised through the debate between
Islamists and liberals, which continues to focus on the relationship between ‘alibraliyah’
and Islam. The strawman fallacy is also employed to demonstrate that Islamists criticise
the intentions of liberals instead of criticising or discussing the concept of ‘alibraliyah’.
Then, the author attacks the Islamist group, accusing them of eliminating ‘alibraliyah’ in
Saudi society. Through the use of the topos of abuse, the author states that Islamists
practise means of suppression against liberals by accusing them of planning to destroy

religion and spreading immorality in society.

- 103 -



The positive representation of liberals and the negative representation of
Islamists is then discursively used by the author to illustrate the nature of the conflict
between the groups and the reason for the emergence of ‘alibraliyah’. The author argues
that the emergence of ‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society is a call for freedom which is not
supported by the dominant Islamist group. He addresses the Islamist argument that
‘alibraliyah’ is unnecessary because Islam supports freedom by countering it with the
argument that ‘alibraliyah’ supports freedom as Islam does, and thus it does not oppose
Islam. He argues that the opposition is not towards Islam as a religion but towards
Islamists as a group that stands against the freedom of others. Indeed, he labels
Islamists ‘extremists’ because they supress and eliminate the existence of liberals. The
topos of freedom is then used in combination with the topos of abuse to state that liberals
call for freedom but they cannot succeed in the presence of Islamists who prevent this
freedom. In this sense, the author makes Islamists responsible for the struggle of liberals

to exist in society.

The author concludes with the employment of the topos of history to state that
the suppression and elimination practised by Islamists against liberals is the same
suppression ‘hadathah’ encountered in the past. He argues that both ‘alibraliyah’ and
‘hadathah’ share the same project of social reform, though they differ in form — *hadathah’
was based on literary form while ‘alibraliyah’ is based on wider intellectual and cultural
form. Finally, the author claims that despite these differences, ‘alibraliyah’ is an extension

of ‘hadathah’ and complementary to it because they are part of the same project.

In summary, the author presents the conflict between liberals and Islamists,
through which liberals are represented positively and Islamists negatively. He nominates
liberals as advocates for freedom and Islamists as extremists who stand against this
freedom and who seek to eliminate the existence of ‘alibraliyah’. The author also refers
to the idea that this suppression practised by Islamists has occurred before, against the
concept of ‘hadathah’. In this sense, he presents ‘alibraliyah’ as an extension of
‘hadathah’ and both concepts as opponents of Islamists. This argument is discursively
supported by the topos of history, the topos of abuse enacted by Islamists, and the topos
of freedom. Involvement strategies are also employed throughout the article, which uses
a predominantly first-person perspective and personal deictics, particularly when
addressing the problem of the obstruction caused by Islamists seeking to prevent the
existence of ‘alibraliyah’. Nomination strategies are also used, including the strategy of
classification, whereby the author classifies the different trends that are accepted by
liberals — ‘socialists’, ‘conservatives’ and ‘communists’ — along with the strategy of

appraisement which nominates Islamists negatively as ‘4i,ki iclex’/extremists. The
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legitimation strategy of moral evaluation is also employed in which liberals are as equally
fallible as religious people, and Islamists are presented negatively as suppressive and
extremist. All these strategies are used throughout the article to legitimate the positive
representation of ‘alibraliyah’ and liberals and the negative representation of Islamists as
extremists who supress the freedom of liberals to exist. Overall, this demonstrates the

struggle of liberals to exist and gain power in Saudi society.

Nomlnaltlon Argument'atlon Perspectlv!satlon Legitimation strategies
strategies strategies strategies
Claim: Whereas
-Classification: liberals are Moral evaluation:
‘liberals’, ‘Islamists’,| advocates for -Liberals are as fallible as
‘communists’, freedom, Islamists religious people.
. N . Involvement ,
conservatives’, supress this strateqies: -Islamists are
‘nationalists’, freedom as they . gles. suppressive.
taminliota’ -First-person
socialists supressed erspective
-Appraisement: ‘hadathah’. persp Authorisation:
‘extremists’ -Topos of history. By reference to the
-Topos of abuse. authority of an expert.
-Topos of freedom.

Table 6-3: Main discursive strategies in 6.4

6.4.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

In this article, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed in relation to two main concepts:
‘Islamism’ and ‘hadathah’. ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated in opposition to the concept of
Islamism, whereby both concepts are made opponents of each other through the
author’s presentation of Islamists as an oppressor of the liberal group. On the other hand,
‘alibraliyah’ and ‘hadathah’ are articulated as sharing the same objective of social reform
and as oppressed by the same opponent — the Islamist group. ‘alibraliyah’ is also
articulated in relation to other elements that give it positive meanings, in order to for it to

gain acceptance and hegemony.

In presenting ‘alibraliyah’ positively, the author establishes it as an ideal concept
that seeks freedom. In this way, ‘freedom’ is a node used to create a meaning for
‘alibraliyah’ and is articulated in terms of the freedom of the majority. According to the
author, this freedom aligns ‘alibraliyah’ with all other groups, including Islamists, because
it guarantees their freedom. Thus, this sense of the freedom of ‘alibraliyah’ makes it a

transcendental signifier that can unite all other identities under it in Saudi society.

By discussing ‘alibraliyah’ in relation to transcendental freedom in the article, the
author observes the obstruction of the dominant Islamist group, arguing that ‘alibraliyah’

emerge for this sense of freedom is not supported by Islamists. Indeed, the author
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articulates Islamists as ‘oppressors’ of ‘alibraliyah’ and, as a result, oppressors of
freedom. This antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamists is manifested around the
node of freedom, whereby liberals call for freedom, tolerance, and pluralism but Islamists
do not believe in this sense of freedom. In this regard, the author articulates Islamists as
‘extremists’ who stand against the freedom of others. Articulating Islamists with the
meaning of extremism implies their construction as a threat to the existence of freedom
and ‘alibraliyah’ in society. In this sense, the concepts of ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism are
constructed within the logic of equivalence, by which the Islamist group is constructed

as an oppressor to the formation of the liberal group.

‘alibraliyah’ is also constructed in relation to the concept of ‘hadathah’, as they
both share similar experiences in their struggle over hegemony in Saudi society.
‘alibraliyah’ and ‘hadathah’ are both represented via the chain of equivalence and in
opposition to the Islamism of the author’s opponents. This is made clear by articulating
‘alibraliyah’ as an ‘extension’ of ‘hadathah’. They are constructed as concepts that are
different in form but similar in objective, along with sharing the same antagonist. They
are different in that ‘hadathah’ emerged in a literary form while ‘alibraliyah’ exists in a
wider cultural form. However, both identities are made equivalent by the author who
argued that they have the same demand, which is to call for social reform in Saudi
society. ‘alibraliyah’ and ‘hadathah’ are also constructed as one bloc, as they are both
oppressed by the same antagonist — the Islamist group that prevents them from existing
and obtaining hegemony. In this sense, they are articulated within the logic of difference,
whereby they are constructed as different concepts that share the same objective of

social reform and are oppressed by the same antagonist — the Islamist group.

Overall, the construction of antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism is
clustered around the node of ‘4 ~"/freedom. While the liberal identity is articulated in
association with the meaning of the transcendental freedom of groups, the Islamists are
represented as oppressors of this sense of freedom. This notion implies the strong
polarity between both groups, in which the existence of one means the dislocation of the
other since they are in disagreement regarding the sense of freedom. This antagonism
between Islamists and liberals is also made apparent through the construction of
Islamists as a threat to the existence of ‘alibraliyah’, which demonstrates the liberal
struggle to gain hegemony. This struggle is also represented by the author establishing
‘hadathah’ and ‘alibraliyah’ under one bloc, in which both identities encounter resistance

and oppression from the antagonist dominant Islamist groupin Saudi society.
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6.5 Discursive analysis of the text ‘>l J 5l s 4 ‘Who is the
Islamist’s Liberal?’; (Religion 2013)

6.5.1 Main arguments in the text

In this article, the author argues that liberal Islam is the future in the cultural
context. This fusion between Islamism and ‘alibraliyah’ is based on the historical
progression of culture in the Arab region, whereby it was first characterised by national
liberal tendencies and then transformed into Islamist movements. He presents the
concept of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah '/ Islamic liberalism as a modern progressive fusion,
as ‘alibraliyah’ conforms with the principles of Islam. He also argues that this combined
concept could resolve the conflict between Islamist and liberal groups, but it encounters
resistance from both groups attempting to limit its existence. These arguments are

strategically justified with premises and predicates that back these arguments.

The author begins the article with the claim that the trajectory of the Arab cultural
scene reveals the state of fusion of the opposites ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism. This claim
is made from a historical perspective using the topos of history to state that this fusion is
a result of a historical progression in which the evolution of Arab culture from liberal
nationalism to Islamism will lead to Islamic liberalism in the future. This is further backed
by Hegel’s historical dialectics, which is based on the idea that unity evolves through
contradiction, through a process in which an idea turns into its opposites and then this
contradiction dissolves the idea to produce one united idea. Hegel's philosophy of
historical progression is illustrated in this article through the use of the topos of example,
whereby the author provides contemporary examples of states that have successfully
transformed from Islamism to ‘alibraliyah’ whilst retaining the essential values of Islam,

such as the Islamist liberal parties that are gaining power in Tunisia, Egypt, and Morocco.

The author moves to define the concept of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’, presenting it
positively through the employment of predication strategies and a number of positively
constructed topoi. He argues that ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is based on the idea that Islam
conforms with ‘alibraliyah’ because liberal values are inherent within Islam. This
argument is supported with the assertion that ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is nominated as so
as the liberal values are essential to Islam. The topos of rights is also used to present
‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ as a concept that concerns human rights because Islam
conforms with the main principles of ‘alibraliyah’, such as ‘4 al/freedom and
31 jlull’/equality. In this sense, the author states that ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ focuses on
interpreting religious texts in relation to these humanitarian values. This is supported by

the notion that Islamic liberalism is a progressive concept that focuses on, the
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reinterpretation of religious texts in a way that suits the current modern circumstances

rather than relying on the old fundamentalist interpretations.

The positive representation of the concept of Islamic liberalism is further
supported by the author’s presentation of the disadvantages of the concepts, ‘alibraliyah’
and Islam, as separate and the advantages of combining it in under one concept. Here,
the author employs the topos of the disadvantage of the lack of religious texts that deal
with political issues in detail. Thus, using the topos of advantage, he argues that this
issue can be resolved by the adoption of ‘alibraliyah’ within Islamic rule, because
‘alibraliyah’ addresses political issues in detail and at the same time conforms with the
basis of Islam. In this regard, the author also refutes the idea that adopting ‘alibraliyah’
is a secular practice, and instead suggests that its adoption indicates the return to the
essential principles of Islam that is liberated from the interpretations of fundamentalists.
In order to stress the positivity of the concept of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’, the author uses
the topos of history combined with the topos of authority to state that the concept of
‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is not new but was proposed theoretically in earlier centuries by
renaissance Islamic scholars under a different name; the only difference being that their

theories have only been acknowledged recently.

The author then argues that there is a resistance against the existence of
‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ by two groups — Islamists and liberals. He addresses the
viewpoints of each group and counters them using fallacious premises. He argues that
liberal resistance is based on an objection to combining the terms ‘«>wYV/Islamist and
‘S xllV/liberal in one concept. According to liberals, the term ‘<>wYV/Islamist means
‘gyai’/ fundamentalist, thus, fundamentalists and liberals cannot be combined under
one concept. On the other hand, Islamist resistance is expressed through the topos of
Islamic law; the author states that they view ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ as ignorant of the
fundamental ideologies of Islamic jurisprudence, such as consensus and analogy, and
as substituting Islamic values for universal ones. The author counters these oppositions
through the employment of the fallacy of resistance combined with the topos of existence
to state that this resistance will not eliminate the existence of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’. He
also uses the strawman fallacy against both liberals and Islamists, stating that they go
beyond the rational criticism of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ to accuse the intentions of

Islamist liberals.

The author concludes the article by emphasising the positive notion of ‘alibraliyah
alislamiyah’. He presents Islamist liberals as modernists since they adopt the Islamic

rules that are compatible with modern life and society rather than the fundamental
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traditional rules. He also refers to Islamist liberals as believers in the right of freedom of

Muslims to select the system that best suits their interests.

Overall, the concept of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is proposed by the author as a
progressive concept that suits modern Islamic society by combining ‘alibraliyah’ and
Islam. The argument is made from a historio-political perspective and predominantly
uses the topoi of history, rights, and authority. The nomination strategy of ‘appraisement’
is used mainly for a positive representation of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ and for a relatively
negative representation of its opponents — Islamists and liberals who resist the concept.
By not being personally involved in the argument, the author employs detachment
strategies to demonstrate an objective factual perspective of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’.
This objective view is made further apparent through the use of legitimation strategies of
authorisation, whereby the article refers to Hegel’s historical dialectics on the fusion of
concepts alongside the strategy of theoretical rationalisation that is used to present the
reasons for articulating the concept of Islamic liberalism. It can be argued that this article
presents a remarkable shift in the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ and its relation to Islam
because, unlike the previous articles, the author attempts here to dissolve the opposition
between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam. This case can be explained in detail from the perspective

of discourse theory.

Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation
strategies strategies strategies

Legitimation strategies

Authorisation:
By reference to Hegel’s
historical dialectics.

Claim: ‘Islamic
liberalism’ is a
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liberals’, ‘Islamists’ | for modern Islamic strategies: . A
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Table 6-4: Main discursive strategies in 6.5

6.5.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

In ‘Who is the Islamist’s Liberal?’, the author constructs ‘alibraliyah’ in association
with the concepts of Islam and Islamism. ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism are made equivalent
within one concept — ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’. In this sense, the proposed concept of
‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ represents a dispersal of the opposition between the two poles
‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism. This is represented by the author’s key claim that ‘alibraliyah’

is compatible with the essence of Islam and thus they can be combined under one bloc.
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In constructing ‘alibraliyah’ in relation to Islamism, the author breaks down the

antagonism between the two concepts with new articulations.

The concept of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is mainly articulated in the sense of
modernity and modern Islam. According to the author, it is through the adoption of
‘alibraliyah’ within Islam that modernity and progression can be achieved in Islamic
societies. ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is articulated in the sense that Islam and ‘alibraliyah’
are compatible concepts, because Islam adopts the general values of ‘alibraliyah’. These
values concern human rights, with a particular focus on freedom and equality. However,
although both concepts are similar in terms of their essential humanitarian values, the
author argues that they differ in terms of dealing with these values, because Islam deals
with them broadly in the religious texts but ‘alibraliyah’ considers them in detail. Thus,
the author articulates ‘alibraliyah’ as a concept compatible with Islam since it can offer a
detailed legislation of the essential values of Islam. In this sense, he excludes the idea
that ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is a secular notion, arguing that ‘alibraliyah’ is adopted by
retaining the essential values of Islam and that is employed to interpret these values.
The author also indicates that a reliance on ‘alibraliyah’ in the interpretation of the
religious texts would lead to the renewal of Islam and the creation of a modern version
that suits current culture. Furthermore, that it would provide liberation from the
interpretations of fundamentalists, which are based on judgments that were historically

suitable but are considered now outdated.

The author argues that ‘alibraliyah’ needs its antagonist, Islamism, to be
articulated in modern Islamic societies. In discourse theory terms, Islam here represents
a necessary antagonistic element to the concept of ‘alibraliyah’ for it to be formed and
accepted. It is through this chain of equivalence that the possibility of the articulation of
‘alibraliyah’ is made. To the author, the antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism
can bring them together, whereby their differences and similarities could be exploited to
unite them under one identity: ‘alibraliyah alislamiah’. In this sense, ‘alibraliyah’ and
Islamism are articulated within the logic of difference as both concepts are made

equivalent under one concept: ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’.

According to the author, there are two antagonistic frontiers that prevent the
formation of the concept of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ — the liberal and the Islamist
fundamentalist groups. Fundamentalists are articulated in the article as ‘extremists’, as
they adhere to the old interpretations of religious texts and object to the progressive
reform of Islam. On the other hand, liberals are constructed as objecting to combining

‘alibraliyah’ and Islam in one concept, as they view this as a hidden intention for Islamists
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to gain power under the label of ‘alibraliyah’. Both groups are constructed as conducting
hegemonic practices through which they prevent each other from gaining or maintaining
power, thus preventing the dispersion of antagonism under the bloc of ‘alibraliyah

alislamiyah’.

To sum up the argument in terms of discourse theory, the articulation of the
concept of ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ represents an attempt to dissolve the antagonism
between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism. This demonstrates a hegemonic practice of giving
‘alibraliyah’ a meaning associated with Islam, constructing it as a desirable modern
concept for Islamic religious societies. By constructing ‘alibraliyah’ in association with
Islam, ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’ is articulated as non-secular since it adopts ‘alibraliyah’
but retains the basic principles of Islam. This construction of ‘alibraliyah’ and Islamism
under one bloc in opposition to fundamentalists and liberals reveals a possibility that
‘alibraliyah’ could shift from being completely antagonistic to Islam and Islamism to
equivalent and compatible with Islam in a conservative religious culture such as Saudi

society.

6.6 Discursive analysis of the text ‘bl calagill 5 oLl & a1 B3
“Human Rights’: between Man and Political Employment’; (Religion
2015)

6.6.1 Main arguments in the text

In this article, the author’s key claim is based on the relativity of the concept of
‘alibraliyah’. He argues that the adoption of Western-based human rights in any culture
— including freedom, which is the basis of ‘alibraliyah’ — should not be absolute but could
be modified according to the cultural circumstances. In this sense, the author presents
‘alibraliyah’ positively, as a concept that adopts human rights and could be relatively
adopted in the Saudi culture. This is achieved through the employment of discursive

strategies, particularly the strategies of argumentation and perspectivisation.

The author begins the article by presenting a historical account of the emergence
and development of human rights in the West. He argues that during the Renaissance
era, European civilization started to move away from concerns of abstract metaphysics
towards the reality of the human. This focus on the human in the West led to the
formation of principles of human rights. The author refers to the notion that the
construction of these principles was first relatively linked to theological conceptions. By
this notion, he implies the possibility of forming human rights initially in association with

religious perspectives. However, through the topos of advantage he indicates that these
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humanitarian principles reached their clearest form at the time of the French Revolution,
which he describes as the beginning of the era of humanity. By linking the achievement
of humanity to the French revolution, the author implies that human rights can be

achieved through liberation from the authority of doctrines, including religion.

The author then claims that the success of the French Revolution led to the global
spread of human rights. He argues that this spread was also because human rights are
based on a shared universal human principle, in which all humans are of the same origins
and are created equal, as well as Western colonisation, which carried the West'’s vision
of rights to the whole globe. The author also attributes the success of the spread of rights
to globalisation caused by the development of transport and the media, which are viewed

as products of Western civilization.

However, despite acknowledging the success of the Western model of human
rights, the author argues that the adoption of these rights should not be absolute but
relative. By combining the topos of universality and the topos of relativity, the author
argues that the Western vision of human rights is universal in terms of its main principles
but relative in terms of the application and implementation of these principles. He
stresses the notion of the relativity of these principles in two dimensions: space and time.
He also indicates that the details of the application of these rights have been modified
and changed by the West itself over time as the result of critical reviews that seek
progression and development. With regard to the relativity of these principles in terms of
space, the author claims that non-Western cultures can adopt fundamental Western
rights but adjust the application of these principles according to the circumstances of
their culture. Up to this point, the author employs the detachment strategy through the
usage of the third-person perspective, through which he gives an account of the history
of rights in the West and the relativity of their application outside the West.

Through the employment of involvement strategies, the author then introduces
‘alibraliyah’ as a concept that concerns the right of freedom. With the use of first-person
plural deictics (‘W/our, us, ‘0~¥/we), he emphasises the relativity of the Western model
of human rights by noting how they can employ the concept of ‘alibraliyah’ that he
presents positively as ‘the comprehensive philosophy of freedom’. In this argument, he
constructs an ingroup through the use of collective personal pronouns to highlight the
possibility of adopting a special version of ‘alibraliyah’ for inner Saudi culture that is
different from the Western version. This strategy of the ingroup construction of Saudi
culture that is distinguished from the Western culture legitimates ‘alibraliyah’ as a

concept that can be adjusted to Saudi society. In this regard, the author discusses in
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detail the means by which ‘alibraliyah’ could be adopted in Saudi culture. Using the topos
of relativity in combination with the fallacy of absoluteness, the author argues that the
sense of freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ is not absolute but differs from one culture to another,
depending on their particularities. Thus, it is relative in the sense that it is impossible to
copy the Western experience of ‘alibraliyah’ due to the different cultural circumstances.
He emphasises this idea by constructing the inner ‘alibraliyah’ of Saudi culture as
distinctive from the ‘alibraliyah’ of other cultures, such as the Western world (France,

Sweden, USA) or the Arab and Islamic world (Tunisia and Egypt).

The author continuous to legitimate ‘alibraliyah’ by creating the ingroup and
outgroup. At this point, he objects and condemns external interference with Saudi affairs
in terms of the adoption of human rights (lines 158- 207, in Arabic lines 99-130). The
creation of the outgroup is emphasised through the use of the topos of the abuse of
external interference. Using Sweden as an example, the author argues that the country
attempts to impose its vision of rights on Saudi society without understanding the
complex nature of the Saudi culture. Furthermore, he establishes external attempts to
interfere as a threat that would affect the sovereignty of the Saudi nation. This notion of
outgroup threat is followed by establishing the responsibility of the ingroup to avoid this
threat by working to develop a unique version of rights that suits the inner culture. Using
the topos of responsibility, the author makes the ingroup, including the reader,
responsible for cultural changes and social reforms in accordance with human rights,
using the justice system and women’s rights as an example by claiming that these
systems are flawed and undergoing reform due to the sense of responsibility inner
groups have towards the development of their cultures. The author concludes the article
by emphasising the responsibility of the ingroup to establish and develop a system of
human rights that is based on Saudi cultural conceptions and not imposed by external

powers.

Overall, the author in the article intends to convey the idea that the adoption of
human rights, with emphasis on the concept of ‘alibraliyah’, should begin from the inside,
through an adjustment of universal rights to the cultural conditions of Saudi society. In
order to legitimate ‘alibraliyah’ as a concept that focuses on the right of freedom, the
author employs the topos of history to provide a positive historical account of human
rights, the topos of relativity to position these rights in space and time, and the topos of
the responsibility of the ingroup to adopt these rights within Saudi culture. Nomination
strategies are also used, whereby the author employs the process of ‘association’ using
the pronoun ‘we’ to implicate himself and the reader as members of Saudi society, and

the process of ‘disassociation’ to separate Western and Saudi cultures. Similarly, the
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involvement strategy of the use of first-person plural pronouns is used to create a division
between the ingroup and outgroup, in which the non-Saudi outgroup is represented as a
threat to the Saudi nation by imposing their specific models of rights and thus the ingroup
is responsible for adopting ‘alibraliyah’ and creating social reform. By presenting the
adoption of ‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi culture as necessary to achieving the right of freedom,
the author delivers these arguments and strategies through the legitimation strategy of

rationalisation.

Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies strategies
Claim: ‘alibraliyah’ is
a relative concept
based on cultural Detachment . e
. . Rationalisation:
-Association: factors. strategies:
YR o . . By reference to the
oad/we -Topos of relativity. | -Third-person voice. :
. s necessity of
-Disassociation: -Fallacy of Involvement g 3,
¢ s ) . alibraliyah’ to
<all/West absoluteness strategies: . .
. achieving freedom in
-Topos of -First and second-
- : the culture.
responsibility. person voice.
-Fallacy of
interference.

Table 6-5: Main discursive strategies in 6.6

6.6.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

In this article, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed as a concept that concerns the right of
freedom. It is articulated as a relative concept that can be adopted and modified
according to the conditions of a particular culture. In constructing the relative meaning of
the originally Western concept of ‘alibraliyah’, the author creates a logic of difference
between Western culture and Saudi culture, in which both groups can adopt ‘alibraliyah’
differently in practice yet still share the same universal principles of human rights. A logic
of difference is also created between ‘alibraliyah’ and Saudi culture through the author
referring to the notion of the possibility of adopting ‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society, which
indicates a dispersal of the antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and conservative Saudi

culture.

‘alibraliyah’ is introduced in this article as the comprehensive philosophy of
freedom. In this sense, it is articulated around the node of ‘freedom’, which is presented
as relative according to different cultures. Furthermore, the freedom of ‘alibraliyah’ is
constructed as not absolute but differing according to time and space. The construction
of ‘alibraliyah’ in relation to time is determined by diachronic development and change

over time. In this regard, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed as an evolving concept that ceases
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to be ‘alibraliyah’ when it stops evolving. ‘alibraliyah’ in relation to space is articulated
around the word ‘43&¥/culture, whereby it is a product of cultural conditions and meanings.
To the author, the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ is determined by culture, as each culture has
a distinctive identity that should be considered when adopting ‘alibraliyah’. Thus,
‘alibraliyah’ is seen as a concept that can be modified by a culture to achieve progress

rather than an absolute static concept imposed on a society.

It also around the node of culture that the antagonism is created between Saudi
and non-Saudi cultures, which is established in the article to legitimate the possibility of
‘alibraliyah’ existing in a distinctive form for Saudi society in a way that does not
contradict the essential values of the culture. In this regard, a difference is created
between the form of ‘alibraliyah’ that would exist in Saudi society and the liberalism of
Western culture that produces it, as they differ in their cultural conditions. A difference is
even created between the ‘alibraliyah’ of Saudi society and the ‘alibraliyah’ of Islamic
and Arab countries in order to emphasise the distinctness of Saudi identity and the need
to adopt and develop a special version of ‘alibraliyah’. Legitimising ‘alibraliyah’ through
its antagonism towards Western cultures is emphasised with the example of the Swedish
state, which attempts to impose its vision of rights on Saudi society. This interference is
presented as unacceptable by the author, as it does not consider the reality of Saudi
culture. The antagonism is even stressed when establishing this Western interference
as a threat to the sovereignty of the Saudi nation. Thus, through this antagonism the
author has attempted to convince the reader that the adoption of ‘alibraliyah’ and human
rights should be accomplished from the inside rather than the outside, and the Saudi
nation is therefore responsible for achieving progress through the implementation of

human rights in its society.

It is worth noting here that there is a lack of explicit reference to Islam as a cultural
component of Saudi society. Unlike the articles previously discussed, which primarily
focus on the relationship between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam, this article is characterised by
the absence of a debate on Islam. The word ‘Islamic’ is used once in the article to refer
to the difference between Saudi culture and other Islamic countries, such as Egypt and
Tunisia. This suggests that the author does not consider religion to be the core identity
of Saudi culture; instead, national identity is used to identify Saudi society. This is
apparent in the difference created between Saudi and non-Saudi cultures and in the
representation of any non-Saudi attempt to impose rights as a threat to the nation.
However, there is an implicit reference to religion as impeded through the presentation
of the history of rights in Europe and the claim that these rights were first linked to

theological perspectives before they reached their purest form at the time of the French
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Revolution. This claim reveals the author’s impeded analogy between the development
of rights in the West and in Saudi society, suggesting that human rights including
‘alibraliyah’ could be implemented first in relation to cultural religious conceptions and
then developed in isolation from religion. Overall, this explicit ignorance of Islam as a
religion suggests that it is not the main element of discussion regarding ‘alibraliyah’
anymore, and the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ in the article shifts to be considered in relation

to national discourse.

In summary, ‘alibraliyah’ in this article is constructed around the nodes of
‘44 n’/freedom and “43&/culture. It is articulated as a concept that concerns the human
rights of freedom universally. However, it is constructed in relation to the element of
culture in order to state the notion of relativity in its application, which can differ from one
culture to another. This notion of ‘alibraliyah’ as relative to culture is constructed through
the creation of a difference between Saudi and non-Saudi cultures, including Western
and Islamic/Arab cultures. Saudi culture is articulated in this article through national
identity rather than religious identity. This is made clear by the author holding Saudis
responsible for adopting rights and constructing any interference from other cultures as
a threat to the Saudi state. These strategies of articulation indicate the author’s intention
to legitimise ‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society by shifting the debate to the national discourse

in order to gain acceptance and hegemony for ‘alibraliyah’.

6.7 Discursive analysis of the text ‘Cla 5l Y a0 L 51 4l ulll/““alibraliyah’ or

Post-ldeologies’; (Religion 2016)
6.7.1 Main arguments in the text

In this article, the author argues that ‘alibraliyah’ is an alternative to totalitarian
ideologies, including religious ideologies. By suggesting ‘alibraliyah’ as an alternative to
collective ideologies, the author sets up an opposition between ‘alibraliyah’ as a post-
ideology and fundamental Islam as an ideology. This opposition suggests that
‘alibraliyah’ is equal to non-fundamental Islam against ideological fundamental Islam. In
this regard, the author views ‘alibraliyah’ in the sense of non-fundamentalism as the
solution to the conflicts caused by fundamental clashing ideologies in the Islamic and
Arab world.

In setting up an antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and collective ideologies, the
author represents ‘alibraliyah’ positively and ‘ideology’ negatively. Just after beginning
the article with the argument that ‘alibraliyah’ is the alternative to clashing ideologies in

the Arab and Islamic world, the author justifies this argument by introducing the concept

- 116 -



of ‘ideology’, representing it negatively (lines 14- 38, in Arabic lines 10-27). Through the
use of the topos of disadvantage, the author attributes ideology as ‘& 3\ < 4/ false
consciousness, which represents the opposite to science and rational thinking (line 17,
in Arabic line 12). This attribution of ideology as false consciousness is supported by the
author’s justification that ideology is naturally ‘dogmatic’ as it includes a set of ideas
represented as assumed facts that does not allow for scientific or rational thinking. In this
sense, dogmatic ideologies are constructed in opposition to science and rationality, with
religion given as an example of a dogmatic doctrine (lines 19-21, in Arabic lines14-19).
The author also justifies his attribution of ideology as false consciousness by referring to
the ideological practice of using utopian premises to present an imagined alternative to
what he calls the actual misery situation by speaking to the emotions of the crowd rather

than their minds.

On the other hand, ‘alibraliyah’ is represented positively as a good alternative to
the concept of ideology (lines 38-70, in Arabic lines 28-47). Using the topos of advantage,
the author identifies ‘alibraliyah’ in contrast to ideology, attributing it as relative, non-
dogmatic, and self-criticising. By introducing ‘alibraliyah’, the author demonstrates that
‘alibraliyah’ has some of the negative features of ideology, including the promotion of
utopian ideas. However, it opposes ideology in its collective sense by being non-
dogmatic and instead a subject of constant criticism and change. In this sense, the author
presents ‘alibraliyah’ as a relative concept that, unlike collective ideologies, is dependent
on the latest scientific research rather than emotions or imagination. Through this
positive characterisation of ‘alibraliyah’, the author argues that ‘alibraliyah’ opposes
collective ideologies through its concern with the notion of individuality. This opposition
is made clear with the argument that ‘alibraliyah’ is not an ideology in the negative sense
of collectivity, and that it can be considered an ideology only in the sense of freedom of
individuals, The opposition between ‘alibraliyah’ and collective ideologies is further
stressed in the article through the identification of ‘alibraliyah’ as the ideology of liberation

from collective ideologies.

The author then highlights these negative and positive representations by
identifying first the negative consequences of ideology followed by the positive
consequences of ‘alibraliyah’. Through the employment of the topos of negative
consequences, ideology is described as resulting in ‘sla S/ illusions through which
nothing is achieved, especially at an individual level. Negative consequences are also
illustrated by the author using the topos of the example of the Muslim world, which lives
in conflict as a result of dominant religious collective ideologies. By referring to Islam as

a collective ideology, the author highlights the notion that religion can only be considered

- 117 -



an ideology when it includes fundamental ideas. This demonstrates the author’s
distinction between Islam as a non-collective ideology and fundamental Islam, which

represents an ideology in the negative sense.

‘alibraliyah’, on the other hand, is characterised positively as resulting in the
liberation of individuals from the conflicts of fundamental religious collective ideologies .
According to the author, this liberation entails moving the individuals from conflicts with
others to conflict with the self. In this sense, he constructs ‘alibraliyah’ as a
transcendentalist notion in which individuals are capable of achieving success for
humanity through relying on the self rather than depending on collective ideologies that
result in conflicts and corruption. It is through this sense of transcendentalism that the
author proposes ‘alibraliyah’ as an alternative to fundamental Islamic collective
ideologies, arguing that it guarantees the progress of the world where individuals work

on self-conflicts, needs, and intuitions.

By concluding the article with the positive consequences of ‘alibraliyah’, the
author is strategically intending to give the reader a final positive impression of
‘alibraliyah’ as a good alternative to collective ideologies. This argument of altering
fundamental collective ideologies with ‘alibraliyah’ as a post ideology is also strategically
manifested through the topos of the advantages of ‘alibraliyah’ in opposition to the topos
of the disadvantages of collective ideologies. The topoi of the negative consequences of
ideologies and the positive consequences of ‘alibraliyah’ are also employed to give a
negative representation of ideology and positive representation of ‘alibraliyah’.
Furthermore, predication strategies are used by the author to present ideology negatively
as dogmatic and false consciousness in contrast to ‘alibraliyah’ as relatively non-
dogmatic and self-criticising. ‘alibraliyah’ is also referred to as a transcendental concept
in separation from collectivity, in which social progression can be achieved by relying on
individuals striving for success. These arguments and predicates are made using
detachment strategies whereby the author uses the third-person voice. This use of
detachment strategies gives the argument an objective factual dimension, which
constitutes a persuasive strategy. The arguments are also constructed using the
legitimation strategy of ‘instrumental rationalisation’, whereby the author refers to the
advantageous consequences of ‘alibraliyah’ in contrast to the disadvantageous

consequences of collective ideologies.
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Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies strategies

Claim: ‘alibraliyah’ is
an alternative to
collective ideologies.

“Topos of the Instrumental
e P Detachment rationalisation:
-ldentification: advantages of o
o o RS strategies: -By reference to the
ideologised’, alibraliyah’. . .
o o -Third-person voice. | consequences of
ideologiser -Topos of the ‘alibralivah’ and
disadvantages of lecti Yd loai
ideologies. collective ideologies.
-Topos of
consequences.

Table 6-6: Main discursive strategies in 6.7

6.7.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

In a general sense, ‘alibraliyah’ is discursively constructed in this article as
antagonistic to the signifier of ideology, particularly Islamic fundamentalist collective
ideology. In this sense, the author constructs ‘alibraliyah’ and non-collective Islam under
one bloc against collective Islam. By constructing ‘alibraliyah’ and non-fundamental
Islam in opposition to fundamental Islam in this way, two blocs are created within the
logic of equivalence which can be considered two antagonistic poles. On the other hand,
the construction of ‘alibraliyah’ and non-collective Islam in one group implies a logic of
difference by which the dispersal of antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam is
represented by the equation of ‘alibraliyah’ with Islam in terms of non-fundamentalism.
These antagonistic constructions are employed mainly through the articulation of
‘alibraliyah’ with elements that indicate the meaning of individuality in opposition to
fundamental ideologies that are constructed in association with the meaning of

collectivity.

‘alibraliyah’ is articulated in the article through the disadvantages of its antagonist
collective ideologies. As the concept of fundamental collective ideology is constructed
with the moments of dogmatism, irrationality, and emotions, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed
with the opposite elements: through the advantages of being non-dogmatic, relative,
rational, and scientific. These moments of ideology are used to represent the negative
meaning of collectivity, through which the collective is driven by a dogma advocated for
through speaking to the emotions of those collectives. On the other hand, ‘alibraliyah’ is
articulated as opposite to collectivity; that is, with the meaning of individuality. In this
sense, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed with the meaning of individual freedom through the
presentation of it as relative; it is shown to be non-dogmatic and subject to constant

change, and interactive with the latest scientific research.
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‘alibraliyah’ is also articulated through the elements of the consequences of the
opposing collective ideologies. According to the author, fundamental collective
ideologies result in illusions and conflicts. Therefore, ‘alibraliyah’ is presented as an
alternative to collective ideologies because it would result in the liberation of individuals
from these conflicts and the achievement of progress for human beings. In this sense,
‘alibraliyah’ is proposed as a transcendental concept that would guarantee individuals
success and achievements to the world they live in. It is through this transcendentalism
that the author suggests ‘alibraliyah’ as a dislocation of collective ideologies, in which its

transformation into imaginary will result in positive consequences for Saudi society.

The author conveys this idea of altering collective ideologies with the
transcendental concepts of ‘alibraliyah’ by suggesting substituting fundamental Islamic
ideologies that cause conflicts in the Muslim world with ‘alibraliyah’. This establishing
‘alibraliyah’ as antagonistic to fundamental Islam suggests that ‘alibraliyah’ in its
transcendental sense is equivalent to non-fundamental Islam, though this later sense of
Islam is absent in the text. This absence of Islam in the non-fundamental sense indicates
that Islam is no longer an element of the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’. In the articles
previously discussed, ‘alibraliyah’ was constructed as antagonistic to Islam, then as
complementary to it, and finally it was discussed in isolation from any religious discourse.
In “alibraliyah’ or Post-ldeologies’, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed at a higher level of
articulation in relation to Islam, through an equivalence across difference, whereby
‘alibraliyah’ is constructed in antagonism with fundamental Islam and in agreement with
non-fundamental Islam. This higher level of articulation suggests a shift in the
construction of ‘alibraliyah’ from being antagonistic to Islam in general to an antagonist
of fundamental Islam in particular. This shift in the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ demonstrates
a hegemonic practice by liberals to gain acceptance and success in forming a liberal

identity.

Overall, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed as an antagonist of collective fundamental
ideologies, and primarily in opposition to fundamental Islam. It is articulated in relation to
individuality, which includes non-dogmatic, relative, and scientific meanings that oppose
the nature of fundamental Islamic ideologies. Through this antagonism of ‘alibraliyah’ to
fundamentalism, the author implies the articulation of ‘alibraliyah’ in equivalence to non-
fundamental Islam. This sense of the individuality of ‘alibraliyah’ in relation to non-
dogmatic Islam implies its association with transcendentalism and individual religion.
This indicates a shift in the discourse regarding ‘alibraliyah’, whereby it has become
linked to non-fundamental Islam and individuality in religious practice in contrast to the

earlier debate in which it was seen simply as antagonistic to Islam. This precise
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articulation of ‘alibraliyah’ and its diachronic shift suggests that ‘alibraliyah’ is signifying
success and transformation from a myth based to a social imaginary in the modern Saudi
Arabia.

6.8 Discussion and Conclusion

Throughout the articles analysed in this chapter — which were written in the time
span of 2007 to 2016 — the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ in relation to Islam shifts. At the
beginning of the period, ‘alibraliyah’ is seen as antagonistic to Islam, shifting into being
an antagonist of Islam in its fundamental form and then as equivalent to non-fundamental
Islam towards the end of the period. This shift in the articulation of ‘alibraliyah’ is carried
out through filling the signifier of ‘alibraliyah’ with meanings to create an identity for
progressives in the Saudi socio-political field. These articulations are even created by
the opponents of ‘alibraliyah’, whereby its proponents intertextualise some of these
articulations and counter them with a number of argumentative devices to identify them
positively with the opposite meanings. These meanings form the features of the
discourse of liberalism in relation to religious discourse in Saudi Arabia, which can be

illustrated and summed up by the following themes identified within the articles.

¢ Relativity

In terms of the notion of relativity, ‘alibraliyah’ has shifted from being non-flexible
with Islam at the beginning of the period into being a flexible concept that can be relatively
employed within the religious culture of Saudi Arabia. The text labelled (religion 2007),
argues that ‘alibraliyah’ is not a relative concept that can be integrated with the system
of Islam. This argument is made from the perspective that ‘alibraliyah’ represents a
different value system to Islam in which the system of ‘alibraliyah’ stems from a human
source whereas the source of Islam is prophecy. However, in the middle of the period,
specifically in text (religion 2013), ‘alibraliyah’ is viewed as a flexible concept that can be
integrated with Islam to construct a concept called ‘alibraliyah alislamiah’. This argument
suggests that ‘alibraliyah’ conforms with Islam as both systems have shared values; thus,
‘alibraliyah’ can offer modern interpretations of Islamic texts that suit modern societies.
The relativity of the concept of ‘alibraliyah’ is discussed in detail towards the end of the
period, in which it is viewed as an originally Western universal concept that is not
absolute in application but relative based on cultural circumstances. In the text (religion
2015), the author argues that the universal concept of ‘alibraliyah’ can be adjusted to the
cultural conditions of Saudi society so it does not contradict the essential values of Saudi
culture. However, in contrast to text (religion 2013), which presents the religion of Islam

as the essential system, the text (religion 2015)considers Saudi culture the essential
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system through which ‘alibraliyah’ should be adopted. This suggests that the discourse
of ‘alibraliyah’ is less linked to Islam as a religion towards the end of the period and more

linked to the broader concept of culture at the national level.

¢ Secularity vs. Fundamentalism

Throughout the articles, the articulation of ‘alibraliyah’ shifts from the meaning of
secularism to the meaning of non-fundamental Islam. For example, in the text (religion
2007) ‘alibraliyah’ is equated with the concept of secularism. It is presented as a non-
religious concept that is derived from a secular origin that constitute a threat to Saudi
society, nominated with the religious identity ‘Ummah’. However, in text 6.5 ‘alibraliyah’
is considered a non-secular concept in the sense that it conforms with the essential
values of Islam. It is also presented as against fundamentalism and old fundamental
interpretations of religious texts. At the end of the period, ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed in
opposition to fundamentalism and fundamental Islam. In this sense, the author in text
(religion 2016) equates ‘alibraliyah’ with non-fundamental Islam that seeks the freedom

of individuals against fundamental totalitarian ideologies.

¢ Individuality vs. Collectivity

With regard to the sense of individuality and the freedom of individuals, the first
five articles associate ‘alibraliyah’ in general with the value of freedom without discussing
it specifically in relation to the concept of individuality. The author of the text (religion
2016) discusses this in detail, by linking ‘alibraliyah’ to the notion of individuality in
opposition to the sense of collectivity. ‘alibraliyah’ is presented in the text as an
alternative to collective ideologies, including fundamental Islamic ideologies. It is
articulated as a non-ideology that seeks to liberate individuals from dogmatic totalitarian
ideologies. In this sense, it is associated with the notion of transcendentalism that
believes in the independence of individuals to achieve success and progress for the

world they live in.

The articulation of the meanings of ‘alibraliyah’ cannot be separated from the
construction of the groups involved in the debate. With the shift identified in the meaning
of ‘alibraliyah’, from being an antonym to Islam to a synonym to non-fundamental Islam,
the articulation of the groups has also shifted; the relationship between liberal
progressives and religious groups shifts from the liberals being antagonistic to Islamists
to being antagonistic to fundamental Islamists. In Discourse Theory terms, a notable
antagonism exists at the beginning of the period between the religious group and the

liberal group, which is created within the logic of equivalence, whereby both groups
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represent two antagonistic poles. However, by the middle of the period, this antagonism
is dissolved and ‘alibraliyah’ becomes equivalent to Islam and constructed under one
bloc named ‘alibraliyah alislamiyah’. Towards the end of the period, the relationship
between the groups achieves a higher level of articulation, in which liberals are created
as antagonists of fundamental Islamists and equivalent to non-fundamental progressive

Islamists.

The mechanism of the shift in the relationships between the groups can be
discussed in particular in terms of the presentation of these groups in the articles. For
example, in the article labelled (religion 2007) liberals are presented as seculars who
constitute a threat to religious society (Ummah). This forms a rejection of the formulation
of the liberal group, implying that the existence of liberals means the dislocation of
religious identity. However, texts (religion 2009) and (religion 2011) stand with the
liberals against the religious dominant group, by referring to the religious group as a
dangerous extremist group that opposes the formation of the liberal group. By
constructing the groups within the logic of equivalence, these three articles present the
struggle to maintain or gain hegemony in the Saudi socio-political field. This antagonism
is dissolved in text (religion 2013), which proposes that liberals and Islamists can be
united under one identity. This construction further shifts in texts (religion 2015) and
(religion 2017), in which the articulation of the liberal group becomes more defined: Saudi
liberal identity is presented as dependent on cultural conditions based on non-
fundamental Islam against fundamental Islam. This shift suggests that liberals could be
successful in finding a way to form an identity in the Saudi socio-political field and to turn

‘alibraliyah’ into a social imaginary.
6.9 Summary

The analysis of the texts in this chapter has yielded a number of results in relation to the
way alibraliyah is articulated along with the relation between the groups over time. It
reveals that the articulation of alibraliyah shifts from being opponent to Islam in general
at the beginning of the period into being opponent to fundamental Islam plus equivalent
to non-fundamental Islam at the end of the period. This shift presents the process of
filling alibraliyah with meanings to either gain or maintain hegemony in the Saudi socio-
political field. It suggests that liberals succeed in their attempt to create an identity in the
Saudi society through charging alibraliyah with their own meaning and attempting to
transform it into a social imaginary. The overall suggestions of these findings will be

drawn on, in combination with the results of chapter 7, at the end of chapter 8.
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Chapter 7: Discursive Analysis of the Texts

on the Theme of Human Rights
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7.1 Introduction

This chapter will present an analysis of six articles that discuss the concept of
‘alibraliyah’ in relation to the field of human rights. The texts were selected based on the
corpus analysis, in which it was decided to select the articles where ‘alibraliyah’
collocates frequently with the word *4.:~’/ freedom over time (see Section 4.2.1.4 for the
detailed procedure). The analysis of the articles will be presented chronologically in order
to identify whether there is any shift in the debate over ‘alibraliyah’ in association with
the notion of freedom over time. The selected articles, presented in chronological order,
are:

o e gkl sieall gl 5l ‘alibraliyah’ and the Deceived and Oppressed ‘Liberal
Figures’, by Tawfiq Alsaif, Okaz Gazette, 17/10/2007; tagged (Rights 2007)

o (lledinad S Lwlie Ll Js ‘IS ‘alibraliyah’ Suitable to All Societies?’ by
Abdulrahman Alhabib, Al-Jazirah newspaper, 22/06/2009; tagged (Rights 2009)

o flpngd of s 4l “alibraliyah’: Freedom or Chaos?’ by Abdullah Alsa’wi, Al-
Jazirah, 27/01/2011; tagged (Rights 2011)

o  Losew 4eSu LIl ‘Liberalism with Saudi Flavour’, by Ahmed Fakeah, OKAZ
Gazette, 21/04/2013; tagged (Rights 2013)

o Ay sl o AWST d4Breaking the Engagement between Freedom and
‘alibraliyah’, by Mohammad Alkana’n, Al-Jazirah newspaper, 31/12/2015; tagged
(Rights 2015)

o (ouliill agdll g 5 Ll Lsll ‘Freedom of ‘alibraliyah’ and the Conventional
Misunderstanding’, by Mohammad Al-Mahmoud, Al-Riyadh Gazette,15/09/2016.
; tagged (Rights 2016)

Each article will be analysed in terms of the discursive strategies used, following
the Discourse-Historical Approach'®, and then in terms of the semantics of the word
‘alibraliyah’ and the groups involved within the debate following the Discourse Theory.
The analysis of each article will begin with a summary of the main arguments in the text
in order to provide an overview of what the text is debating. This will be followed by
presenting the different stages of the arguments, including the claims made by the author
over the course of the article to legitimate their overall views. This will be followed by a
discussion of the discursive strategies used in the articles, including the topoi and
fallacies used; in addition, the nomination and perspectivisation strategies will be
presented in order to determine the overall worldview and the implications behind the
use of these strategies. The discussion of the arguments and underlying strategies will

be followed by an analysis of the semantics surrounding the term ‘alibraliyah’ and the

13 For a detailed analysis of the texts in terms of DHA see Appendix (B)for the analysis of texts in
Arabic, and Appendix (D) for the translated analysed texts.
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construction of the groups involved in the debate. This is carried out in order to focus on
the way ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated semantically within the arguments, as well as how the
groups position themselves and others in their attempt to fill ‘alibraliyah’ with their own
meanings. This analysis will reveal how ‘alibraliyah’, as an empty signifier, is charged
with meanings over time, and the way that the different groups attempt to charge it in

order to gain or maintain hegemony.

7.2 Discursive Analysis of ‘Cse sadall o558l (50l 5 ,ulll’/ “alibraliyah’ and
the Deceived and Oppressed ‘Liberal Figures’; (Rights 2007)

7.2.1 Main arguments in the text

In this article, the author’s key claims are based on refuting the argument of an
anti-liberal columnist, Ayed, in relation to the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’. The author employs
a process of intertextuality through which he counters the arguments made by Ayed in
an article on alibraliyah published in Alwatan newspaper. The author argues that defining
alibraliyah by reducing it to the concept of freedom, as Ayed had done in the article, is
‘useless’, stating that the meaning of a word extends beyond its etymological definition.
The author also counters the arguments that Saudi intellectuals do not understand the
meaning of alibraliyah and that the principles of alibraliyah are deceptive slogans,
concluding that these are false arguments. The counter-arguments the author puts forth
represent a challenge to the legitimacy of anti-liberals defining ‘alibraliyah’ in the Saudi

context.

The author begins the article by presenting a counter-argument to Ayed’s claim
that ‘alibraliyah’ means freedom, describing this definition as useless. This fallacy is used
to undermine the etymological approach of Ayed, implying that ‘alibraliyah’ is more
meaningful than suggested and has contextual meanings beyond its etymological
meaning. The author also undermines Ayed’s argument regarding the meaning of
alibraliyah by using the topos of uselessness to state that this useless definition is not
needed by Saudi newspaper readers and f‘intellectuals’, suggesting that they are
sufficiently knowledgeable about alibraliyah. The author here implies that key social and
philosophical signifiers such as ‘alibraliyah’ do not derive their meaning from their
historical origins alone, and that consequently it is the duty of intellectuals to define them
in more sophisticated ways than is offered by Ayed. This act of undermining Ayed’s
definition is constructed through a very high-level use of involvement strategies, most
particularly the ironic tone that runs throughout the article, for example when the author
states: “Aelaall i@l o2 e |8 oSl & 5 328"/'May Allah reward Ayed for these great

benefits’. This involvement strategy of using an ironic tone presupposes a shared
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superior knowledge in readers, as the author is suggesting that both he himself and the
readers can see the uselessness of the etymological definition and that they are
therefore more sophisticated than Ayed and in a better position to participate in learned

discussions on the topic.

The author continues to delegitimise Ayed’s ideas through counter-arguing the
claim that Saudi intellectuals do not understand what ‘alibraliyah’ means. In this
argument, the author employs a number of reported fallacies. Through their use of irony
and overenthusiastic praising of Ayed’s evidence, the author makes it clear that he views
Ayed’s arguments as arising from the fallacy of definition, that is to say, that Ayed
assumes that because a word has certain origins or etymology, that its meaning should
be clear and constant in relation to these origins. The author also suggests that Ayed’s
arguments are invalid as they employ the fallacy of knowledge. This fallacy of knowledge
is reported to delegitimise Ayed’s rationality and authority to define ‘alibraliyah’. These
fallacies comprise an implicit topos of non-legitimisation that aims at indicating that the
anti-liberal Ayed does not have the authority to define alibraliyah. The reference in this
argument to ‘muthaqafeen’/intellectuals, who Ayed claims do not understand alibraliyah,
indicates that intellectuals are the actors identified amongst Saudis by Ayed as not
understanding what ‘alibraliyah’ might mean. This indicates Ayed’s opposition to

intellectuals, in which the latter includes the author, who is aligned to the reader.

The author’s ironic praise also extends to Ayed’s claims that ‘huriah’/freedom and
‘musawah’/equality are also terms that have deceived intellectuals. The implicit rebuttal
of this claim relies on a topos of freedom and therefore situates the argument within the
realms of an egalitarian and humanistic intellectual tradition, rather than an authoritarian
and theological tradition. The topos/fallacy of uselessness is used by the author in an
ironic style, stating that the that politicians and intellectuals are easily deceived by liberal
principles, more easily even than fishmongers. The author is here clearly suggesting that
Ayed’s undermining of politicians and intellectuals is false, and that, contrary to Ayed’s
claim, both groups are knowledgeable and critical in their thinking. The fallacy of threat
of liberal principles is also used sarcastically to indicate that the principles of freedom
and equality do not lead to “4sis\l’/ freemasonry. Instead, using the topos of
humanitarianism, the author indicates that freedom and equality are the highest human

values, in order to delegitimise Ayed’s argument regarding the threat of these values.

The author ends the article by highlighting grammatical error to reaffirm the
uselessness of Ayed’s definition. Specifically, the author refers to the grammatical

mistake made by Ayed when he wrote that the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ will not come from
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‘libraliina’, instead of ‘libralitna’. The author states here ironically that Ayed might mean
by ‘libralilna’, the wrong grammatical plural form of liberals, people other than
‘libralitna’/‘the correct grammatical plural form of liberals’. By highlighting this
grammatical mistake, the author is not only delegitimising Ayed’s knowledge but
undermining his ability to construct grammatically correct sentences, thus representing

him as entirely unfit to participate in an intellectual debate.

Throughout the article, the author employs several argumentation strategies,
though primarily uses the reported fallacy of definition, the fallacy of the threat of
‘alibraliyah’, and the topos of uselessness to delegitimise Ayed’s anti-liberal vision of
alibraliyah. Within this argument, the author also uses also nomination strategies to
ironically construct Ayed’s view on liberals through the process of over-determination,
for example ‘the deceived oppressed’, and uses the first-person plural pronoun in order
to align with the reader. The latter decision indicates the use of attachment strategies,
through which the author identifies with the reader against the anti-liberals. Intensification
strategies are also used, such as in the repetition of the main argument. All of these
strategies are delivered in a rhetorical ironic style intended to undermine the anti-liberal
definition of ‘alibraliyah’ through, in Van Leeuwen (2007) words, the delegitimisation of

theoretical rationalisation.

Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies strategies

Claim: limiting the
definition of ‘alibraliyah’ Involvement

: Theoretical
N to the concept of strategies . N
- over-determination X . . rationalisation;
. , freedom is useless | -First-person voice . ;
the deceived L : By refuting anti-
: , | - fallacy of definition. -Sarcastic style | . .
oppressed liberals " liberals definition on
- fallacy of threat of -Repetition of Y
- alibraliyah
alibraliyah argument

- topos of uselessness
Table 7-1: Main Discursive Strategies in 7.2

7.2.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

The author in this article delegitimises the anti-liberal authority to define
‘alibraliyah’. In so doing, the author opposes the meanings of ‘alibraliyah’ provided by
anti-liberals, though this is not articulated at this stage as a single definition but left open
to extend beyond the etymological definition. Thus, the author’s articulations are based
on opposing the antagonist’s definition of ‘alibraliyah’, along with challenging their

authority to define it. Accordingly, this article is concerned with which group is entitled to
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define ‘alibraliyah’, and so creates an antagonism between the group that is legitimately

able to define the concept and those who are not.

The opposition to the anti-liberal definition of ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed by
undermining the provided meaning in terms of its simplicity and perceived uselessness.
The author states that ‘freedom’ as a connotation of ‘alibraliyah’ is false, especially in the
negative sense claimed by anti-liberals. The author also made reference to the
uselessness of the summarised etymological definition of ‘alibraliyah’ by anti-liberals,
which does not fully describe the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’. Hence, the author is
simultaneously keeping the meaning and use of ‘alibraliyah’ open while delegitimising
the right of Ayed to define alibraliyah and undermining the etymological meaning he

provides.

Though the author does not offer any explicit definition of ‘alibraliyah’, it is implied
that some concepts are connotations of ‘alibraliyah’. In particular, the author opposes
Ayed’s anti-liberal view that the concepts of ‘freedom’, ‘brotherhood’ and ‘equality’ are
deceiving concepts of ‘alibraliyah’, instead implicitly identifying these concepts as the
highest human values. This indicates that these concepts are seen by ‘alibraliyah’
advocates at this stage as related to the concept of ‘alibraliyah’, though in a general
sense. Accordingly, ‘alibraliyah’ is here linked by the author to these three concepts,
which represent the semantic domain of humanist principles of social justice. In addition,
the author’'s argument that politicians and political scientists are those who are
legitimately able to debate alibraliyah indicates that alibraliyah is seen as associated with
the semantics of politics and political science. Through this argument, the author is
suggesting that the semantics of ‘alibraliyah’ go beyond etymology and involve the

contextual domain of politics.

By delegitimising and undermining anti-liberal view on alibraliyah, the author is
creating an antagonism against anti-liberals. This antagonism is created within the logic
of equivalence by setting anti-liberals as the opposing pole. This means that anti-liberals
are positioned as the antagonist bloc that is opposed by the author, who constructs them
negatively through a number of elements. The opposition is specifically between the
anti-liberal group, who are seen as not legitimately permitted to define ‘alibraliyah’, and
between philosophers and political scientists, who are considered able to legitimately

debate the concept of ‘alibraliyah’.

Throughout the article, this anti-liberal antagonist bloc is constructed through the
use of the ironic style by means of arguing for the uselessness of the anti-liberal

perspective of alibraliyah, and their general lack of knowledge regarding alibraliyah. On
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the other hand, the author has not provided a definition of who liberals are at this stage.
Instead, he opposes anti-liberals’ perspective on ‘alibraliyah’ and liberals. This is also
apparent through the author’s indication that alibraliyah is related to the domain of
politics, where he awards the responsibility for and legitimacy of defining alibraliyah to
political scientists, without himself defining what ‘alibraliyah’ means. This indicates that
liberal identity at this time is not yet clearly shaped. However, it can be argued that, at

this stage, the liberal identity is created through the opposition against the anti-liberal

group.

In summary, in this article ‘alibraliyah’ is primarily articulated through opposing
the anti-liberal view on ‘alibraliyah’. In the general sense, the author delegitimises the
idea that ‘alibraliyah’ is limited to meaning freedom in the negative and simple sense and
implies that it has contextual meanings beyond the etymological sense. However,
alibraliyah is implicitly constructed with the connotations of ‘freedom’, ‘brotherhood’, and
‘equality’ in the general sense. In this sense, the author associates ‘alibraliyah’ with the
semantic domains of humanitarianism, social justice, and politics, and assigns scientists
in these fields the legitimate authority to debate this concept. These meanings are also
articulated in order to construct anti-liberals as antagonists within the logic of
equivalence, positioning them as the opposite bloc who lack the knowledge that would
enable them to legitimately define the term. The other pole, liberals, is not explicitly
constructed within the article, which indicates that, at this stage, liberals’ identity is
constructed in opposition to anti-liberals rather than providing a clear statement on their

identity.

7.3 Discursive Analysis of the text ‘fClaaiadl JSI dwilia 2,0l Ja’/ ‘s
alibraliyah Suitable for all Societies?’; (Rights 2009)

7.3.1 Main arguments in the text

In this article, the author is attempting to find a meaning for ‘alibraliyah’ and
determine whether it is a universal concept that is suitable for all societies. The
arguments relating to the definition of ‘alibraliyah’ are based on citations from liberal
scholars rather than providing a novel definition of the term. The author also discusses
the applicability of ‘alibraliyah’ at a universal rather than a local level. In this regard, it is
concluded in the article that alibraliyah is based on the principles of freedom, equality,
and participation in decision-making. The author also states that ‘alibraliyah’ is not a

universal concept and thus its use is not appropriate in all countries.
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The article begins by arguing that ‘alibraliyah’ has no specific definition. The
author then provides a general definition of ‘alibraliyah’, arguing that it is based on the
broad principles of freedom, equality, and participation in decision-making. However, he
also notes that liberal trends differ in application, ranging from the right to the left of the
political spectrum. Based on this view, the author argues that ‘alibraliyah’ can be defined
on the basis of the Stanford Encyclopedia entry. In this attempt to define ‘alibraliyah’, the
author is using the topos of authority of knowledge by means of citing the encyclopedia
to legitimise his arguments in relation to the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’, and whether or not
it is a universal concept. He also uses the topos of number to indicate that ‘alibraliyah’

has many applications and that there is a lot of discussion around its meaning.

The author then goes on to argue that ‘alibraliyah’ is not relevant for all countries,
using the topos of authority by basing this argument on the view of a liberal scholar
named John Rawls. Rawls’ argument is based on the idea that some societies have their
own hierarchical working systems in which individuals are collaborative rather than being
equal, as in liberal societies. The author also counters the notion of the universality of
‘alibraliyah’ by reporting negatively on other scholars who believe in the suitability of

‘alibraliyah’ for all societies.

The author also specifically questions the possibility of all countries having a
unified system of ‘alibraliyah’, citing Kant, who argues that ‘alibraliyah’ cannot be unified
globally. He also quotes Kant's view on the impossibility of humanitarianism being
encapsulated in one political form such as ‘alibraliyah’, explaining that, instead, each

state should guarantee equality and freedom regardless of their political system.

The author continues to ask questions about ‘alibraliyah’ and its application in
states, including questions about the way liberal countries should treat non-liberals. In
this regard, he argues that liberal groups should not interfere in the affairs of non-liberal
groups. This argument is justified by quoting Mill’s view that objects to the interference
of liberal states in non-liberal states to protect liberal principles. However, the author
makes an exception in regard to the treatment of extremist groups who violate the law
and ignore basic human rights. He here uses the topos of responsibility, the topos of
consequences, and the topos of rights to indicate that these extremist groups are
responsible for their actions and the consequences of those actions, as they do not

respect human rights.

The author ends the article with another related question that concerns whether
non-liberal groups should participate in decision-making in liberal states. His answer to

this question is based on two different views of liberal scholars. First, he quotes Rawls’
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view that liberal countries are rational and therefore they cannot be involved in decisions
made by collective or religious systems. On the other hand, he quotes the opposing view
of Eberle and Berry that the non-involvement of other groups in the decision is an
exclusion of religious groups. This referencing of different views towards the end of the
article is intended to show that liberals are not united under one view but rather hold

conflicting standpoints.

Though the author uses a negative tone to imply towards the end of the article
that liberals have conflicting views, throughout the article he uses objective language.
This is manifested in a detachment strategy using indirect speech style to cite the views
of liberals. The topos of authority is also employed throughout the article for detachment
purposes and to give the arguments an objective factual foundation. Other topoi used
throughout the article include the topos of definition, the topos of rights, and the fallacy
of exclusion. All of these argumentative devices are used to argue that though
‘alibraliyah’ is theoretically based on freedom, equality, and participation in decision-
making, it differs in application to the extent that it becomes contradictory to these

principles by not guaranteeing them to other non-liberal groups.

Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies strategies

Claim: ‘alibraliyah’ is
not a universal concept

- Functionalisation and thus it is not Detachment Authorisation:
‘philosopher’, ‘liberal suitable for all strategies by reference t’o
intellectuals’ countries - third-person voice experts’ ‘liberal
-Categorisation - Topos of authority | - indirect speech views'
‘liberals’, ‘religious’ | - Topos of definition ’
- Topos of rights

- Fallacy of exclusion
Table 7-2: Main Discursive Strategies in 7.3

7.3.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

In this article, ‘alibraliyah’ is defined generally in relation to the broad principles
of freedom, equality, and participation in decision-making. However, the author explains
that the application of these principles differs in different liberal states, as well as in
different liberals’ views. In this regard, he cites different views of alibraliyah concluding

that these differences indicate that ‘alibraliyah’ is not a universal concept.

The author defines ‘alibraliyah ’in relation to the three main principles of freedom,

equality, and participation in decision-making. To illustrate the meanings of these
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principles he quotes different liberal views related to the way these principles can be
applied. In relation to the meanings of ‘freedom’ and ‘equality’, the author chooses to
illustrate these concepts by citing Rawls’ view that these liberal principles are not suitable
to all non-liberal states, as non-liberal societies can apply their own humanitarian
principles without relying on liberal versions of the same principles. This view is also
supported by Kant, who argues that humanity is not formed according to one political
system such as ‘alibraliyah’, as freedom and equality can also be found in other systems.
The concept of freedom is also discussed in relation to the way liberals treat non-liberals
in terms of these principles. The author argues that liberal states should not interfere with
or restrict the freedom of non-liberal states, as a number of liberals claim. In terms of the
participation in decision-making principle, the author argues that non-liberal groups
should not participate in decision-making in liberal countries. All of these arguments are
selected to imply that liberal principles are contradictory in application in the time these

humanitarian principles exist in other systems than ‘alibraliyah’.

In his identification of the contradiction of freedom principles, the author identifies
a number of groups, primarily liberal and non-liberal groups. This is manifested through
the implication that liberals as a group are not in agreement, and thus ‘alibraliyah’ should
not be adopted. In this case, the author draws a distinction between the liberal system
and collective systems, including religious systems. Through this distinction, he creates
an antagonism between the collective and the liberal systems. This antagonism is
created within the logic of equivalence, whereby ‘alibraliyah’ is positioned as a bloc

against collectivism and religion.

In this antagonism, the author is favouring collective systems, especially religious
ones, over liberal systems. This is explicit in his argument that the principles of freedom,
equality, and participation in decision-making do not exist only in ‘alibraliyah’ but also in
collective systems. Through this argument, the author implies that it is unnecessary to
adopt ‘alibraliyah’ if its principles exist in religious collective systems. This also indicates
the lack of any need for ‘alibraliyah’ in religious societies, such as the Saudi society,

especially when the religious collective systems guarantee the principles of ‘alibraliyah’.

In summary, in this article ‘alibraliyah’ is defined generally in relation to the
principles of freedom, equality, and participation in decision-making. In discussing the
application of these principles, the author concludes that ‘alibraliyah’ is a contradictory
concept since it does not guarantee its principles. In dismissing ‘alibraliyah’, he indicates
that its principles are not limited to this concept alone, but also exist in collective

societies, such as religious societies. Through this distinction, the author creates a logic
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of equivalence between ‘alibraliyah’ and religious systems. This antagonism highlights
the author’s view regarding the lack of any need to adopt ‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi religious

society, and moreover that it is not a suitable system for this society.

7.4 Discursive analysis of the text ‘4 s 5 ol 42 4) ,ulll */ “alibraliyah, is it
Freedom or Chaos?’; (Rights 2011)

7.4.1 Main arguments in the text

The key claim in this article is based on the notion that there is no need to adopt
‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society. This is based on the argument that Saudi society has its
own Islamic system of values that include the value of freedom which the author argues
is superior to the concept of freedom in the ‘alibraliyah’ system, and thus ‘alibraliyah’
should not be adopted. In constructing this argument, the author makes a comparison
between the value of freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ and in Islam, concluding that freedom in
Islam is absolute, but in ‘alibraliyah’ is unrestricted and thus distorted. This argument
concludes by stating that there is no need for freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ as Islam guarantees

freedom and thus the latter should not be substituted.

The article begins by appraising the Islamic value system with a specific focus on
the value of freedom. On this point, the author argues that freedom is an important
Islamic value. In justifying this argument, he employs the topos of authority, citing a
Qur’anic verse that states “cudl 81 S| (7] ‘there is no compulsion in Islam’. By citing this
verse, the author indicates that Islam supports humanitarian values, including the value

of freedom such as in converting to Islam and practicing its rituals

The author then moves on to explain that freedom in Islam is precedent, and that
freedom in Islam precedes freedom in ‘alibraliyah’. In his support of this argument, he
states that this precedence of freedom in Islam is ignored by many authors, as if freedom
were the exclusive product of ‘alibraliyah’. He also employs the topos of culture to state
that freedom in ‘alibraliyah’, as coined by Western philosophers, is not compatible with
Islamic freedom, due to the differences between the structures of both cultures. He
further describes freedom in the system of ‘alibraliyah’ as distorted to the extent that has

become chaos.

The author continues to represent the concept of freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ in a
negative way. However, he argues that the value of freedom has been distorted by
‘alibraliyah’ due to the unrestricted tendency of this kind of freedom, which is used for
subjective purposes. He further explains that ‘alibraliyah’ has broadened the concept of

freedom to the extent that it has come self-contradictory. Through provides an example
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of usury that he argues is based on individual freedom with no set restrictions. The
argument that freedom has been distorted by ‘alibraliyah’ is also supported by a
comparison between freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ and in Islam. The author argues that unlike
‘alibraliyah’, freedom in the Islamic system has a high value due to the restricted nature
of this kind of freedom. Continuing this argument, he questions the benefit of adopting
‘alibraliyah’, which has been created in a culture different from ‘Ummah’, which has a

superior version of freedom guaranteed by Islam.

The author continues to represent ‘alibraliyan’ negatively by illustrating the
meaning of freedom in ‘alibraliyah’. In defining freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ as unrestricted, he
justifies this with the statement that freedom needs some restrictions in order to be
considered a value. If it is not restricted, as in ‘alibraliyah’, then it becomes too broad and
empty to the extent that it becomes chaotic. The author argues that the unrestricted
freedom of ‘alibraliyah’ is entirely different from freedom in Islam, as the latter is absolute
since it has restrictions that create its meaning. This categorisation of freedom in
‘alibraliyah’ as unrestricted and in Islam as absolute is intended to create a gap between

the two concepts in which the former is described negatively and the latter positively.

The author then begins to positively present the concept of freedom in Islam,

‘

arguing that freedom in Islam is superior since ‘Islam’ means ‘»3\iu[11/submission, and
this submission can only be achieved through freedom. This is further explained by
stating that freedom in Islam means the absolute liberation from any obedience but to
Allah. Using the fallacy of freedom, the author goes on to compare ‘alibraliyah’ to Islam
by stating that in ‘alibraliyah’ there is no obedience, and that obedience and freedom in
‘alibraliyah’ are opposing concepts. However, in Islam, freedom and obedience are
inseparable and integrated to the extent where the more obedient a person is the more

freedom they have.

The author ends the article by arguing that, as freedom exists in Islam, there is
no need to borrow the concept from alibraliyah. The author justifies this argument by
stating particularly that as freedom is an essential value in the Islamic cultural system,
there is no need to borrow a lesser value from a lower system. He also uses the reported
fallacy of the false alternative to claim that it is illogical to substitute the system of Islam

with ‘alibraliyah’ when the former is superior to the latter.

In summary, the article is primarily based on comparing freedom in ‘alibraliyah’
and in Islam, concluding that it is essential and superior in the Islamic system and thus
there is no need to borrow it from outside that system. To support this argument, the

author uses the legitimation strategy of authorisation, basing the argument on the topos
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of authority in regard to Quranic texts, as well as the legitimation strategy of moral
evaluation through reference to the value of freedom in both systems, and using the
topos of humanitarianism, topos of culture, and topos/fallacy of abuse of values by
‘alibraliyah’. Nomination strategies are also used, specifically categorization, identifying
freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ as unrestricted and chaotic, and in Islam as absolute. In addition,
the Saudi culture has been nominated with its religious identity associating them as
‘Ummah’. In terms of perspectivisation strategies, the author mainly employed the
detachment strategy, presenting his arguments from a third-person perspective.
However, towards the end of the article the author is involved using first-person when
discussing the lack of any need or justification to substitute Islam with ‘alibraliyah’. All of
this indicates that this article associates ‘alibraliyah’ with a negative sense of freedom,

representing it as a foreign and negative concept that should not be adopted.

Nomination  |Argumentation strategies| Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies

Claim: Islam should not

be substituted with Authorisation;

Association SRR by reference to
. : alibraliyah Detachment i
Ummah , . Qur’anic texts
) L - Topos of authority strategies o

- Dissociation . . Moral evaluation;

A - Topos of third-person voice .

alibraliyah by comparing the

humanitarianism
- Topos of culture
- Topos of abuse

Table 7-3: Main Discursive Strategies in 7.4

value of freedom in
Islam and ‘alibraliyah’

7.4.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

‘alibraliyah’ in this article is constructed in relation to the concept of freedom. It is
specifically articulated in comparison to the value of freedom in the Islamic system. In
this regard, the author presents a detailed account of the meaning of freedom in both
systems, ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam, concluding that freedom in Islam is superior and thus
alibraliyah should not be adopted. In this sense, the author creates an opposition
between alibraliyah and Islam in which alibraliyah is represented negatively and Islam is

represented positively.

The author associates freedom in alibraliyah with a number of elements.
Freedom is constructed in association with the negative connotations of being
unrestricted, distorted, and contradictory. The notion of unrestrictedness is illustrated
through the idea that ‘alibraliyah’ has no limit on freedom, to the extent that it becomes
self-contradictory. This contradiction resulting from its unrestrictedness is due to the

broadness of a freedom that has no controlling factor to limit this freedom. According to
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the author, this makes ‘alibraliyah’ chaotic as it has no set system of values that define
it.

On the other hand, freedom in Islam is associated with the positive concept of
‘absoluteness’. To the author, this absoluteness is derived from the contrasting value of
obedience, which controls and defines freedom in the Islamic system. In discourse theory
terms, obedience represents the necessary antagonism that articulates the meaning of
a particular concept. The relation between absolute freedom and obedience is illustrated
through the idea that a person becomes absolutely free by choosing to worship no one
but Allah. This relation is correlative, whereby the more one obeys Allah, the freer one

will become.

In discussing the meanings of freedom in both alibraliyah and Islam, the author
constructs these meanings by means of contrasting the two systems. In this sense, the
author constructs an antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam in terms of the value of
freedom. This antagonism is created within the logic of equivalence, through which Islam
and ‘alibraliyah’ are constructed as completely antagonistic concepts. This antagonism
is created primarily from a cultural perspective, where Islam is constructed as the inner
cultural identity while ‘alibraliyah’ is constructed as the outsider, Western concept that

constitutes a threat to Islamic culture.

The construction of groups, on the other hand, is represented in two main camps:
‘us’, which represents the Islamic culture, or ‘Ummah’, and ‘them’ represented by the
Western liberal group. This is manifested throughout the author's argument that the
concept of freedom that is constructed by Western liberals is not compatible with Islamic
cultural values, and that Islam has its own value of freedom. This antagonism is also
apparent in the negative construction of freedom in ‘alibraliyah’ as unrestricted and
chaotic, and in the positive construction of freedom in Islam as absolute. In addition, the
opposition between groups is articulated in the argument that ‘alibraliyah’ should not be
adopted as it is a product of an inferior group, and that the value of freedom already

exists as part of the superior inner culture of Islam.

In summary, ‘alibraliyah’ in this article is defined as antagonistic to Islam in
relation to the value of freedom. While ‘alibraliyah’ is associated primarily with chaos,
Islam is associated with the absolute freedom and as being a system of values. The
antagonism between ‘alibraliyah’ and Islam is apparent through the primary argument
that ‘alibraliyah’ should not substitute the Islamic cultural system. This antagonism is
created within the logic of equivalence, where ‘alibraliyah’ constitutes a dislocatory threat

to the Islamic culture of Saudi society. In this sense, the author is warning against
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transforming ‘alibraliyah’ into an imaginary in Saudi society and against being hegemonic

in a religious society.

7.5 Discursive Analysis of the text ‘ 4u sew 4S5 4./ i// “alibraliyah with Saudi
Character’; (Rights 2013)

7.5.1 Main arguments in the text

The author in this article is primarily discussing the status of the debate around
‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society and argues that ‘alibraliyah’ has been discussed only
superficially in Saudi society instead of objectively and in depth. He defines ‘alibraliyah’
generally in relation to the concept of freedom and argues that in order to employ
‘alibraliyah’ in society, it should be discussed in depth in relation to freedom, instead of

limiting the discussion to the field of religion.

The article starts with the argument that there is ongoing debate regarding
‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society. This argument is constructed by employing the topos of
number stating that that there is a lot of discussion around the concept in the cultural,
intellectual, and social spheres, in order to indicate the significance of the debate. The
author states that this discussion has even been referenced in the television series ‘Tash
ma Tash’, using sarcastic language. Here, he uses the reported fallacy of ignorance to
state that a concept such as ‘alibraliyah’ should not be approached in this disgusting,
sarcastic way, but rather should be discussed in great depth in order to understand its

meanings and applications.

The author then provides a philosophical definition of ‘alibraliyah’ so that the
concept can be discussed in depth. He argues that ‘alibraliyah’ is primarily associated
with the concept of freedom, and illustrates this by citing an Arab philosopher who states
that freedom is the core meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ (lines 15-34, in Arabic lines 12-19). The
author adds that the word ‘4:,~'/freedom is the word most closely associated with
‘alibraliyah’ in the Arab world, along with other synonymous words including
‘Plai’/independence, ‘bl swy/democracy, and ‘“wi’/development. In addition, the
author associates the meaning of freedom with the political field, stating that the slogan
of freedom can be used for various political purposes. In this sense, he considers the
meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ to overlap with the concept of freedom to mean the freedom of
individuals, which can be used in a political sense and associated with the concept of

the state, organisations, and the economy.
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The author continues by discussing the case of alibraliyah in the Saudi context,
explaining that the group of people who label themselves ‘liberals’ in Saudi society are
not true liberals since they do not apply the principles of ‘alibraliyah’. He argues that
Saudi liberals are living in the past by adhering to traditions and by standing in the way
of the freedom of others. He ends the article by suggesting the adoption of the principles
of ‘alibraliyah’ in order to be labeled as liberals. This is explained through the call for
analysing in depth the concept of ‘alibraliyah’ along with a focus on the present and future

rather than the past.

Overall, the article is written using mainly the strategy of argumentation and
employing the topos/fallacy of ignorance, the topos of authority, and the topos/fallacy of
definition to argue that the issue of ‘alibraliyah’ is ignored in Saudi society due to it being
only superficially discussed, and that it should be adopted on the basis of a deep
understanding of its background origin in the West. This argument is constructed through
the use of involvement strategies by using direct speech to report the views of a

philosopher and first-person plural voice to emphasise the importance of an in-depth
The author moves on to discuss the situation of ‘alibraliyah’ at the local level of

Saudi society. He argues that ‘alibraliyah’ has been considered only superficially since
its recent arrival in Saudi society. Using the fallacy of ignorance, he states that the issue
of ‘alibraliyah’ has been ignored in society by means of dealing with it at the service level
through linking it exclusively to the domain of religion, as was previously the case with
‘hadathah’. The author suggests that alibraliyah should be considered in more depth, by
studying its socio-historical context in the West and discussing the ways in which it can

be employed in Saudi society.

treatment of the concept of alibraliyah in the inner Saudi society. The legitimation
strategies of this main argument comprise two main types: authorisation and theoretical
rationalisation. Authorisation is provided by referring to the view of an Arab philosopher
who has worked on defining ‘alibraliyah’. This reference to a scholar from the inner Arab
circle is intended to promote acceptance of the argument amongst readers. The
legitimation of theoretical rationalisation, on the other hand, is used throughout the article
by means of referring to the way things should be ordered; in this case, the way Saudi

society should approach the outsider concept of alibraliyah.
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Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies strategies

Claim: ‘alibraliyah’ has Authorisation;
been approached only by reference to an

r : . Involvement .
-Functionalisation superﬂmal[y in Saudi strategies Arab phllos_opher
- , society ' Theoretical
intellectual - first-person plural : A
- topos/fallacy of voice rationalisation;

ignorance - topos of - by reference to the

- direct speech

authority way Saudi society
- topos/fallacy of should approach
definition alibraliyah

Table 7-4: Main Discursive Strategies in text 7.5

7.5.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

The author in this article has associated ‘alibraliyah’ primarily with the concept of
freedom. Specifically, he relates alibraliyah to the notion of the liberation from the past
and from old traditions, and associates alibraliyah with the temporal notion of present
and future. These notions comprise the author’s view of what Saudi liberalism should
look like. In this regard, he draws a comparison between Saudi liberalism, which is
viewed as superficial, and Western liberalism, considered as the profound root of

‘alibraliyah’.

In general, the author ascribes a number of positive attributions to alibraliyah.
First, he considers the notion of freedom to be the basis of alibraliyah. To the author,
freedom in alibraliyah is based on the notion of freedom of individuals and differs in
different applications related to the domains of politics and the economy. alibraliyah is
also linked to the concepts of ‘independence’, ‘democracy’, and ‘development’. The
author further equates the notion of alibraliyah with the concept of modernism. In this
sense, he associates alibraliyah with a temporal notion, in particular with the notions of
the ‘present’ and the ‘future’. In the same regard, he links alibraliyah to the meaning of

the liberation from the past and from old traditions.

The meanings are articulated to construct an idea of how Saudi liberalism should
look. To this end, the author draws a comparison between alibraliyah in Saudi society
and liberalism in the West, arguing that alibraliyah in Saudi Arabia is superficial, and that
Saudi liberals do not represent the concept of alibraliyah. On the other hand, Western
liberalism is seen as the original liberalism as it emerged and spread from the west. The
comparison is made clear through the argument that liberalism is treated superficially,
as a consumer product, in Saudi society and not as an intellectual concept that is related

to the issues of the individual, as it is in the West. This comparison indicates an
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articulation of the Saudi group and the West within the logic of difference. The logic of
difference is evident in the author’s attempt to dissolve the boundaries between both
groups by relating them to the common project of Western liberalism. In other words, the
author suggests reviewing the contextual background of liberalism in the West and
incorporating it within the Saudi society in order to construct and develop a concept of
liberalism for Saudi society. This equivalence between alibraliyah in the Saudi context
and Western liberalism marks a significant shift in the discourse of alibraliyah in Saudi
society, in which the articulation of alibraliyah shifts toward equating alibraliyah in the
Saudi context with Western liberalism within the logic of difference, instead of the

previous antagonism with Islam, within the logic of equivalence.

Overall, in this article ‘alibraliyah’ is associated with the general meaning of
freedom. In particular, the author relates ‘alibraliyah’ to the concepts of ‘independence’,
‘democracy’, ‘modernism’, and ‘development’. These meanings are articulated to
suggest ways in which Saudi liberalism can be identified instead of the current superficial
treatment of the concept. In addition, the meanings of individual freedom, social,
economic, and political fields are also associated to the ideal concept of liberalism in the
West. The notions of Western liberalism are articulated in order to suggest ways in which
Saudi liberalism can evolve by incorporating the original, Western liberalism. In this
regard, alibraliyah in Saudi society and Western liberalism are articulated using the logic
of difference through the suggestion of incorporating Western liberalism into Saudi

society.

7.6 Discursive Analysis of the text ‘4l ,ulll s 4 =l o AWSETTT SEBreaking
the Engagement Between Freedom and alibraliyah’; (Rights 2015)

7.6.1 Main arguments in the text

The author in this article argues against the claim that ‘alibraliyah’ means
‘4 »"Ifreedom, claiming that those who view alibraliyah as freedom have an intellectual
deficiency. In this way, the author attempts to disconnect alibraliyah from the meaning of
freedom, through a number of points, including a discussion of the etymology of
‘alibraliyah’, of the precedence of the value of freedom than ‘alibraliyah’, of the ambiguity

of the concept of alibraliyah, and of its negative historical background.

The author begins the article with a discussion of the idea that alibraliyah is
associated with freedom. This is justified through the reported fallacy of definition,
whereby the author states that intellectuals, journalists, and Twitter users consider

‘alibraliyah’ to mean ‘4. ~'/freedom, in both etymological and in actual contexts. The
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author states that those groups consider any implementation of the value of freedom to
be an implementation of alibraliyah. Employing the psychogenetic fallacy (argumentum
ad hominem), the author argues that this view represents an intellectual deficiency in the
minds of those groups. Therefore, the author offers to declare the facets of this deficiency

by means of breaking the association between ‘freedom’ and ‘alibraliyah’.

The first facet concerns the etymology of the word ‘alibraliyah’. The author argues
that ‘alibraliyah’ is a non-Arabic word that derives from the English word liberalism, which
is of Latin origin. He further states that, etymologically, the word ‘alibraliyah’ means
freedom; however, by employing both the fallacy of definition and the fallacy of
relevance, he argues that the etymological equivalence of alibraliyah and freedom does
not necessarily mean that this is the case in context. To this end, the author employs the
topos of reality to claim that the actual application of alibraliyah over time shows that it

does not represent the value of freedom.

The author then moves on to introduce the second reason why alibraliyah’ does
not mean freedom, arguing that the existence of the value of freedom precedes the
existence of alibraliyah. In particular, he employs the topos of history to state that
civilizations, cultures, and religions spoke of freedom before the emergence of alibraliyah
in Europe, adding that the concept of freedom in alibraliyah is related to the Western
civilization and to its cultural development over history. This is followed by stating that
freedom in alibraliyah is self-contradictory, providing the example of a philosopher of

alibraliyah named John Locke, who was a slave trader.

The article then discusses the third facet, which concerns the ambiguity of the
concept of alibraliyah. Through the use of topos of number, the author argues that
alibraliyah has various definitions, leading to the issue of it having two main meanings:
‘4, ~d/liberation, and ‘4sla &V/individuality. He states that the issue is mainly with the
meaning of individuality, and whether this means individuality against collectivity, or the
self against the other. In this regard, the author cites a philosopher who states that
‘alibraliyah’ can mean ‘individualism’, which means the reliance of the individual on the

self, or ‘selfishness’, which means that self-interest is the basis of behaviour.

The author continues to discuss the reasons why the association between
alibraliyah and freedom should be broken, referring to the fourth facet which is in regard
to the historical background of alibraliyah. Through representing ‘alibraliyah’ negatively
by means of employing the topos of history and the topos of abuse, the author argues
that the liberalism that appeared in Britain led to the colonisation of the world, allowed

Jews to occupy Palestine, and led also to many massacres around the world. The author
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also refers to the current references on the failure of ‘alibraliyah’ to represent the value
of freedom. This is justified through the topos of reality and the reported fallacy of
freedom and justice, to argue that the issue of religious freedom in Western countries is
presently the most prominent concern. In this regard, he provides the examples of
Islamophobia, the Prophet cartoon, and the objection to building mosques. This
argument is driven to the conclusion that though freedom in alibraliyah is an ideal

concept, in application it fails to the extent that it becomes a contradictory concept.

Overall, the author attempts to disengage freedom from alibraliyah by employing
the argumentation strategies of fallacy of definition, the topos of history, the topos of
authority, and the topos/fallacy of abuse. To justify this argument, he mainly employs the
involvement strategies by means of personally accusing the liberal group of being
psychologically deficient, using the psychogenetic fallacy (argumentum ad hominem).
Nomination strategies are also used to construct ‘the others’ through a process of
functionalisation in which alibraliyah supporters are identified as ‘cwsi'/intellectuals,
‘ondel/journalists, and ‘cnx</ Twitter users. All of these strategies are legitimised
through the legitimation mode of moral evaluation through which the author discusses
the reasons alibraliyah does not represent the value of freedom, and through the mode
of authorisation, through which the author makes reference to an expert to legitimise his

main argument.

Nomination Argumentation strategies| Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies
Authorisation;
-Functionalisation | Claim:‘alibraliyah’ does reference to an
‘intellectuals’ not mean freedom Involvernent expert.
‘journalists’, and - fallacy of definition Moral Evaluation;

strategies

‘Twitter users’ - Topos of history evaluative language| - by reference to the

- Topos of authority reasons ‘alibraliyah’
- Topos/fallacy of abuse does not represent
the value of freedom

Table 7-5: Main discursive strategies in 7.5

7.6.2 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

In this article, the author attempts to disassociate the notion of freedom from
‘alibraliyah’. This is articulated mainly by arguing that the etymology of ‘alibraliyah’ as
meaning freedom does not mean that this is its actual meaning based on the present
social practices and historical events, which prove the opposite. This argument is
constructed to counter the group of Saudi intellectuals who argue that ‘alibraliyah’ means

freedom. Thus, an antagonism is created against this group by means of the subjective
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argument that they have an intellectual deficiency. Another antagonism is also created
against the Western culture, which the author views as a threat to Saudi society, by

arguing that alibraliyah is a negative Western product.

To disassociate ‘alibraliyah’ from the meaning of “4.,»"/ freedom, the author
argues that the semantic meaning of alibraliyah contradicts its contextual practices,
stating that the semantic connotations of freedom lead people to view ‘alibraliyah’ as
meaning freedom. In this regard, the author states that the historical and the present
context of alibraliyah indicates the opposite, and associates alibraliyah with the meanings
of violence and brutality when reviewing the history of alibraliyah, which is associated
with invasion of various parts of the world. He also links alibraliyah to the meanings of
hate and injustice when discussing the present practices of liberal states, including their

treatment of others, especially Muslims.

The author also refers to the semantic ambiguity of the concept ‘alibraliyah’,
which means it is morally illegitimate for it to mean freedom. He states that ‘alibraliyah’
has two semantic meanings: ‘individuality’ and ‘freedom’. He argues that the issue is with
the sense of individuality, as it could indicate one of two meanings, either individuality
against collectivity, or selfishness against selflessness. To the author, both meanings

are negative and oppose, in practice, the value of freedom.

In breaking the link between alibraliyah and freedom, the author creates an
antagonism against two main groups. First, he constructs an antagonism against the
local group of intellectuals, journalists, and Twitter users who believe in the freedom of
alibraliyah. The author accuses these groups of having an intellectual deficiency in an
attempt to delegitimise their belief in ‘alibraliyah’. This represents a complete antagonism
towards intellectuals, which is created within the logic of equivalence. The logic of
equivalence is also used against the ‘Western’ group, which first proposed the concept
of alibraliyah. This antagonism is apparent through the representation of the Western
application of alibraliyah throughout history as violent and brutal. In addition, the author
portrays the current employment of alibraliyah by Western countries with an image of
injustice and hatred, especially against Muslims’ freedom to practise their religion. This
antagonism towards intellectuals and the West was used to create and position them as

one bloc that represents a threat to society.

In summary, the author attempts in this article to separate out the value of
freedom from alibraliyah by means of imbuing alibraliyah with negative meanings. In
particular, he associates ‘alibraliyah’ with the contradictory notions of ‘violence’,

‘injustice’, and ‘hatred’, which the author views as the actual evidence of alibraliyah. He
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also negatively associates the concept of alibraliyah with the meanings of ‘individuality’
and ‘selfishness’. These meanings are articulated to create an antagonism first against
the Saudi intellectuals who call for alibraliyah, and also against the Western culture that
invented the concept. This is based on the view that alibraliyah is a threat to Saudi society

and the fear of substituting the Islamic system with alibraliyah.

7.7 Discursive analysis of the text ‘s2Lill agdll ¢ s 5 L) pulll 4, 2)P/ ‘Freedom
of ‘alibraliyah’ and the Conventional Misunderstanding’; (Rights 2016)

The author in this article is arguing against the traditionalists’ view of alibraliyah,
who are seen as ideologised and to have misunderstood the concept of alibraliyah. He
argues that alibraliyah is not based on the notion of unrestricted freedom, as the
traditionalists claim, but is instead based on the notion of relativity, and depends on the
cultural features of a particular society. The author also refers to the point that, unlike
other systems, freedom is the central value of alibraliyah and does not contradict the
principles of Islam. In this sense, he concludes that alibraliyah would assess the Islamic

system by means of its relative application based on the cultural factors.

In justifying the main arguments of the article, the author starts by making the
claim that alibraliyah is currently clear to critical readers but is still misunderstood by the
ideologised traditionalist public. Using the topos of knowledge, the author states that
those interested in the subject of alibraliyah understand its meaning. However, using the
topos of ignorance, he further states that the ideologised public, which he labels
‘028 /traditionalists, do not understand the meaning of alibraliyah as their readings are
based on ideologised sources that are against alibraliyah. In this sense, he uses the
topos/fallacy of abuse to refer to the abuse of clerics, who are seen as the producers of
the ideologised sources that represent alibraliyah in a negative way. Through labelling
those clerics as “"4wlilll Lle o/ ‘the clerics of traditionalists’, the author accuses them of

speaking to the emotions of the public in order to ideologise them against alibraliyah.

The author continues to argue against traditionalists by countering their view of
the unrestrictedness of freedom in alibraliyah. The author states that ‘alibraliyah’ could
mean theoretically unrestricted freedom, however, according to the author this is
impossible in practice as unrestricted freedom would result in the opposite of freedom,
complete restriction. Through illustrating the notion of freedom in alibraliyah and its
relation to the notion of unrestrictedness, the author makes a comparison between
alibraliyah and Islam. He positions alibraliyah as similar to Islam by arguing that Islam
emphasises the theoretical notion of unrestricted freedom. This is achieved by referring

to an Islamic rule that states that all things are originally permitted unless otherwise
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stated in holy texts, which indicates that freedom in Islam is theoretically unrestricted but

controlled in practice by a number of rules.

The author argues that this is also the case in alibraliyah, in which its
unrestrictedness is in fact limited by some practices. He states that alibraliyah is not only
restricted by the requirement not to harm others, as some traditionalists claim, but that
in fact the restrictions go much deeper than that. The author argues that alibraliyah is
restricted by cultural factors that makes freedom relative, and dependent on social
norms. Using the topos of relativity and the topos of culture, he states that the boundaries
regarding harm to others are relative based on the boundaries of the culture, including
religion. The author here includes religion as part of culture, stating that cultural norms
that are based on religion could be fixed or changing, depending on the nature of the
practices of that religion. The author supports this argument with the topos of cultural
examples, from both the West and from Islamic culture. In terms of the Western culture,
the author provides the example that it is unacceptable in London or Paris to walk naked
in the street, as this violates the norms of these cultures. On the other hand, cultures that
are characterised by their Islamic identity do not allow adultery, as this practice is not
compatible with the Islamic culture. These examples are used to make the point that
freedom is relative and bounded by cultural rules, and not based only on not harming

others, as traditionalists claim.

After comparing the notion of the relativity of freedom in alibraliyah and Islam, the
author moves on to argue that while the value of freedom is subsidiary in other concepts
it is central in alibraliyah. He states that each system has its own primary interest and
that the primary interest of alibraliyah is the freedom of individuals. This is further
supported with the topos of example, in which the author argues that as freedom is
central in ‘alibraliyah’, justice is the central concept in “4sl_ii[Ysocialism, which makes

both systems distinct and unique.

The author returns to discuss the notion of relativity of freedom in alibraliyah. He
argues against the traditionalists’ claim that this relativity makes alibraliyah a myth as it
has no fixed definition. He argues that alibraliyah is a trend or a state, which makes it
relative, and can be integrated within other systems such as liberal Islam or liberal
Christianity. This is supported with the topos of existence of alibraliyah in all societies
and the topos of ignorance of this existence. In this regard, the author explains that
alibraliyah exists to different extents in all societies, though this is ignored by these
societies. He gives the example of an Iranian cleric, Khamenei, who is seen as liberal

because he holds less extreme views in the extremist state of Iran. The author also uses
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the topos of culture to emphasise the idea of the relativity of alibraliyah to cultural
circumstances. He illustrates this with an example of freedom to travel in relation to age,
where he argues that liberals would choose a younger age e.g. 18, while the

conservatives would choose an older age, for example 22.

The author ends the article by arguing that the examples provided of the relativity
of alibraliyah do not contradict Islam but instead assess the application of Islamic
principles. Using the topos of culture, he argues that liberals will not discuss the main
principles of Islam but could offer liberal views on the way these principles might be
practised. The author also uses the fallacy of exclusion to state that having fixed views
on Islamic principles rather than liberal ones is a form of exclusion, especially as the

application of these principles is a subject of debate.

Overall, the author in this article argues mainly for the relativity of alibraliyah on
the basis of cultural factors, including Islam, which he states is not contradictory. In
justifying this argument, he uses the topos of relativity, the topos of culture, and the
fallacy of definition of alibraliyah by traditionalists. The author also uses perspectivisation
strategies, specifically employing the involvement strategy using first and second-person
perspective to address traditionalists, followed by detachment strategies to explain from
a third-person perspective the notion of the relativity of alibraliyah and its relation to
Islam. Nomination strategies are also used through the processes of functionalisation,
categorisation, and association. Legitimation strategies are also employed. using the
strategy of theoretical rationalisation through which the author attempts to convince the
reader that the truth of the relativity of alibraliyah and that it is adopted by all societies

whether they know it or not.
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Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation Legitimation
strategies strategies strategies strategies
-Functionalisation
‘professional
readers’, ‘cleric’ Claim: ‘alibraliyah’ is Involvement
-Appraisement relative and does not strategies :
‘ ’ . ’ Theoretical
dull layman contradict Islam first and second- . o
o o . rationalisation
-categorisation - Topos of relativity person voice
I o - by reference to the
traditionalists’, - Topos of culture Detachment . N
‘ L - . relativity of alibraliyah
conservatives’, | - Fallacy of definition of strategies
‘liberals’ ‘alibraliyah’ -third-person voice
-Dis/association
‘us’, ‘them’

Table 7-6: main discursive strategies in text 7.7

7.7.1 Articulation of meanings and groups in terms of Discourse Theory

The author in this article relates alibraliyah primarily to the notion of freedom, and
in particular to the meaning of individuality, which the author argues it is bounded to the
cultural circumstances that control it. He regards Islam as part of culture and argues that
alibraliyah does not contradict Islam but instead assesses its application. These
articulations of meaning are used to counter the traditionalists’ view on alibraliyah that it

is contradictory to Saudi society and to their religion.

The main articulation of alibraliyah concerns the notion of its relativity to the
culture in which it is employed. In this sense, alibraliyah is articulated according to the
restrictions imposed by the culture it is applied within. This freedom of alibraliyah is
associated with the freedom of individuals, and it is practised according to the cultural
norms that view these practices as acceptable. These liberal practices are articulated as
non-contradictory to Islam as they offer liberal resolutions to Islamic principles that are
under constant debate. In this regard, the author positions Islam as part of the culture
that is shaped by and shapes the concept of alibraliyah.

These articulated meanings of alibraliyah are used to argue against the
traditionalists’ view of alibraliyah. While the traditionalists argue that alibraliyah is
unrestricted, the author argues that it is restricted by cultural norms, including religion.
Through this argument, the author is creating an antagonism against traditionalists within
the logic of equivalence, in which traditionalists are positioned as the antagonistic pole.
This antagonistic pole of traditionalists includes, according to the author, the ideologised
conservative public and their extremist Islamic clerics, labelled as ‘ideologisers’. On the
other hand, the author articulates a logic of difference between alibraliyah and liberal

modernism Islam. In this sense, he presents alibraliyah as equivalent to progressive
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Islam, in which alibraliyah is relative to the Islamic culture it is practised in, which can

provide liberal views for less extremist Islam.

Overall, alibraliyah in this article is associated with the meaning of freedom of
individuals, which is relative to cultural norms, including Islam. These meanings are
created to argue against conservatives’ view of alibraliyah, in which it is seen as
unrestricted and with no identity. The author, in countering the conservative public,
creates an antagonism against them within the logic of equivalence. However, the author
equates alibraliyah with progressive Islam by referring to the relativity of the concept,
which can be employed to provide a modern, progressive Islam. These relations of
antagonism are intended to advocate for alibraliyah and to suggest the notion that
alibraliyah is a social concept and not a myth, as traditionalists claim, based on the
author’s view of it as a culturally relative concept that represents progressive Islam in the

Saudi context.

7.8 Discussion and Conclusion

Throughout the above-discussed articles, written in the period 2007-2016, the
discourse of alibraliyah shifts in relation to the theme of freedom. It changes from simply
meaning freedom without explicitly clarifying what this freedom might include, to being
associated with the meaning of unrestricted freedom, and then, by the end of the period,
to meaning a relative freedom that is restricted by cultural conditions. This link between
alibraliyah and freedom is found in Islam, in which it is discussed mainly in relation to the
necessity of having the freedom of alibraliyah at the time freedom exists as a value in
Islam. At the beginning of the period, this discussion in relation to Islam primarily
constructs freedom in alibraliyah as antagonistic to Islam in general, which then shifts to
become equivalent to progressive Islam and antagonistic to fundamental Islam at the
end of the period. The construction of the relation between alibraliyah and freedom in
relation to Islam is found to be relevant to the following main themes, which are found

across the articles.
e Relativity vs. Absoluteness

In terms of the notion of relativity, alibraliyah has shifted from being an
independent concept that cannot be integrated with other systems to being a relative
concept that can be adapted according to the values of the culture, i.e. Islam. Text
(Rights 2009), written at the beginning of the period, refers to the notion that the concept
of ‘alibraliyah’ that is seen as concerns freedom and human rights is not a universal

concept, and cannot be adopted relatively in different states. Instead, it is suitable only
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for the Western states that created it. This idea is further developed in Text (Rights
2013), in which the author views the concept of freedom in alibraliyah as a Western,
unrestricted, chaotic system that cannot be employed universally, and especially not in
Islamic religious states. This is illustrated in the idea that Islamic societies have their own
Islamic system that includes the value of freedom, which is restricted and absolute in
contrast to the unrestricted freedom in the alibraliyah system. However, Text (Rights
2016) at the end of the period explains that alibraliyah, with its main value of freedom, is
a relative concept that can be adopted within Islamic cultures to provide liberal
resolutions to Islamic issues that are under constant debate. This shift suggests the
success of liberals in shifting the meaning of alibraliyah toward being a relative concept
that can be restricted by the Islamic cultural values in order to offer a liberal progressive

Islam as an alternative to fundamental Islam.
e Modernity

The notion of modernity is discussed later in the period in which alibraliyah is
constructed in relation to the meanings of modernity and progress. For example, Text
(Rights 2013) indicates that ‘alibraliyah’ means modernity and development. This is
illustrated through the notion of liberation from the past and old traditions, toward working
for the present and the future. This notion is constructed to imply that Saudi liberalism
should be concerned with discussing the means for achieving modernity instead of
arguing over its relation to Islam and social norms. While this article focuses on the total
separation of alibraliyah from cultural norms, Text (Rights 2016) shows a shift in the
notion of modernity, in which it is constructed in relation to the progressive Islamic
culture. It equates alibraliyah with the meaning of modern Islam, according to which
alibraliyah can be adopted in Saudi religious society by means of providing more flexible
and liberal choices for practising Islam. In this sense, alibraliyah is not separate from
Saudi religious identity, but rather conforms with the cultural norms of the society,

including its religion.
¢ Individuality vs. Collectivity

In terms of the notion of freedom of the individual in opposition to freedom of the
collective, the concept of alibraliyah has shifted over time from the meaning of collective
freedom to the meaning of individual freedom. The freedom of the collective meaning is
noted in text (Rights 2011) and text (Rights 2013), which state that freedom of the group
exists within the system of Islam, which is superior to the freedom of the individual
meaning in alibraliyah, and therefore it is not necessary to substitute Islam with

alibraliyah. However, in text (Rights 2013) this notion shifts, and the meaning of freedom
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of individuals in order to achieve social progress is put forth. Published at the end of the
period, text (Rights 2016) specifically defines the meaning of individuality in relation to
Saudi cultural conditions. It refers to the point of the freedom of the individual to conform
to the existing cultural norms, including religion, by following the liberal progressive
choices that suit them. This notion of individuality represents the meaning of
transcendentalism, whereby individuals are independent and free to practise their

religion to achieve progress for the world they live in.

The process of filling the empty signifier of ‘alibraliyah’ with signifiers entails a
conflict between groups that aim to maintain or gain hegemony through charging the
concept with different meanings. As the meaning of alibraliyah shifts from being
antagonistic to the lIslamic system to being equivalent to progressive Islam, the
articulation of the groups has also shifted, from the liberal group being antagonistic to
the conservative Islamist group in general, to intellectual liberals being antagonistic to
populist religious conservatives and equivalent to progressive Islamists in particular. In
discourse theory terms, the groups are constructed at the beginning and middle of the
periods within the logic of equivalence, in which Saudi liberals are equated with Western
liberals under one bloc in antagonism to the Islamist conservative group. However,
towards the end of the period, a greater articulation of an equivalence across difference
is found, in which liberals are articulated as antagonistic to Islamist populists within the
logic of equivalence, and as equivalent to progressive Islamists within the logic of

difference.

The mechanism of the shift in relations between the groups can be discussed in
terms of the positions each group takes in regard to the self and others across the texts.
In text (Rights 2007), the author positions anti-liberals as the antagonist group through
challenging their authority to define the concept of alibraliyah, without the author himself
providing a definition. At this early stage, this indicates that the identity of liberals has not
yet been shaped, other than themselves positioning the anti-liberal conservative group
as the antagonists. The position taken in texts (Rights 2009) and (Rights 2011) is the
opposite, in which the authors position liberals as the antagonist group, whose existence
constitutes a threat to society by substituting Islam with alibraliyah. These three articles
construct the groups using the logic of equivalence, which represents the groups’
struggle to either gain or maintain hegemony. The antagonism is dissolved in text (Rights
2013), in which the Saudi liberals are equated with Western liberals with a view to
achieving modernity and progress. This view is opposed in Text 7.6, in which the author
attempts to dissolve the relation between Western liberalism and freedom by taking a

weak position and accusing Saudi intellectuals of being psychologically deficient in
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adopting the concept of alibraliyah. The relation between the groups becomes more
defined in text (Rights 2016), in which the Saudi liberal identity is viewed as being
dependent on progressive resolutions of Islam identified by the culture in opposition to
the fundamental conservative Islam of the populists. This shift in the construction of
liberal identity suggests that liberals are succeeding in forming their identity and gaining
hegemony in the Saudi socio-political field through filling the concept of alibraliyah with

the meaning of non-fundamental progressive Islam.

7.9 Summary

The analysis of the texts in this chapter has shown several results in terms of the means
by which alibraliyah is identified and the relations between the groups in constructing it
over time. It reveals that alibraliyah has been associated with Islam in general at the
beginning of the period and then linked to progressive non-fundamental Islam at the end
of the period. This shift in meaning suggests a shift in the relation between the groups in
which liberals start to succeed in forming their identity through this shift. This suggests
that liberals also succeed in turning alibraliyah from a myth into a social imaginary. Other
suggestions related to the wider Saudi socio-political field will be drawn on at the end of

chapter 8.
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8.1 Summary of objectives and methods of analysis

The key objective of this study is to discover the meaning of the contested term
‘alibraliyah’ and to investigate the power struggle of the different groups in identifying it
in the Saudi socio-political field. In particular, it aims to find out whether there is a
diachronic shift in the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ in the period (2007-2016), and as a result
whether any change can be identified in the articulation of the groups struggling for
hegemony in this ideological debate. In Discourse Theory view, ‘alibraliyah’ is considered
an empty signifier in which each group aims to fill it with their own meaning to gain or
maintain hegemony. In order to trace the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ as articulated by
different groups over time, a methodological framework has been developed. This
framework is designed to investigate the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ at the macro and micro
level by means of combining the Corpus Linguistics methods and Discourse-Historical
Approach. In particular, Corpus Linguistics methods has enabled the researcher to look
at the meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ at the macro level in which it has revealed the salient
meaning of ‘alibraliyah’ across time. The discourse-historical approach allowed to look
at the construction of ‘alibraliyah’ at the micro level in which it has demonstrated the
underlying meanings in whole texts and the strategies used to construct these meaning.
The combination of both approaches allowed for providing a reasonably comprehensive

picture of the highly debated discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ in the Saudi society.

This methodological framework has been employed to investigate the
representation of ‘alibraliyah’ in the platform of Saudi press. Thus, the data consist of a
compiled corpus of 575 newspaper articles which were examined at two levels. Firstly,
the entire dataset was analyzed using corpus linguistics methods of keywords and
collocation analysis to identify the key meanings of ‘alibraliyah’ across the whole corpus
and over time. Secondly, a set of 12 articles, down-sampled from the corpus on the basis
of the top themes which are the religion and the rights, were analysed using the
discourse-historical approach (DHA). DHA enabled the researcher to identify the
underlying meanings across time through the analysis of the discursive strategies
including the argumentation strategies used along with the nomination, predication and
perspectivization strategies. This analysis is followed by an interpretation that is based
on the theoretical lens of discourse theory in terms of struggle over hegemony in
identifying ‘alibraliyah’ and the semantic meanings each group articulate to fill the empty
signifier of ‘alibraliyah’. Discourse Theory has also enabled the researcher for looking at
whether the shift in the articulation of ‘alibraliyah’ turns it from being an empty signifier

into being a marker of social imaginary in the Saudi socio-political field.
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8.2 Findings of the Study

The findings of this study can be discussed first at both the macro and the micro
levels before going into discussing them in combination and revealing the implications
they both tell about the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society. At the macro level, the
corpus analysis has yielded interesting results in terms of the key meaning preferences
associated with ‘alibraliyah’, and in relation to the diachronic shift of these meanings
across the period (2007-2016). In particular, the corpus analysis has revealed that
‘alibraliyah’ is mainly associated with the discourse of religion and human rights, in which
the salient construction of alibraliyah has changed over time from being associated with
the religious discourse to being associated with the discourse of freedom and human
rights. It has been found that this interesting salient finding needs a micro qualitive
analysis in order to test whether these results represent the discourse of ‘alibraliyah’ at
the micro level, and to investigate the mechanism of the shift of meanings in detail.
Therefore, with the assistance of the corpus, 12 articles were selected for the qualitative
analysis in which 6 articles represent the theme of religion and the other 6 represent the

theme of rights.

The micro analysis of the articles presenting both themes, religion and rights, has
revealed a shift in the discursive construction of ‘alibraliyah’ and the liberal group. This
is revealed through examining the meanings the different groups attempt to charge
‘alibraliyah’ with to obtain or maintain power. In particular, the empty signifier of
‘alibraliyah’ has been filled with meanings related to the notions of relativity and
individuality. In terms of the notion of relativity, the articulation of the term ‘alibraliyah’
has shown a shift over time in which ‘alibraliyah’ changes from being a non-relative, non-
flexible concept to the religious conservative Saudi culture into being a relative concept
that can be adopted to the norms of the Saudi culture. ‘alibraliyah’ is also associated with
notion of individuality against collectivity at the end of the period through referring to the
need for ‘alibraliyah’ in guaranteeing the freedom of individuals to achieve progress. In
this sense, ‘alibraliyah’ is articulated in the sense of the concept of transcendentalism in
which individuals are independent and free in practicing their belief to achieve progress

for the world they live in.

The articulation of ‘alibraliyah’ has also shown a shift in relation to the concept of
secularity in which it shifts from being a secular concept that contradicts the religion of
Islam into being a non-secular concept that is compatible to non-fundamental Islam.
‘alibraliyah’ is also articulated in terms of the concept of modernity later in the period,

constructing it as a modern progressive concept that conforms to the progressive Islamic
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culture by means of offering liberal choices that suits the circumstances of the modern
life. From discourse theory perspective the shift in the articulation of the meaning of
discourse suggests a shift as well in the articulation of the groups involved in the conflict

over hegemony.

Therefore, it is found that in both set of articles of different themes, there is a shift
in the relation between the groups; the liberals and the Islamists. The first half of the
period revealed a complete antagonism between Islamists and liberals created within the
logic of equivalence in which both groups represent two antagonist poles. This
antagonism is then started to disperse and redefined in higher articulation in a difference
across equivalence in which liberals are constructed as antagonists to fundamental
Islamists and as equivalent to non-fundamental Islamists. It is suggested that this shift in
the articulation of the discourse and the groups indicates the success of liberals to

establish their own identity and to gain hegemony in the Saudi socio-political field.

Having presented the shift in the construction of ‘alibraliyah’ at the macro and
micro levels, it can be argued that both approaches are complementary to each other
and are necessary together in investigating the shift of a discourse in a comprehensive
way. While the corpus analysis in the current study shows the salient meanings of
‘alibraliyah’ over time, the discourse analysis uncovered the diachronic discursive

construction of ‘alibraliyah’ and the hegemonic conflict over defining it.

8.3 Original contribution

The main contribution of this study concerns offering a developed a
methodological framework for investigating the construction of ideological movements
and the relation between the groups struggling for hegemony. This framework traces
diachronically at the macro and the micro levels the salient and the discursive meanings
of a movement through examining the keyword of the ideology and its contextual
meaning based on collocation and whole text analysis. It is a comprehensive framework
for the phenomena under study that has allowed for investigating diachronically the
ideological word of ‘alibraliyah’ and the way its construction shifts over time by different
groups. It has also enabled the researcher to look at the mechanism of the articulation
of the relation between the groups at the micro level and the way the shift of the relations
has changed the hegemonic positions of the groups. As discussed above, this framework
has been developed through combining Corpus Linguistics methods with Discourse-

Historical Approach and Discourse Theory.

Another contribution made by this this study is providing a further literature for

the socio-political context in Saudi Arabia. As evidenced by the review of the literature,
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few studies have examined the socio-political discourse in Saudi context and the power
struggle of the groups in the area. Thus, this research provides an analytical study on a
recent conflict on modernisation that is particularly on the discourse of liberalism and the
mechanism by which it is articulated and shifts the relations between the groups in Saudi
Arabia. This study should thus be helpful to researchers interested in the Saudi
ideological contexts, allowing them to build on an analysis of a discourse formation, in
this case ‘alibraliyah’ in Saudi society and the nature of the ideological conflicts of the

groups in the region.

8.4 Limitations of the current study and suggestions for future research

A number of limitations can be identified for the current study despite the effort
made to comprehensively analyse the meaning of the ideology and the power struggle
over hegemony. One of the limitations concerns the focus of the study on the analysis of
the movement of ‘alibraliyah’ in one platform which is the press. This is due to time and
space restrictions in which other platforms were intentionally excluded. A multi-genre
analysis would be considered in future research based on this study by means of

conducting a comparative analysis.

Another limitation that is worth noting is the issue of translation. Since translation
cannot transfer the whole meaning, it was not found easy to interpret the analysis into
the target language. As the analysis was based on the source language which is Arabic,
the best effort has been done by the researcher to translate the texts which is validated
by a certified translator (see appendix C). For this limitation, the translation was
undertaken to be as much accurate as possible to deliver the overall meaning into

English language effectively.

For the future research, it can be argued that the developed model for this study
can be applied in further studies to investigate the articulation of movements and the
struggle of groups in articulating them to gain power. This would improve knowledge on
the mechanism of the construction of movements in different contexts. Also, it would be
helpful to extend this study and conduct a longer-term diachronic study on the different
movements of modernity in Saudi society. Studying the movements on a longer term
would allow for a more detailed understanding of the historical and socio-political context
of the movement under study and the factors surrounding the formation of these

movements.
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8.5 Final Remarks

Drawing on the results of this research, these results are significant in terms of
understanding the nature of the conflicts between the groups in Saudi society along with
the development of these conflicts. It is through the main result of this research that
shows a shift in the meaning of alibraliyah, a one can understand that the recent success
of liberals went through a discursive contestation and debate on the term. This conflict
cannot be detached from the previous conflicts, discussed in chapter 2, in which the
conflict around alibraliyah can be considered an extension to them as alibraliyah here
allows progressives to establish an identity in the region. Up to this point, liberals link
their identity to the religious field to gain acceptance and exitance. However, to distance
and distinguish themselves from the Islamic religious group, they identify themselves in
terms of being non-fundamental progressive Islamists. Thus, their success is based on
filling alibraliyah with their ideological meaning related to religion to gain power in the
socio-political field. This power that appears now in the region would affect the recent
Saudi social site in terms of their identity construction plus the diversity in attitudes. The
effect would be clear in terms of the Saudi social tendency towards progressive moderate
Islam that consequently would allow policy makers to issue policies that suit these

tendencies in the region.
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-Saudi liberal
intellectuals
-Soft idea>

‘allibraliah’

Claim2: Islamisation of
‘allibraliah’ is improper and
unacceptable (fallacy of
Islamisation)

-Topos or fallacy of abuse
(manipulating the public
through the Islamisation of
‘allibraliah’ new idea)
-Topos of reality of failure of
the older concept of
‘ilmaniah’ (secularism).

- Fallacy of definition of
‘allibraliah’.

-Fallacy of cultural flexibility
of ‘allibraliah’.

-Topos of number.

-Topos or fallacy of relation
(between ‘allibraliah’ and

Islam)
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-indirect speech
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effective.
-adverbial
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-Topos of similarities (of
values)
-Topos of differences (of

source).

-Topos or Fallacy of
definition of ‘allibraliah’.

-Fallacy of flexibility of

‘allibraliah’
-Topos of danger (of
replacing Islam with
‘allibraliah)

- fallacy of Islamisation of
‘allibraliah’)

-Fallacy of relation
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-Third person
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-Passive voice
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-adverbial clause

-certainty
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extremist Islamists

and raise after that.

-Topos of time+ Topos or
fallacy of consequences.
-Topos of reality

-Topos or Fallacy of neglect

of main issues

Topos of time+ Topos or
fallacy of consequences.
-Topos or Fallacy of threat
or danger of Islamists

-Topos of history

-Topos of responsibility

-Topos of example

-exaggerating
metaphor

-repetition
-personal deictic

-repetition
-personal deictic
‘we’
-exaggerating
metaphor
Detachment

Nominalisations
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-reader
perspective

-quantification
‘to its maximum’
-evaluative
adjective>
‘extremist’

-comparative

‘more
dangerous’
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‘extremist’,
‘aggressive’

-quantification
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-Topos of number

-Topos or fallacy of danger
of Islamists to the nation

Claim 2: extremist Islamists
are smarter than their
liberal opponents.

-Topos of history

-Topos of danger

-Topos of time
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Islamists vs. liberals

-Topos or fallacy of
definition
-Topos or fallacy of human
fallibility

-Topos of comparison

Claim3: ‘allibraliah’ is a great
humane concept that is
based on freedom of choice
-Topos of definition

-Topos of right of freedom
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-Topos of the advantage of
‘liberals’

Claim4: the debate between
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Opponents>Islamists

Claim5: Islamists are

attempting to eliminate
‘allibraliah’ through various
means of suppression.
-Topos or fallacy of abuse
-Topos or fallacy of
accusation+ Topos of time+

Topos of number

Claimé6: the emergence of
‘allibraliah’ is due to the
existence of the dominant
Islamic group that does not
support freedom.

-Topos of culture

-Fallacy of ignoring the
counter-argument
-Topos or fallacy of

relationship between Islam
and ‘allibraliah’ (differences)

-Topos of definition of Islam

Involvement
-personal deictic
‘I saw, | found’

-repetition of
word ‘the same,

the same’

Detachment
-Third person

perspective

-evaluation> ‘big
mistakes’,
‘repression’, ‘at

best’

‘

-evaluation> ‘in

fact’
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Extremists> Islamists
Obstruction>Islamists

Freedom>'allibraliah’

-Topos of right of freedom
of expression

-Topos or Fallacy of abuse
(suppression and

elimination by Islamists)

Claim7: ‘allibraliah’ is an

extension to ‘hadatha’ as

they have the same project.

-Topos of historical
comparison.
-Topos of difficulty of

progress and change+ Topos
of time

- Topos of similarties and
differences between

‘Hadatha’ and ‘allibraliah’

Involvement
-second person

voice ‘you’

Detachment
-passive voice
-third person
perspective
Involvement
-personal deictic

‘in my personal

opinion’

-evaluation>
‘harder and very

difficult’

-assertion

‘undoubtedly’
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
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dginadl de Oyl Lgung dedlwly duby ddlad diuay ddidss Jgae I cultural scene indicates a -Third-person
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-Fundamentalists>

Islamists

-Topos of example

Claim2: ‘Allibraliah
alislamiah’ (liberal Islam) is
based on that Islam
conforms with ‘allibraliah’
as it adopts the general

values of ‘allibraliah’.

-Topos of definition

-Topos of human rights
(humanitarianism) + topos
of authority (religious texts)
-Topos of modernisation (of
reinterpreting the religious
texts to suit the current

time and place)

Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Indirect speech
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-Topos of disadvantage (of
lack of religious texts
dealing with politics)+
Topos of advantage of
‘allibraliah’ in politics.
-Topos of rights

- topos of authority
(religious texts)

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Fallacy of secularism
-Topos of history (of the
concept)

-Topos of emergence (of the
concept)

Claim3: The opposition
against liberal Islam cannot
eliminate ‘Allibraliah
Alislamiah’

-Topos of resistance
-Fallacy of definition by

liberals (of combining

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective
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Islamist and liberal
concepts)

-Fallacy of Islamic law by
Islamists (‘Allibraliah
Alislamiah’ violates the

rules of Islamic law)

-Fallacy of resistance
against ‘Allibraliah
Alislamiah’ + Topos of
existence of ‘Allibraliah

Alislamiah’

-Topos of definition

- strawman fallacy

Claim4: Islamist liberals
adopts the modern Islamic
law rather than the
traditional one.

-Topos of modernisation

- Topos of rights

(humanitarianism)

-indirect speech

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

Mitigation
-Anonymisation
by means of
impersonalisation
‘It is Apparent
that’
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Predication strategies

Main social actors and Predications
practices
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
1 @bl i gl Ol s «OludYl Ggd>»
zwads 4ol a8yl dud iy (U1 Ol g2 (Sl s QW o8l Hlae! oSl Claiml: The concept of | Detachment
oo ¢ 2l Dyl e i et ds dale 435 35S gl 3 L 56 Human rights has been | -Third-person
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-Topos of history of relation
between human rights and

theology

-Third-person

perspective
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-Topos of history of human
rights + Topos of advantage
of human rights + Topos of
definition of human rights
(freedom and equality)
Claim2: human rights
debates spread globally
-Topos of time

- Topos of universality
-Topos of power (western
power) + Topos of culture +
Topos of rights (human
rights)

-Topos of advantage (of

globalisation)

Claim3: The western vision
of human rights is not
absolute but relative.

-Topos or fallacy of
universality (of  human

rights)

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

Intensification

-Qualification

Mitigation
-Self-correction:
‘but  still’, ‘to

great extent’
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-Topos of advantage of
western human rights +
Topos of disadvantage of

controversy

-Fallacy of absoluteness +
Topos of relativity and

change + Topos of reality

-Topos of universality of
human rights
-Topos of humanitarianism

-Topos or fallacy of relativity

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective
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-Topos of universality +
topos of relativity

Claim4: The adoption of
human rights principles
including ‘allibraliah’ should
be relative (by accounting
for the cultural differences
rather than copying others’
experience)

-Topos of example of human
rights (freedom)

-Topos of relativity of
‘allibraliah’ + Topos of
definition of ‘allibraliah” +
Fallacy of absoluteness of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’.

- Topos of variance in
application of ‘allibraliah’
principles.
-Topos  of

comparison

(similarity)

Involvement

-personal deictics

) o
S

‘Us’, ‘you’, ‘we

-personal deictics

‘ 7 III

our’, ‘we’,

Intensification
-evaluation:

‘needed most’
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-Topos of universality of
principles + Topos of
relativity + fallacy of
absoluteness of principles +
Topos of culture and cultural
difference.

-Topos of authority of

knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of
definition of ‘allibraliah’+
Topos of negative
consequences + Topos of
advantage of human rights.
-Topos of culture and
cultural differences

-Topos of responsibility for

cultural change

-Fallacy of abusive attack

-personal deictics

‘ 7

our

-personal deictics

‘

our’, ‘we’, ‘us’
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-Fallacy of attacking others
(interference)

- Topos of culture and
cultural difference

- Topos of responsibility (for
cultural change and
adopting human rights)
-Fallacy of interference +
Topos of threat (external
threat)

-Fallacy of abusive attack
-Fallacy of hasty
generalisation

- Topos of responsibility (for
cultural change and
adopting human rights)
-Topos of example (justice
field)

-Topos of example (women

Issues)

-Topos of responsibility

-personal deictics

‘

our’, ‘we’, ‘us’

-personal deictics

‘

our’, ‘we’, ‘us’

-personal deictics

‘

our’, ‘we’, ‘us’

Intensification
-assertion

(negation)

Intensification

-emphasis
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
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-Topos or fallacy of abuse of
emotions by ideologies +
Topos of disadvantage of

utopianism
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-ideologized/

ideologiser

-Topos of disadvantage of

collectivism

-Topos of disadvantage of
utopianism in ‘allibraliah’ +
Topos of advantage of
individual’s freedom +
Topos of advantage of lack

of dogmatism.

-Topos of advantage of self-

criticism in ‘allibraliah’ +
Topos of relativity of
certainty

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective
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-Topos of rationality in
‘allibralaih’ + Fallacy of
rationality in  collective

ideologies

-Topos of advantage of

individuality in ‘allibraliah’

-Topos or fallacy of abuse by
collective  ideologies to

individuals.

-Topos of the resistance by
‘allibraliah’ against collective
ideologies

-Topos of antagonism

against collectivism

-Topos of negative
consequences of
collectivism.

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective
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Totalitarianism=

Fundamentalism

-Fallacy of ignorance of
individuals by collective
ideologies.

- Topos of negative
consequences of
collectivism+  Topos  of

positive consequences of
‘allibraliah’.
-Topos of example of

negative consequences of

collective ideologies

-Topos of advantage of
individuality + Topos of

disadvantage of collectivism.

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Intensification
-Assertion: ‘It
has become

clear’.
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
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g ¥ 4l e AUl aillie (mile oy SN ae MY Ul )l ¢ lall 6 5 (305 S | oppressed >liberals | “allibraliah’ means freedom | -free indirect -metaphor
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is useless.
-Fallacy of neglect of

‘allibraliah’

-Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’

-Topos of uselessness.

-Fallacy of disadvantage of

freedom.

speech

-personal deictics

Involvement
-free indirect
speech

-personal deictics

-adverbial clause

Mitigation
-Hesitation, self-

correction

Intensification

-Adj>great

-adjectival

clauses
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Intellectuals>

liberals

Claim2: The argument that
Saudi intellectuals do not
understand what ‘allibraliah’
means is false.

-Fallacy of knowledge
-Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’

-Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’

Claim3: The argument that
the principles of freedom,
brotherhood and equality
are deceiving slogans is a
false argument.

-Topos of uselessness.

-Fallacy of danger or threat.

Involvement
-free indirect
speech

-personal deictics

Involvement

-personal deictics

Involvement
-free indirect
speech

-personal deictics

Intensification

-repetition

Intensification
-adjectival
phrases
-adverb>’easily’
-verbal

-propositional

phrase
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-Topos of humanitarianism

-Fallacy of definition of
‘allibraliah’

-Fallacy of threat of freedom

-Topos of uselessness (of

definition).

-Topos of uselessness
-Fallacy of threat of

‘allibraliah’

Involvement:

-personal deictics

Intensification:
-Repetition
adverb>especially
-adjectival
phrases>to
indicate quantity
(uncountable).
Mitigation
-Uncertainty> the
use of

‘apparently’
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification and
mitigation
1 O laaizadl N duwlio Al Jo
P . Claim 1: The general Intensification
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- Topos of definition
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-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of definition
-Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-indirect speech
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-Fallacy of suitability

Claim 3: ‘allibraliah’ cannot
be unified as one system
shared globally

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of freedom for
citizens

-Topos of justice

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

-indirect speech
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Claim 4: liberal countries or
groups should not interfere
in the affairs of the non-
liberal groups to protect
‘allibraliah’ principles.

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Fallacy of justice

-Topos or fallacy of rights

-Topos or fallacy of
freedom

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

Evaluation>’arbitrary’
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-Topos or fallacy of law+ -
Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-Topos of encouragement +
fallacy of compulsion
-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of tolerance

-Topos of tolerance

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of danger
of extremist

-fallacy of compulsion
-Topos of responsibility+
topos of consequence

-Topos of consequences of
tolerance

-Topos of rights

Claim 5: non-liberal groups
should participate in
decision making in the
liberal countries

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-indirect speech

-indirect speech
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-Topos of rationality+
fallacy of compulsion
-Topos or fallacy of
exclusion

-Topos or fallacy of
variance of liberal attitudes

-distancing voice

‘ ’

one

Mitigation
-Question instead of

assertion
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification and
mitigation
1 O laaizadl N duwlio Al Jo
P . Claim 1: The general Intensification
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v . .- Y e s . -quantification
da3 xdlgll g Sa| \@L\a.p.d' : 13Lad .. oladl iSCay tsoladl el
Sl & tadled G o8B F ? L% ’ -topos of number -third person
Bladaiy Slauogs § U cpladl dyad oo puiaiy Y pdlasas STOY s y35 S -topos of definition voice
b lgam cuidl o Gawy deine AIadl dliwl .. cpasiiel] Cadlgog
10 | a0 Bpan ey dope o dulead! LIl d8Me I (10 0gal) Aglo Involvement
(Y- V) adl] 3y550n s yeugin (3o crporaall 255 Y Ay’ 8L -Topos of authority of :p')ersonal deictic
3 knowledge I
Gl Aewoliwnd) &)l Jo 1 ool i S 383 U1 JoY1 JIgadb s
’ T el Jo 3 gele S ok T Claim 2: the political -evaluation
21 ((Rawls) 39y 09 e DB Sl § Jslly Al Olelosd! U liberalism is not suitable for ‘important’, ‘bold’
15 (sgondl 0538) @uséa%ﬁd‘ 43)SAT>)Lbc¢yﬁlMJ| el s ‘S@T all countries Detachment

de g e (AMas) @Y (22 poizme s 09 Of oSar b 1999 ple
0350 i3 e Logey coggluntag sy 01,891 S 0 Ugas (@) Adlad)l eedlaol]
pogaalld . pglude lowdd @Sy cpgilelazr 31 iglaing oWlggane 1,391
J513 & el &Sl A5 Laall 09 gyl (0 03Ls oSy Y Alaiald SUI el

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of definition
-Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-indirect speech
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-Fallacy of suitability

Claim 3: ‘allibraliah’ cannot
be unified as one system
shared globally

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of freedom for
citizens

-Topos of justice

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

-indirect speech
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Claim 4: liberal countries or
groups should not interfere
in the affairs of the non-
liberal groups to protect
‘allibraliah’ principles.

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Fallacy of justice

-Topos or fallacy of rights

-Topos or fallacy of
freedom

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

Evaluation>’arbitrary’
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-Topos or fallacy of law+ -
Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-Topos of encouragement +
fallacy of compulsion
-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of tolerance

-Topos of tolerance

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of danger
of extremist

-fallacy of compulsion
-Topos of responsibility+
topos of consequence

-Topos of consequences of
tolerance

-Topos of rights

Claim 5: non-liberal groups
should participate in
decision making in the
liberal countries

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-indirect speech

-indirect speech
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-Topos of rationality+
fallacy of compulsion
-Topos or fallacy of
exclusion

-Topos or fallacy of
variance of liberal attitudes

-distancing voice

‘ ’

one

Mitigation
-Question instead of

assertion
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
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-western liberal

philosophers vs. us

-Topos of reality
-Topos or fallacy of

ignorance
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Freedom in

‘allibraliah’> chaos

-Umma vs

‘allibraliah’

-Fallacy of exclusiveness of
freedom to ‘allibraliah’
-Topos of culture

-Topos of authority

-Topos of differences

- Topos or fallacy of chaos
+implicit topos or fallacy of
cultural threat

Claim3:

Freedom is an

essential  human  value
distorted and exploited in
‘allibraliah’ to mean
‘unlimited’ and
‘unrestricted’ freedom.

- Topos of humanitarianism+
Topos of right

-Topos or fallacy of abuse of
freedom concept by
‘allibraliah’

-Topos of example
-Topos of difference
(comparison btw Islam and

allibraliah’

Involvement
-personal deictics
‘us’, ‘we’
-repetition

‘I repeat’

Detachment
-third-person
perspective

Involvement
-local deictic

‘here’

-evaluation

-imperative style
-local deictic

‘here’

-metaphors

-accumulation

-evaluation:

‘Awesome’

-accumulation

-accumulation

-evaluation:

‘excessive’

-quantification:

‘alot’, ‘great’
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Freedom in Islam>

(worship + loyalty)

- Topos of definition of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’ +
Topos or fallacy of abuse of
freedom concept + Topos or
fallacy of chaos

-Topos of cultural threat of
‘allibraliah’

-Topos of authority (Quran).
-Topos of cultural threat of
‘allibraliah’
-Topos or fallacy of
unrestricted freedom (Topos
or fallacy of definition of
freedom)

-Topos of differences and
similarities btw Islam and
‘allibraliah’ in freedom
-claim4: Freedom in Islam is
based on absolute freedom
-Topos/fallacy of freedom
-Topos/Fallacy of
between

relationship

freedom and obidence.

-personal deictics

IUS', Iwel

-evaluation

Detachment
-third-person
perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

-evaluation:
‘chaotic’
‘rising’,

‘glamorous’

-rhetorical

questions

-accumulation
-evaluation
‘extreme
chaos’,‘vast
distance’
Mitigation
-self-correction
(similarities)

Intensification

-metaphor
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Freedom in
‘allibraliah’>
substitute
Freedom in Islam>

substituted

Claim5: As freedom exists in
our system of values i.e.
(Islam), there is no need to
borrow it from other
systems e.g. (allibraliah).

-Topos of advantage of
freedom + Topos of culture.
-Fallacy of the false
alternative (altering

‘allibraliah’ with Islam)

Involvement
-personal deictics
‘our’, ‘we’, ‘I’
-repetition:

‘I repeat’

-evaluation:‘the
highest’
-rhetorical
questions
-Evaluation:
‘central’,
‘ignoble’

-trope
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
1 &3 gaw dgSi Al
Gl Joo Cmmoly Al e 8391 B § $a3gadl paizmall (3 Euusll S Claim1: There is a major | Detachment Intensification
cnially Wl s o d ) Juo g9 Adlatllg 4,Sallg due Lotz 8Ll (§ Jlrug debate around ‘allibraliah’ in | -Third-person -evaluation:
Olge cod sl Mo LS i Ml alloe HeiSWl gag Lo 3 oWl Saudi society. perspective ‘disgusting’,
5 b iy pgadl gaddl Junell wlil> Il 8ol cJglisy wbasdzdl ddladlln -Topos of number ‘Important and
099 83380 dusSgi duodawg 8yl dady So9audl pesizeall § Adladll duad « il -Topos of authority worthy’
Saall «dy>dl pgghen OUS (3 gl Al aaed (Bud> 0gd 0939 Gos - Fallacy of ignorance
G209 Gie pgdy Jolidly CaB gl Brauzrg dage ilslid] ded (Sgyall dlilus (3 yaall -Fallacy of definition of
NERWIF FLESNFEW/PAL ‘allibraliah’
ALl 3] oyl plally polsdl g8luw § Lghayy 09 ddladll (e Sl oS Y Claim2: ‘allibraliah’ is mainly | Involvement -evaluation:
10 dhlaxe Jais ¢ Baoadly JoBlg Jolid! (aaall G Lyl duad lgeslunlg gl 3 Jod associated with the concept | -direct speech ‘essentially’,
&> el e i Yloattusl (gl Gugald)) olalS ST &> AaK Jadn (59,2 of freedom ‘whole,
A § Joarud duaidy dubl B9y (SNl gl § gudls &)l Sl -Topos of authority of complete  and
Y Ao geg g Aiathe V] auae SEGY Cuon L) d80150 knowledge deep’
aul sh] Jakally lg=9) dg & Blpedly dipsl J3-1s Dyl Hlads 3,301 @dp» 1y -Topos of definition of
15 | wal gl Blual jlasdl psog dglacl dejlas § 491y 4edl azg 3 48V ‘allibraliah’ -direct speech
Jasgn. (ghT Iy slpally cololall cpe DRV &yodl cpo 35001 0y ¢yl -evaluation:
poeier Uiacy byde dadpll oyl pggie lgde poiy (I BASI il (9,2 -Topos or fallacy of freedom ‘deeply’
paieg Agall pygie ae Ehlady S35 blad lgsslaey Lyl (§ & o5 31 Al
Dyl doyze |l Ylasl Juasisy sbaidVlg duwlbnd! dyouly duvan §odl -metaphor
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Claim3: ‘Allibraliah”  has
been dealt with superficially
since it arrived in Saudi
society.

-Topos of time

-Fallacy of ignorance.

-Topos of example (of
Hadatha)

-Fallacy of ignorance (cherry
picking fallacy)

fallacy  of

-Topos or

definition

-Topos or fallacy of

definition

Involvement
-personal deictics
‘Our country’,

{ 7

we’,

Involvement

-personal deictics

{ 7

you

-personal deictics

{ 7

we

-evaluation:
‘completely

minor’

-Metaphor
evaluation:

‘the strangest’,
‘constantly’,

-Metaphor
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
1 adlelly Aoyl oy ILALYT 23
sde xe Jladle I 9 (&) Js> wedlely (nadie po dagaidl Gbhle> § | Intellectuals and Claim1: Associating | Involvement
doydlie Al O gasns N.ST clasy fgie sladl Juolgdl @lge § 3yl 3o | journalists and ‘allibraliah’ with freedom is | -personal deictics
edly (Sl O gananll Gallas J] Lgalll AV a5 Og)almin @il G Aoyl | twitter users > an intellectual fault. ‘my’
5 3l | liberals -Fallacy of definition (false
4 oS CaBge SO . ulaall @Blgll (§ Dyl e BAas Al 09 PV EPVIN equivalence) Intensification
d1 51 Al ygu0 (10 Bygao (B Dyl @il duylae S ¢ Jnd 2890 9 Doyl - Fallacy of definition -Evaluation
om SLaa ad Cllaiy G Yl g2y Bue opo (5)SE s 1oy lgasd ldudas - psychogenetic  fallacy ‘intellectual
G 02l 532 (00 91 e yially crmedle Yl cmadiall gl Jge (§ Al 4oyl (argumentum ad hominem) fault’
oy dg=g -metaphor
10 | Al dazg (b gl & due a8 (ALall) LS O (S @3 ogzy Jof
¢ LIBERTY sl A1 y0 diiinall ¢(dy) yoeill) lirog ¢ LIBERALISM A=yl -Topos of definition | Detachment
die Lyl Aol Al pogan cn Sealll LLEYI slr Ld oo o(Ly=ll) (o (Sl (etymology) -third-person
Jlryl dado (aadg ¢ LIBERg2 (oY ol LIBERTY daK o Blelie po cpand] perspective
Lyl Jaz o A (@ ynall JSEY) dagl 1 90 (Soall oylandl 1 T3] (O1,=Y))
15 | Sl aadloiia 0 B Y (el s oY ¢ argie Uas 1ing . 5uSl ol a1l P -Topos or fallacy of
Al 2oyl Jb o) (3315)1 Badatlly (5,8l g3 posan ke Baliasg cdlnad) definition + Topos of reality+
Oladas Jog Tl §ax) (§,Sa) ganan Jog $d ! Az 38 b il AS5 Fallacy of ignorance (fallacy Intensification
Tadad S,d) (3o Sl gl e oot &)l Aalasdlg Joal) daddy 051 Lgasd of relevance) -assertion

‘absolutely not’
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L3yall S 9alll amdly :(pgaie AIEA] Aalll) (LS § 09said b HgiSWl Jgi

B (s9alll el Loy puaidl (e dotanll (53,81 Jadll (a2 (individualism)

». @Y Jglul) Lol 451301 dxbiaall sas(selfishness)

Bunlicall duadlgll \glaadaly ddlpl) daylll Colmill Blaty Lo 52 fossll 2y
Wil (3 Adladll )gals da )b copmianl (g a0l Hlawiwsd)) T TOL Ll codladl Jg>
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-Topos of history + Topos of
reality+ Topos of number
-Topos of humanitarianism +
Topos of history and
antecedence of freedom
-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of culture (western
culture)

-Topos of example + Fallacy
of definition (attribution).
-Topos of ambiguity of
‘allibraliah’ + Topos of
number.

-Fallacy of Equivocation
-Topos of authority of
knowledge

- Topos of definition of
individualism
-Topos of history of

‘allibraliah’+ Topos of abuse

+ Topos of example

Detachment
-Indirect speech
-third-person

perspective

Involvement

-direct speech

Involvement

-evaluation

Intensification
-metaphors
-evaluation
‘Their  horrific

massacres’,
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-Topos of reality + Topos of
number+ Fallacy of freedom

+ fallacy of justice

-Topos of tolerance + Topos
or Fallacy of abuse (hate)
Fallacy of freedom + fallacy
of justice

-Topos of example

- Topos or fallacy of abuse

Involvement

-evaluation

‘Genocide’,

‘brag’

Intensification
-quantification
-accumulation

-evaluation
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Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
1 Sl gl Belunlg ! duyell Involvement
‘smm@éeyw slrg « Jadll il o8y @llae ] (niolud! (el § gl Claim1: ‘allibraliah’ is clear | -first-person
Sdziall Gguodl Jlmall gy cneigall OLST Jasd G ol oLl @wﬂ for critical readers but still | perspective
el3a)l gdyny ilmllasany eualieg HSET ) oo Tk oS0 el 10 Tlg Laslo misunderstood by the
5 -8 TS @22 e (Bl Loy <098 simall ideologized public whose
Aotz b 48 digeads Mipalezr fble @1 0 oF Jlaadl s § Jgl-lug | - professional knowledge is based on
2" Lasasaall Luelall azlhedl § Al e Oy ol eldol OY ‘¢9090)l | readers traditionalists’ ideologies.
3 lgadlivg ladl 2l Obazdl oda Jieo Zla] dI 0gxlizu Y ¢"dxlssall | -public -Topos of knowledge by Intensification
Mgy -l yane- ol Flayl Jyble dig) LAdadll &ymdl sgu> Al critical readers -qualification
& Bygame (i gl oo uzd O] 0lsh89 S8 VL ol Y o crghiy Y ol -Topos of ignorance of the -evaluation
10 | ‘Al me udatl (zglga)l £laall O [Olhgdie [Obadls /oYlie public
slxdly il pudadly dslall oladldly ol Jexdb descie O9Sd -Topos or fallacy of abuse by
SN Ly ¢randtlly Juiatll Ogoinall (29l gaa) traditionalists’ ideologies
dl Gl oY flible eemigd by I Ludll eapales Ludadl blzj bl Y
duclaizYls ddpdl axable IS e V) 0950 OF (S Y ldyae Al "l Jac Claim2: ‘allibraliah’ is not -evaluation
15 | oWl of muse 1golie @llad 3 egndlond Ogudall LS oy A==l | -Traditionalists based on  unrestricted
ol LS o S S aekaian Y ¢SJg ¢ JoBIL gilis &yl Glad Y oWl dgs S8 | -layman >dull freedom as the

b 39— JWly el se @ "Bl sl ol (o "dalhaal &yl
S Yl (2 @Y fdalandl dyadl ] g OWIAdT JSE — gl ol
Al dyladl Juolds dis jduas

traditionalists claim. -fallacy
of definition of ‘allibraliah’

by the traditionalists.
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-Topos or fallacy of abuse by
traditionalists.

-Topos of definition of
‘allibraliah’ + topos or fallacy
of freedom in “allibraliah’.
-Topos of  comparison
(similarity between
‘allibraliah’ and Islam in

freedom)

Claim3: freedom in
‘allibraliah’ is relative based
on cultural factors but not
based on not harming others
as traditionalists claim.

- fallacy of definition of

freedom .

-free

speech

indirect

-evaluation

mitigation
-agreement with

the antagonist
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-topos of relativity of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’ +
Topos of culture

- fallacy of definition of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’ by

the traditionalists.

-topos of culture.
-topos of example (in the

west).

-Topos of example (local

Islamic)

-first-person

perspective

-free indirect

speech

-second-person

perspective
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Claim4: individual freedom
is central in ‘allibraliah’ but
subsidiary in other concepts.
-fallacy of comparison btw
‘allibraliah’ and other
concepts.

-Topos of difference (of
‘allibraliah’  from  other
concepts) + Topos of
advantage of freedom in
‘allibraliah’.

-Topos of example

-Topos of existence of
freedom in most concepts +
Topos of centrality of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’
Claim5: relativeness  of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’” does

not mean that ‘allibraliah’ is

-free indirect

speech

-second-person

perspective
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a myth as the traditionalists
claim.

-Topos of definition of
‘allibraliah’+  Topos  of
relativity.

-Topos of example

-Topos of existence of
‘allibraliah’ in all societies +
Topos of ignorance of this

existence.

-Topos of example.

-Topos of culture.

-Topos of example.

-second-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Intensification

-evaluation
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Liberal vs.

conservative

Liberal conservative
- conservative

liberal

-Topos of example

Claim6: ‘allibraliah’ does not
contradict the main
principles of Islam but assess
the relative application of
these principles on the basis
of the cultural factors that
support the freedom of

individuals.

-Topos of culture.

-third-person

perspective

-third-person

perspective

-third-person

perspective

-evaluation
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-Topos of relativity of Islamic
law.

-Fallacy of exclusion.
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications
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Appendix (D)

The analysis of texts translated into English in terms of DHA
discursive strategies.



The Islamisation of ‘allibraliah’, Aljazirah 14/10/2007, by Mohammad Alkanan

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 The Islamisation of ‘allibraliah’

10

15

20

In the 80’s, a great debate had been occurred among intellectual
circles over the concept of “Islamic literature”, where some rejected
Islamization which has no relevance to literature as it is a human
product. On the other hand, some others were supporters for it as
being representing a special type of literature that commits to the
Islamic values, calls for them and stands in the way of each literary
creation that violates the sanctities or push for shamelessness.

That debate has not ceased, but has subsided as another debate
emerge inside a circle wider than the intellectual circle and more
attached to the public, related to the concept of the (Islamic media)
especially after the spread of the culture of (the Islamic cassette) and
the press of (the Islamic magazines) among the social circles since the
80s and until the era of the satellite TV, so the justifications of the
religious trend in relation to literature have recurred with this media,
with no conviction of that held by other trends especially secularism,
that That emphasizes on separating religion from all the aspects of
life, so what is for Allah is Allah’s and what is for Caesar is Caesar’s,
but a large number of Islamists did not care about that secular

objections, continuing the project of Islamization in various life

The religious trend
Other
trends>Secularism
Islamists vs.

Secularism

Claim 1: Islamisation has
been used for different
cultural, social, and
intellectual fields (Topos
and fallacy of Islamisation)

-Topos of history

-Topos of history

Detachment:
-Third person

perspective.

Detachment:
-relative clauses
-Third person

perspective.

Intensification:

-adj> great
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domains, so several forms of Islamization have appeared such as the
so-called (Islamic loans), (Islamic marriages) and (Islamic tourism).
But what is noticeable is that this (Islamization ) has not stopped at
the (physical product) e.g. the Islamic cassette nor the (human
creation) e.g. the Islamic media or the (social traditions) e.g. Islamic
marriage or (life reality) e.g. The Islamic world, but it has entered into
forms of (human intellect), and stained by them to make it easier to
accept among ‘Umma’ that leans toward its religion and what relates
toit, so the (Islamic left), or the (Islamic socialism) appeared that they
claimed it has a historical root connected to the great companion Abu

Dhar al-Ghafari may Allah be pleased with him.

And because ‘Liberalism’ idea is still new to the public, especially
after the recession of the secular tide and its catastrophic failure
based on the reality of many of the Arab regimes that have adopted
this thought within their systems, the Saudi liberal writers and
intellectuals have sought to the Islamization of this soft idea to be
palatable for the public, so we heard a new concept that is (Islamic
liberalism) which is merely a hybrid concept that attempts to
combine Islam and ‘Liberalism’, or rather forming ‘Liberalism’
according to the Islamic values, under the claim that ‘Liberalism’ is a
mean and not a religion or a thought, thus it does not contradict the

religion of the society, that can adjust it according to its values and

‘Umma’

-Saudi liberal
intellectuals
-Soft idea>

‘allibraliah’

-Topos or fallacy of abuse
and misuse of Islam

-Fallacy of history

Claim2: Islamisation of
‘allibraliah’ is improper and
unacceptable (fallacy of
Islamisation)

-Topos or fallacy of abuse
(manipulating the public
through the Islamisation of
‘allibraliah’ new idea)
-Topos of reality of failure of
the older concept of

‘ilmaniah’ (secularism).

Detachment:
-Third person
perspective

-relative clauses

Intensification:
- adjectival
clause

-The use of

‘claim’

Intensification
-adjs> new,
deceived, soft,
effective.
-adverbial
clauses
-evaluative
prepositional

clause
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norms, so since the spread of ‘Liberalism’ term in our cultural forums
and repeating it in the media fields, and then its effective reflection
on the social circles between acceptance and rejection and
neutrality, ‘Liberalism’ is still a subject to a lot of analytical writings
that discuss the position of Islam from it, in an intellectual attempt to
find a cultural relationship between them, and also the critical
articles that have dealt with the philosophical side of ‘Liberalism’
while addressing the points of similarities and differences between
the liberal thought and the Islamic thought, so several writings
emerged that mainly focused on ‘Liberalism’ as a human concept that
represents a (variable mean) invented by the (scientific) human mind
to manage the conflict with the dictatorial priestly mind peacefully,
to achieve a (solid goal) which is the assurance of the individual
freedom and then looking forward to establishing an integral system
of a total social justice, thus ‘Liberalism’ is a (mean) that does not

contradict with the core of Islam and its primary objectives.

From that, the issue of the (Islamization of Liberalism’) was born, and
here is where the overturned understanding, because what
determines the relationship between Islam and ‘Liberalism’ is not the
life purposes or human values (freedom, justice, equality etc.), which
we find that both sides agree upon, but what determines this

relationship is the (cultural source), which is fixed in both Islamic and

- Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’.

Fallacy of cultural flexibility
of ‘allibraliah’.

-Topos of number.

-Topos or fallacy of relation
(between ‘allibraliah’ and
Islam)

-Topos of similarities (of

values)

-indirect speech

Detachment:
-Third person

perspective

Intensification:

Adj> overturned
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liberal thoughts, as for ‘Liberalism’ is represented in the (human
mind), according to the statement of the original Enlightenment
philosophers and callers : (that there is no authority over the mind,
but only the mind), until the human primarily remains soul-free, an
owner of himself, his mind and his freedom in behaviour and belief,
against all who want to take it from him, whether this authority is
religious, feudal, dictatorial or sectarian, the human mind formulates
the (positive law) and legislate them to protect the individuality of
the human and his freedom. However, in Islam the cultural source is
(religious) represented in prophecy (Quran and Sunna), through the
texts and the legislation that include restrictive rules for the human

behaviour though free for the human belief.

Therefore, ‘Liberalism’ is not a (variable sense) to adjust it to the
needs of a particular society. Rather, it is an idea that has a
philosophical side which is (achieving the individual freedom), that
can only be achieved in parallel with a cultural side which is (assigning
the mind as a positivist source), and any misuse of one of the sides
means the absence of ‘Liberalism’, while adopting both together
simply means the exclusion of Islam, so if the mind rejects the
(Islamization of science), based on the logic that science is a general
human heritage that all human beings share including Muslims and

others, then it also rejects the Islamization of ideas and beliefs that

-Topos of differences (of

source).

-Topos or Fallacy of
definition of ‘allibraliah’.

-Fallacy of flexibility of

‘allibraliah’
-Topos of danger (of
replacing Islam with
‘allibraliah)

- fallacy of Islamisation of
‘allibraliah’)

-Fallacy of relation

Detachment
-Third person
perspective
-Distancing
personal deictic

-Passive voice

Intensification

-adverbial clause

-certainty
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have philosophical roots and cultural sources that excludes the
religious texts, and therefore the (Islamization of Liberalism) is
rejected due to the intellectual speciality of Islam and ‘Liberalism’

and the fundamental antagonism between them.
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Predication strategies

Main social actors

and practices

Predications

‘ilmaniah’ Secularism

Ummah

‘allibraliah’

Islamic liberalism

Saudi liberal writers

and intellectuals

-That emphasizes on separating religion from all the aspects of
life, so what is for Allah is Allah’s and what is for Caesar is
Caesar’s

- recession of the secular tide and its catastrophic failure

- leans toward its religion and what relates to it

-That is still new in the public awareness

- Itis not a variable mean to adjust it to the needs of a particular
society.

-It is an idea that has a philosophical side which is (achieving
the individual freedom), that can only be achieved in parallel
with a cultural side which is (assigning the mind as a positivist
reference)

-is merely a hybrid thought that attempts to combine between
Islam and ‘allibraliah’

-or rather forming ‘allibraliah’ according to the Islamic values,
under the claim that ‘allibraliah’ is a mean and not a religion or
athought, thus it does not contradict the religion of the society,
that can adjust it according to its values and norms.

-They seek to the Islamisation of this soft idea to be easy for

the public to like.
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The Extremists... The Smartest at Adversity, Al Rivadh Gazette, 2009,By Faris Hizam

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 The Extremists... The Smartest at Adversity The extremists Claim 1: Unlike liberals, the | Involvement Intensification

10

15

20

25

30

At each security incident, the ‘liberal’ voice rises to its maximum,
while the extremist Islamic goes down until the storm subsided, and
then the ‘allibralion’ fall back a little, so the extremist Islamists return
to the point of ignition.

This is exactly what is happening in Saudi Arabia, since the assault
incident on his highness the assistant of the minister of interior. The
‘liberal’ voices are in their highest through the websites and satellite
channels, while the Islamists occupy themselves with side issues, and
they increase their focus on “Tash”, so it appears to you that ‘Nasir
Algasabi’ or ‘Abdullah Alsadhan’ are more dangerous than the suicide
bomber ‘Abdullah Asiri’.

It is just a few days, and the ‘allibralion’ will calm down, and then we
will see the extremists go out of their trenches with spears that they
throw towards their opponents with full force, incitement and
betrayal, and so on until another news comes; arresting a cell,
registering a new security incident, Allah forbid, so then they return
to their silence.

A review over 75 month, reinforce this vision, without any obvious
change in the two parties conflict, to achieve their goals.

The question is: why does the extremist voice go down these days,
and return aggressive later?

The answer of the question starts from the Friday sermon preacher
with and does not end at the school teacher. As between the
announcement of the assassination attempt and the Friday prayer in
the kingdom a distance that does not exceed 8 hours | think it is
enough for any preacher to replace the topic of his talk. But how
many preacher have done this? Each reader should question, and
recall the topic of the Friday talk in the mosque of his neighbourhood.
For example, the orator of the holy mosque did not do it.

Liberals vs.
extremist Islamists

Islamists voice go down at
the time of a terrorist attack
and raise after that.

-Topos of time+ Topos or
fallacy of consequences.

-Topos of reality
-Topos or Fallacy of neglect

of main issues

Topos of time+ Topos or
fallacy of consequences.
-Topos or Fallacy of threat
or danger of Islamists

-Topos of history

-Topos of responsibility

-Topos of example

-evaluation and
quantification
-exaggerating
metaphor

-repetition
-personal deictic

-repetition
-personal deictic
‘we’
-exaggerating
metaphor
Detachment

Nominalisations

Detachment
-reader
perspective

-superlative
‘smartest’
-quantification
‘to its maximum’
-evaluative
adjective>
‘extremist’

-comparative

‘more
dangerous’

-qualification

-evaluation>
‘extremist’,
‘aggressive’

-quantification
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However, in the same case, how many preacher have talked about
Ramadan drama series, one of which the “Tash” episode about
education? Perhaps the answer will seem like a national disaster, if
it is obvious for us that the mosques that spoke about the series are
more in number than the mosques that their orator decided to
replace the topic of their talk to the suicidal bombing incident. And
what more painful is to have a Friday sermon preacher that speaks
about “Tash” episode after 12 hours of recording the most dangerous
terrorist attackin the country.

The obvious in the conflict between the Islamists and the ‘liberals’
around terrorism in the country, is that the extremist Islamists are
smarter than their ‘liberal’ opponents. They know when to speak and
when to remain silent. And the march of 75 months indicates that
they did not lose much as was expected. And with their extremism
they are present with full strength. And what we have to do is to wait
a little, two weeks or so, to see the extremists turning the table on
‘allibraleen’

-Topos of number

-Topos or fallacy of danger
of Islamists to the nation

Claim 2: extremist Islamists
are smarter than their
liberal opponents.

-Topos of history

-Topos of danger

-Topos of time

Involvement
- personal deictic

‘ ’

us

Involvement

- personal deictic

{ 7

we

-evaluation
‘national
disaster’,
‘painful’
-superlative
‘most dangrous
-quantification

7

-comparative
‘smarter’
-intensifying
propositional
phrase ‘with full
strength’

Predication strategies

Main social actors and

Predications
practices

Islamists

Liberals

- occupy themselves with side issues

- they did not lose much as was expected.

- turning the table on ‘allibraleen’

channels

- go out of their trenches with spears that they throw towards their
opponents with full force, incitement and betrayal

- are smarter than their ‘liberal’ opponents.

- They know when to speak and when to remain silent.

- with their extremism, they are present with full strength

-The ‘liberal’ voices are in their highest through the websites and satellite
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‘Allibraliah’ is an extension to ‘Hadatha’, Abdulrahman Alshehri, Aljazira, 2011

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
1 ‘Allibraliah’ is an extension to ‘Hadatha’ Claim1: similar to
In the past, the most prominent problems and obstacles of ‘hadathah’, liberals are | Involvement Intensification
‘Hadatha’ was defining it and determining its meaning, and the criticised on the definition of | -free indirect | superlative>most
battle around ‘Hadatha’ was a battle around the term specifically ‘allibraliah’ though they | speech prominent
5 and not around its meanings, and therefore Alghathami was agree upon its definition and
concerned with naming the conflict over ‘Hadatha’ as a discussion aims.
for the absence of the rule of argumentation of the obligation to a -Topos of history
specific definition that they can discuss.. and because the -Topos or fallacy of -adj> harsh
argumentation rule requires the critic to not oblige the one definition
10 criticised with a definition he does not approve, Alghathami -aware -Fallacy of abuse (of ignoring
or not- jumps this rule so he criticises harshly ‘allibralyeen’ (liberals)- the counter-argument)
but not ‘allibraliah’- and he obliges them with his definitions and
terms without hearing from them a single definition of ‘allibraliah’
though they show in many of their writings and articles and they
15 | were closer to agreement on the definition of ‘allibraliah’ and
setting their goals unlike ‘alhadatheen’ (the modernists).
And in terms of the logic and real experience, the concept -any Claim2: groups e.g. ‘liberals’ | petachment -evaluation>'not
concept- cannot by represented completely by any individual, so he cannot completely | -third-person logical or
is the concept and the concept is him, but the logic and experience represent concepts they | voice rational’
20 say that any human being must be outside -naturally- any concept belong to i.e. ‘allibraliah’ as
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he labels himself with or belongs to, and all the criticism to
‘allibralyeen’ was not logical as it is based on the assumption of
uniformity and conformity between ‘allibraliah’ and ‘allibralyeen’
and this stems from the assumption of the Infallibility of
‘allibralyeen’ from error and from transgressing the concept, and if
this is the case then the denial of the existence of Muslims, Jews or
Christians on earth is the priority to the rule as heavenly religions
set the ideal theory for living and call the individual to approach
them as much as possible with the impossibility of matching them,
and this has not been said since the dawn of the mankind.

From here, | say to all criticisers you are wrong by thinking that
‘allibralyeen’ are infallible as they are human beings like you that
make mistakes and corrections and their mistakes in their practices
or practical application of ‘allibraliah’ do not mean they do not exist
as a thought and a culture; so ‘allibraliah’ is a great principle that
each human being should call for, adopt and has the honor for
belonging to it, and ‘allibraliah’ in sum and simply as the liberal
thinker Dr. Abdulrahman Alrashid said:

“it is a simple human concept that believes only in freedom of
choice, and this freedom is narrowed or widened according to the

IM

vision of every individual”.so if the majority chose to be
conservative, then this is their right and choice, and if it prefers the

opposite, then it is theirs. Therefore, Netherland allows for smoking

human beings are not
infallible.

-Topos of logic + topos of
experience

-Topos or fallacy of
definition

-Topos or fallacy of human
fallibility

-Topos of comparison

Claim3: ‘allibraliah’ is a great
humane concept that is
based on freedom of choice
-Topos of definition

-Topos of right of freedom

-Topos of example

Involvement
-personal deictic

lll’ {

you’

-direct speech

-rhetorical
figure> analogy

-hyperbole

-Adj> great
-Intensifying
Modal verb>

should
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weeds, while British police arrest who deal with it. So the freedom
of individuals is limited by the choice of the group, so if the majority
of the society is conservative then its choice is the one that prevails,
thus ‘allibralyon’, theoretically, are the closest people to all, as they
are supposedly believing in the rights of Islamists, communists,
nationalists and social conservatives”

Unfortunately, the reality of the discussion -if it is so called-
between Islamists and ‘allibralyeen’ is still primarily on the
relationship between ‘allibraliah’ and Islam, and there is still much
debate between them though the fact that the issue of the
relationship remains at the forefront of the debate indicates that
the discussion between them did not develop and did not progress
at all..which indicates a strong opposition to the liberal thought in
the kingdom, this opposition in my opinion is based on a jump in
discussion from the level of the apparent and declares to the level
of the hidden and implicit, which means that all this opposition and
resistance is based on assumption and expectations taken seriously
so we become in front of the judgment of the intentions and what
the chest hide.

And despite all of that, there are huge mistakes that the Islamist
trend make without knowing, which lies in its continuous attempts
to undermine ‘allibraliah’ and limit its spread, and he uses in that

various means of repression, notably the repeated accusations

-Topos of the advantage of

‘liberals’

Claim4: the debate between
Islamists and liberals has not
evolved indicating the
strong resistance against
‘allibraliah’

-Topos of reality (of debate)

+topos of consequence

-Strawman Fallacy

Claim5: Islamists are
attempting to eliminate
‘allibraliah’ through various
means of suppression.

-Topos or fallacy of abuse

Involvement
-personal deictic
‘in my opinion’,

‘we become’

Involvement
-personal deictic

‘I saw, | found’

-Superlative

‘closest’

-evaluation>
‘unfortunately’,

‘strong’

-evaluation> ‘big

mistakes’,

‘

‘repression’, ‘at

best’
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against ‘ allibralyeen’ that they aim to destroy the religion and
spread the moral corruption in the society. And although there is no
evidence on these accusations other than a number of writings for
anonymous writers -that could be traitors working for Islamists- the
Islamic trend insists on these accusations, and | saw many discussion
and seminars around ‘allibraliah’ and | found that the evidences
have not changed for a long time, even the texts that the opponents
cite have not changed at all, which indicates the weakness or the
evidences they rely on or the lack of evidence at best.

| think the emergence of the ‘librali’ trend in the kingdom -with its
single purpose that is freedom- is mainly due to that the dominant
existent group does not support freedom -as a cultural and
intellectual value- and therefore some Islamists criticize the liberal
trend for this matter so they say: what is the benefit of ‘allibraliah’
if it agrees with Islam..?! and the truth is that ‘allibraliah’ has no
relation with Islam or with any other religion as it is an independent
concept that does not intersect with Islam in terms of that it is a
religion that supports freedom and gives the other the right to
believe in others’, but it does not either accept coercion in religion
and the Islam of the compelled as the necessary condition to the
validity of Islam is the freedom to enter it and to accept it as a
religion of man.. Thus the disagreement was not for Islam as a

religion but for Islam as a group led by many figures, and from here

Opponents>Islamists

-Topos or fallacy of
accusation+ Topos of time+

Topos of number

Claim6: the emergence of
‘allibraliah’ is due to the
existence of the dominant
Islamic group that does not
support freedom.

-Topos of culture

-Fallacy of ignoring the
counter-argument

-Topos or fallacy of
relationship between Islam
and ‘allibraliah’ (differences)
-Topos of definition of Islam
-Topos of right of freedom

of expression

-repetition of
word ‘the same,

the same’

Detachment
-Third person

perspective
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the existence of the ‘librali’ trend and its insistence to emerge and
call for its freedom to express his views and ideas can be understood
and justified, but the obstacle to ‘allibraliah’ in the kingdom is that
its figures call for the respect of freedom of expression at the time
they are standing in front of a group that does not believe in this
freedom and it attempts to suppress and exclude them and uses all
available means most powerful of which is takfir and treason -that
make all the spectrums of the society an enemy to them- which is
the weapon that no one use except the extremist groups that do
not believe in the intellectual and cultural pluralism, and the
obstacle hits ‘allibraliah’ in its heart and motive base -which is
freedom- as you cannot call for freedom and tolerance with a party
that attempts to exclude and dismiss you, so while the liberal
believe in the Islamist right of expression, the Islamist confiscates
his freedom and his right of expression, and the equation is
supposed to be equal (give me my freedom | give you yours)!..

But -with a historical review- the opposition that liberal trend
encounter today was encountered before by the Hadatha trend that
was able to pass that stage with minimal losses, with the difference
that the liberal trend is attempting to make change at the
intellectual and social level and this what made its mission much
harder and very difficult, as it needs longer time to overcome all the

obstacles in front of it and come out with the most possible gains..

Extremists> Islamists
obsracle>Islamists

Freedom>'allibraliah’

-Topos or Fallacy of abuse
(suppression and

elimination by Islamists)

Claim7: ‘allibraliah’ is an

extension to ‘hadatha’ as

they have the same project.

-Topos of historical
comparison.
-Topos of difficulty of

progress and change+ Topos

of time

Involvement
-second person

voice ‘you’

Detachment
-passive voice
-third person

perspective

-evaluation>
‘harder and very

difficult’
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In my personal opinion, if we take Hadatha as a form of specialised
literary criticism then ‘allibraliah’ is the intellectual and cultural
form of Hadatha, and from here ‘allibraliah’ is the extension to
Hadatha in the kingdom and complementary to it with a difference

in the figures and characters, but the project is undoubtedly one.

- Topos of similarties and
differences between

‘Hadatha’ and ‘allibraliah’

Involvement
-personal deictic
‘in my personal

opinion’

-assertion

‘undoubtedly’
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications

‘allibraliah’

Liberal trend

Islam

Islamists trend

- is a great principle that each human being should call for, adopt and has the
honour for belonging to it

-it is a simple human concept that believes only in freedom of choice, and this
freedom is narrowed or widened according to the vision of every individual

- its figures call for the respect of freedom of expression at the time they are
standing in front of a group that does not believe in this freedom.

- hit in its heart and motive base- which is freedom-

- is the intellectual and cultural form of Hadatha

- the extension to Hadatha in the kingdom and complementary to it

-are human beings like you that make mistakes and corrections

-their mistakes in their practices or practical application of ‘allibraliah’ do not
mean they do not exist as a thought and a culture

-the closest people to all

- are believing in the rights of Islamists, communists, nationalists and social
conservatives

-its single purpose that is freedom

- believe in the Islamist right of expression

- is attempting to make change at the intellectual and social level

-it needs longer time to overcome all the obstacles in front of it and come out
with the most possible gains..

-a religion that supports freedom

-gives the other the right to believe in others’,
- it does not accept coercion in religion and the Islam of the compelled

-its continuous attempts to undermine ‘allibraliah’ and limit its spread
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Hadatha

Hadatha trend

-and he uses in that various means of repression, notably the repeated
accusations against  allibralyeen’ that they aim to destroy the religion and
spread the moral corruption in the society.

- does not support freedom -as a cultural and intellectual value-

-a group led by many figures

-does not believe in this freedom

-it attempts to suppress and exclude them and uses all available means most
powerful of which is takfir and treason

-do not believe in the intellectual and cultural pluralism

-attempts to exclude and dismiss you

-confiscates his (liberal) freedom and his right of expression

-a form of specialised literary criticism

- was able to pass that stage with minimal losses
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Who is the Islamistliberal?Al-Jazirah, 2013,By Abdulrahman Al-Habib

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 Who is the Islamist-liberal

10

15

The previous article discussed the changes of the Arab cultural public
opinion in the last century in terms of that they were of modernist
tendencies with a liberal national and Islamic revival nature that
dominated the political scene, then in the middle of the century the
scene turned into nationalism, and in its end, it leaned towards the
political Islam movements.

So what is the future of this scene? There is a state of a fusion of the
political opposites; between ‘allibraliah’ and Islamism; so can they
unite in one political vision, as in Hagel dialectical way of interpreting
the intellectual conflicts over history by the conflict of the opposites
and their unity? l.e. the emergence of an idea that carries its
opposite inside it through an idea that negate it, then a third idea is
produced that negate the second and unite the opposites in a new
idea; so the chain of ideas returns by re-establishing itself until the
end of history. But is there really an Islamist ‘liberaliah’? and what is
it? And how its advocates and the others see it?

What we see of the Islamist political parties taking the lead in the
elections as in Tunisia (Nahda party), Morocco (Justice and

development party), and Egypt (Freedom and justice party), means

Claim1: The future of Arab
cultural scene indicates a
state of fusion of political
opposites; between

‘allibraliah’ and Islam

-Topos of history
-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of antagonism +

Topos of definition

-Topos of example

Detachment
-Third-person

perspective

-passive voice

-Third-person

perspective

Mitigation;
Question instead

of assertion
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that they accepted the liberal democratic and the multi-party
system and the peaceful transition of power; so what remains of
their fundamentalism? It can be said that they are politically
converting to ‘allibraliah’ but they conserve their cultural and social
heritage; which means that they are in the process of transition to
become civil conservative parties similar to the justice and
development part in Turkey.

And now there are fundamental sectors of Islamists that are
oriented towards the political ‘allibraliah’ and some have even
entered into a political partnership with left-wing movements like in
Tunisia. And there are pro-Muslim Brotherhood parties that are
classified as liberal parties such as Al-wasat party in Egypt. On the
other hand, there is the Moroccan liberal party which declares that
it rejects and eliminate any position contrary to Islamic teachings.
Thus, there is a political integration that forms in the Islamist
‘allibraliah’.

So, what is the Islamist ‘allibraliah’? though it is not one trend but
different spectra and movements and various intellectuals, their
basic premises can be placed. After the religious premise which is
the belief in the basic principles of Islam such as the Islamic creed
and the pillars of Islam; that movements view that Islam adopts the
general values of ‘allibraliah’ such as freedom (of expression and

belief), independence of the individual, equality and human rights;

-Topos of example

Claim2: ‘Allibraliah
alislamiah’ (liberal Islam) is
based on that Islam
conforms with ‘allibraliah’
as it adopts the general

values of ‘allibraliah’.

-Topos of definition

-Topos of human rights
(humanitarianism) + topos
of authority (religious texts)
-Topos of modernisation (of

reinterpreting the religious

Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective
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focusing on their interpretation of religious texts on these values.
And it calls for the distinction between the views of Fagih and Islam,
and for the reinterpretation of the religious texts according to the
circumstances of time and place and not to be restricted to the old
interpretations. And their difference from the fundamentalists is in
the interpretation of the basic Islamic values for the modern life in
general and for politics in particular.

So, in politics, some see that there are no specific texts in Islamic
jurisprudence that deal with political issues except the principle of
consultation, and since ‘allibraliah’ conforms with the essence of
Islam then it is desirable to build the state. Some see that
establishing liberal political institutions (such as parliament,
elections and civil rights) and social care policies do not contradict
any religious texts, but can be considered an application of some of
the Islamic principles that set forth in some Qur'anic texts, and that
can also be drawn from the conduct of caliphs (Mr. Yassin, quoting
the book "Islamic Liberalism" by Leonard Binder).

And in this sense, it does not separate religion from the state, but it
views that the Islamic religion has not dealt with the details of
politics or the process of building the state as Islam set the general
moral principles and left the details for the human jurisprudence.
The Islamist liberals sees in that a return of the Islamic main

principles that are free of the authority of the politicized clerics, of

texts to suit the current

time and place)

-Topos of disadvantage (of
lack of religious texts
dealing with politics)+
Topos of advantage of
‘allibraliah’ in politics.
-Topos of rights

- topos of authority
(religious texts)

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Fallacy of secularism

-Indirect speech

-Third-person

perspective
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the deviations accumulated over the centuries and of the
jurisprudence that was appropriate in its time, but is no longer the
case at present.

And this is not new, as this emerged before in the so-called
Renaissance era that had Islamic thinkers that put forward such
general ideas, such as: Kawakibi, Afghani, Mohammed Abdo,
Khairuddin Tunisian, lbn Badis, Ali Abdul Razek, Malik bin Nabi;
However, these ideas were in the realm of thought and not in the
political application. The new thing is that these ideas start to see
the light on the ground.

Opponents of the Islamist ‘allibraliah’ are many. First, there is a
conceptual rejection on the integration of ‘liberali’ and Islamist
terms in politics. So liberals emphasize on the distinction between
the concepts: “Muslim” and “Islamist”, as a Muslim is the one who
believes in the religion of Islam and most liberals in the Islamic world
are Muslims, while Islamist is a modern political concept which
means the one that belongs to fundamental political movements; so
how can the fundamentalist meet with the liberal in one political
vision? Hence, the concept should be ‘Muslim liberal’ rather than
‘Islamist liberal’.

The Islamists, in turn, object to the Islamist ‘allibraliah’ legitimately
summarized by the Islamic writer Tamer Bakr in three points. The

first is the ignorance of the Islamic sources of legislation, such as the

-Fundamentalists>

Islamists

-Topos of history (of the
concept)
-Topos of emergence (of the

concept)

Claim3: The opposition
against liberal Islam cannot
eliminate ‘Allibraliah
Alislamiah’

-Topos of resistance
-Fallacy of definition by
liberals (of combining
Islamist and liberal
concepts)

-Fallacy of Islamic law by
Islamists (‘Allibraliah
Alislamiah’ violates the

rules of Islamic law)

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective
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abolition of the consensus on the grounds that it is impossible to
achieve it, and as the abolition of the Qiyas on logical basis rather
than fundamentalist jurisprudence one, and also the division of
legislation into general and temporary, resulting in the principle of
the historicity of Hadith e.i. the affairs of politics and management
came in the time of the prophet for its appropriateness in that time.
The second is to consider any dispute between Islamic jurists as an
indication of the absence of a specific jurisprudential rule on the
disputed issue, which makes it easier to adopt a composed method
in the sharia laws and to claim that this approach is the method of
moderation. The third is to replace the system of Islamic values with
the universal system of values, that is, to achieve the universal
values of Islam, not the supreme values of Islam.

These objections of negation cannot eliminate the existence of the
Islamist ‘allibraliah’ in the arena, but they have caused confusion and
ambiguity in defining the concept and its followers. The majority of
those who belong to Islamist ‘allibraliah’ avoid to be classified to
avoid being accused of the political fluidity or political opportunism
by both Islamists and liberals. The fundamentalists do not only
criticised the Islamist liberals legitimately, but also accuse their
vicious westernised intentions. Liberals, in turn, suspect that Islamist
liberals use liberal democracy as a provisional tactic to seize power

and then blow up all democratic values.

-Fallacy of resistance
against ‘Allibraliah
Alislamiah’ + Topos of
existence of ‘Allibraliah

Alislamiah’

-Topos of definition

- strawman fallacy

-indirect speech

-Third-person

perspective
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But the accusation of intentions is difficult to prove before the
appearance of its features, and it is apparent in the discourse of
Islamist liberals that they adopt Islamic jurisprudence that are
adapted to modern life and able to build modern society without
relying on traditional jurisprudence that they find very conservative
or strict or regressive. In the field of politics, they believe that Islam
has left Muslims free in deciding upon their systems according to

their interests and circumstances.

Claim4: Islamist liberals
adopts the modern Islamic
law rather than the
traditional one.

-Topos of modernisation

- Topos of rights

(humanitarianism)

-Third-person

perspective

Mitigation
-Anonymisation
by means of
impersonalisation
‘It is Apparent
that’
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Predication strategies

Main social actors and
practices

Predications

The Islamist ‘allibraliah’

liberals

- it is not one trend but different spectra and movements and various
intellectuals

-view that Islam adopts the general values of ‘allibraliah’ such as freedom
(of expression and belief), independence of the individual, equality and
human rights; focusing on their interpretation of religious texts on these
value.

- it calls for the distinction between the views of Fagih and Islam, and for
the reinterpretation of the religious texts according to the circumstances
of time and place and not to be restricted to the old interpretations.

- their difference from the fundamentalists is in the interpretation of the
basic Islamic values for the modern life in general and for politics in
particular.

-it is desirable to build the state.

-it does not separate religion from the state

-it views that the Islamic religion has not dealt with the details of politics or
the process of building the state.

- they adopt Islamic jurisprudence that are adapted to modern life and
able to build modern society without relying on traditional jurisprudence
that they find very conservative or strict or regressive.

- In the field of politics, they believe that Islam has left Muslims free in
choosing their regimes according to their interests and circumstances.

- emphasize on the distinction between the concepts: “Muslim” and
“Islamist”
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Islamists

- suspect that Islamist liberals use liberal democracy as a provisional tactic
to seize power and then blow up all democratic values.

-, object to the Islamist ‘allibraliah’ legitimately
- not only criticised the Islamist liberals legitimately, but also accuse their
vicious westernised intentions

259




“Human Rights”: between Man and Political Employment, Al-Riyadh, 2015, By Mohammad Al-Mahmood

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 “Human Rights”: between Man and Political Employment

10

15

20

25

The 12%™century is considered the century wherein the human
movement began to manifest itself in Europe, as a general cultural
movement whose questions are being asked for real mobility through
the intellectual-literary mobility. This movement and that evolved
through combination to create the so-called Renaissance, the era
that established the first building blocks of the contemporary
Western / global civilization, after which, relatively, the themes of
concern and attention shifted from the transcendental /
metaphysical to the human.

The human has been the subject of clear interest throughout the
Renaissance, even if he has not had a clear vision of what human
rights are. This interest has kept up his vision in an attempt to push
injustice against the human, at least in what seemed clear -then - that
injustice violates the natural right of the human.

With the overriding of the human concern and its extension to the
whole of the knowledge fields, and then the social / political spaces,
a set of general human principles emerged as a reference to the
rights controversy that was not isolated from theological
perceptions; even though it did not correspond with them at the level
of direct ideas (as that the rational / natural theses at the time are
based on theological conceptions in the underlying indirect
subconscious).

These general principles have reached their most obvious form - and
| do not say the most complete one - in the Declaration of the French

Revolution of Rights, which marked the beginning of a new age for

Claiml: The concept of

Human rights has been
developed in the west.
-Topos of history

- Topos of culture (western

culture)

-Topos of humanitarianism

- Topos of humanitarianism

-Topos of right (human

rights)

-Topos of history of relation
between human rights and

theology

Detachment
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perspective
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the human. In the light of the universality of these rights and their
commonality, the intellectual paths and the practical processes that
are important to human beings work to create a new world that
guarantees the basic human rights for all, linked to the origin of
human assets, that all people are born free and equal.

The space of human rights debates has expanded since the French
Revolution and its liberal / humanist slogans till today. Apart from the
setbacks, hindrances and even disappointments, the bet - the
apparent and the implied - has been available to the extent that a
natural integrated system (based on the principle of the natural one
origin) of human rights can be based on the general human
commonality. The bet continued, and in tandem with the undeniable
success of a semi-integrated system; in which the chances of success
increased through the rise of the colonial domination of the Western
civilization, which has - or has tried to - globalized its civilizational and
humanitarian vision, especially after the establishment of
international organizations that sponsors the sovereign rights, and
aspires to the peaceful resolution of all forms of conflict by peaceful
means, or by force that aims for the general peace.

However, the greatest success of the globalization of these rights is
linked to the development of means of transport, which contributed
to human and cultural communication, and to the development of
the means of media communication, as well as the general globalized
effects that accompany the globalization of technology and the
market economy. This has resulted in the widespread of the Western
vision of human rights and its globalization because the modern
world - with its international organizations, knowledge, science and
economics powers, as well as military hegemony - is still largely
Western.

-Topos of history of human
rights + Topos of advantage
of human rights + Topos of
definition of human rights
(freedom and equality)
Claim2: human rights
debates spread globally
-Topos of time

- Topos of universality
-Topos of power (western
power) + Topos of culture +
Topos of rights (human
rights)

-Topos of advantage (of
globalisation)

Claim3: The western vision
of human rights is not
absolute but relative.
-Topos or fallacy of
universality  (of human

rights)

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

Intensification

-Qualification

Mitigation
-Self-correction:
‘but  still’, ‘to

great extent’
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As far as the universality of human rights has been in the past
decades of success; the more questions that have been posed to
them in succession. The Enlightenment philosophers, as well as
philosophers of the post-Enlightenment, have often questioned the
legitimacy of general natural / human principles; for everyone
everywhere / environment, and at all times (referring to the debate
about it in terms of transcending history). They also raised questions
about their details that go beyond the general human commonality,
as well as the general principles in terms of the details that are more
and more related to time and spatial variables.

This means that this human rights system, which seems to have been
completed as a general reference, was -in many of its themes- a
subject of dispute inside the Western civilization that produced it.
Many of its details (those details that cannot be applied in practice
without them) are still - and will remain - the subject of great
controversy, sometimes reaching the base of the general principles.
And the issue of its transcendence (its absoluteness in terms of its
validity for all times and places) is still a subject of dispute as well; as
the era of enlightenment that produced it, and the subsequent eras
in which they have been completed, are not isolated from critical
reviews; in addition to the fact that the idea of progress on which the
Enlightenment era is based Requires that the evolution of the idea is
necessarily according to the variables of reality; from the fact that
the reality changed by changing the course of ideas. In other words,
in the end, human rights visions must be developed/changing; and
ultimately, they must be relative in time. If it is confirmed as relative
in time, it is inevitable that it will be relative in place.

Of course, temporal and spatial relativity (which is the most
important data of contemporary anthropological studies) does not
mean that there is no universal human reference, which is in

-Topos of advantage of
western human rights +
Topos of disadvantage of

controversy

-Fallacy of absoluteness +
Topos of relativity and

change + Topos of reality

-Topos of universality of

human rights

-Third-person

perspective

-Third-person

perspective

262




85

90

95

100

105

110

agreement, and must be provided, to provide freedom and justice to
the human, even within the limits availability to the human. The work
on humanity is all on relativity, and the fact that it is relative, does
not mean emptying it of its contents, and then neglecting it; as far as
it is necessary to engage in it; with awareness of its relativity and
exploiting what this relativity offer in order to achieve maximum
situational harmonization that aims for absoluteness through
adapting with relativeness.

Here comes the non-western world, in terms of being a spatial
situation / environment, not only to raise the problem of the
confrontation between the absoluteness of human rights and its
relativity, but also to raise the problem of applying the agreed-upon
limit of relativity in a different reality/ the reality of non-Western. The
general humanitarian principles that exist at a level of absoluteness,
and thus a high level of global consensus, do not descend on a neutral
physical reality, does not descend on white pages, but rather
descends upon a living human reality that is saturated with all kinds
of human uniqueness and difference, that does not result in difficulty
in the application of these common general principles, but rather
results -initially- in the difficulty of understanding and interpreting
these principles, and then an agreement on this understanding and
this interpretation.

Let us take one of the most important principles of human rights:
freedom, for example. Freedom in terms of human principle has
become one of the Axioms of the human commonality. But, in terms
of its concepts and applications, it swims in the midst of controversial
paths in the west before the east. And even the agreed upon in the
west and east, its application in reality turn to an intellectual
dilemma, before becoming a real dilemma. If you have always talked
about ‘allibraliah’ and demanded that it to be activated in practice, in

-Topos of humanitarianism

-Topos or fallacy of relativity

-Topos of universality +

topos of relativity

Claim4: The adoption of

human rights principles
including ‘allibraliah’ should
be relative (by accounting

for the cultural differences

-Third-person

perspective

Involvement

-personal deictics

’

‘Us’, ‘you’, ‘we’,

III

Intensification
-evaluation:
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terms of that it is the broader philosophy of freedom (and we are in
most need for freedom), | argue with the illiberal who claim that
what is wrong with ‘allibraliah’ lies in the inclusion of the unlimited
freedom, by emphasising the diversity of their intellectual and
practical representations, as it varies according to the recipient, and
the cultural factor, and | in all of this refer to the diversity and variety
of applications from place to place in the West itself, the West which
agree upon its common principles, while differs - the most different
—in the details and the conditions of applying it in reality.

As | said in my arguments on ‘allibraliah’, | say today about the system
of the General Human Rights: The consensus on the general
principles does not mean the reproduction of an experience -
however successful in its environment - and its cultivation in another
environment. ‘allibraliah’, freedom, or perceptions of justice (such as
the Amartya Sen thesis that makes justice wider than an ideal theory
= in his response to Rawls' thesis...etc) are no longer absolute
principles, although they must be emphasized in their general
principles. As we call for ‘allibraliah’ and freedom we realize - at the
same time - that our ‘allibraliah’ will not be that in France, which in
France will not be that in Sweden, which in Sweden will not be that
in America. Even within the Arab / Islamic framework, our ‘allibraliah’
will not be the ‘allibraliah’ of Tunisia, and the ‘allibraliah’ of Tunisia
will not be the ‘allibraliah’ of Egypt, and so forth. On the day that
‘allibraliah’ is a static ‘allibraliah’ on a unified experience, that will not
be allibraliah’ in any case,and the paths of liberation will be strangled
in the straits of coercion and thus will be in contradiction with many
of the rights of choice. These rights are linked on the one hand to the
development of the individual in terms of being an individual and a
member in a society, as it is linked, on the other hand, to society in
terms of being a consensual space that involves many options, and in

rather than copying others’
experience)
-Topos of example of human

rights (freedom)

-Topos of relativity of
‘allibralian” + Topos of
definition of ‘allibraliah’ +
Fallacy of absoluteness of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’.

- Topos of variance in
application of ‘allibraliah’
principles.
-Topos of  comparison
(similarity)

-Topos of universality of
principles + Topos of
relativity + fallacy of
absoluteness of principles
-Topos of culture and

cultural difference.

-personal deictics

‘

our’, ‘we

2
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terms of being a specific framework for consciousness that imposes
much of the path of perceptions.

From this specific point of view, there is a need to take into
consideration the circumstances of cultural differences, as every
environment has its own cultural law, which cannot be skipped; even
with the will to change it, as changing it cannot be achieved without
working on it from the inside and not the outside. Thus, the critique
directed to our societies and systems as being out of the standards
of universal human rights is a critique of a transcendental standard
that claims absoluteness, and does not foresee the fact that it was
created in a different circumstance that is far from our cultural /
social circumstance.

As we reject and condemn the external interference (as is currently
the case of Sweden) that tries to impose its vision on our reality
without being aware of the nature of this complex reality and its
complex problems. We do not reject and condemn for the claim that
we have reached our aspiration for freedom, justice and rights, but
motivated by the awareness that we are working to develop our
positives, and eliminate our negatives, which we do not deny, but we
deny the use of them against us for purposes beyond the details to
the public position against us. Hence, our rejection of these
interventions stems from our awareness that political wills are
behind the human rights banners deliberately aiming for crowding
and raiding, not to modify or reform the legal / rights process here or
there.Rather, to impose political options on the sovereignty of the
nation, whose sovereignty remains a fundamental principle that
cannot be debated by the parties.

Before these accusations directed by these to us, we have entered
into a public debate about much of what the Western media is talking
about us, and not long ago. We are not silent societies, as is the

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of
definition of ‘allibraliah’+
Topos of negative
consequences + Topos of
advantage of human rights.
-Topos of culture and
cultural differences

-Topos of responsibility for
cultural change

-Fallacy of abusive attack
-Fallacy of attacking others
(interference)

- Topos of culture and
cultural difference

- Topos of responsibility (for
cultural

change and

adopting human rights)

-Fallacy of interference +
Topos of threat (external

threat)

-personal deictics
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stereotype of us there, we are not blind to the mistakes that
permeate our experience as any human action exposed to many
mistakes. For example, our judiciary has been in development for
years, a development that stems from our awareness of the need for
development, not because there are those who curse it in the West
or the East. As the judiciary is under development, it is exposed in our
local media to criticism that touches on some of its shortcomings; for
further reform.

Also women's issues, we have never assumed that the status of
women is at a satisfactory level, we did not keep silent about the
shortcomings, We have not stayed in our position as being optimal,
but our media - of all kinds — have an extensive discussions on our
women's issues, No newspaper, nor a magazine, a satellite channel,
as well as websites and social media are free from an open and strong
debate about the negatives of our feminist reality. We are aware of
the extent of our negatives, whatever its field, and we try to reform
it ourselves while we refuse that others impose on us their solutions
that if spared from political employment, have not escaped the
ignorance of the complexities of our societies and then the ignorance
of the issues considered in the course of development.

We emphasize, and will continue to emphasize, that we are investing
- consciously - in the cultural and systematic establishment of human
rights, not under pressure from here or there, but because we must
be at the human level appropriate to us. We are committed to human
rights and are committed to the development of the human rights
system itself, we are, and we will continue to do so; they said or did
not, cursed or did not, because our primary commitment to human
rights stems from our perceptions of our sincere desire to be always
the best; without ignoring the positive, even in the critical positions

-Fallacy of abusive attack
-Fallacy of hasty
generalisation

- Topos of responsibility (for
cultural change and
adopting human rights)
-Topos of example (justice
field)

-Topos of example (women

Issues)

-Topos of responsibility

-personal deictics
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of some humanly honest, those who differ from politicized people
who use human rights criticism for political employment.
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications

Freedom

‘allibraliah’

we

- a human principle
- has become one of the Axioms of the human commonality
-it swims in the midst of controversial paths in the west before the east

- it is the broader philosophy of freedom

- it varies according to the recipient, and the cultural factor

-will not be that in France, which in France will not be that in Sweden, which in
Sweden will not be that in America.

-our ‘allibraliah’ will not be the ‘allibraliah’ of Tunisia, and the ‘allibraliah’ of Tunisia
will not be the “allibraliah’ of Egypt, and so forth -

-are in most need for freedom

-call for ‘allibraliah’ and freedom

- have entered into a public debate about much of what the Western media is
talking about us

-are not silent societies, as is the stereotype of us there

-are not blind to the mistakes that permeate our experience as any human action
exposed to many mistakes.

-our awareness of the need for development

-emphasize, and will continue to emphasize, that we are investing - consciously - in
the cultural and systematic establishment of human rights

-must be at the human level appropriate to us.

-are committed to human rights and are committed to the development of the
human rights system itself

-our primary commitment to human rights stems from our perceptions of our
sincere desire to be always the best
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‘Allibraliah’ or Post-ldeologies,Al-Riyadh Gazette, 2016, By Mohammad Almahmoud

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation
1 ‘Allibraliah’ or Post-Ideologies
The title of this article decided to introduce ‘allibraliah’ as a Claim1: ‘allibraliah’ is an | Detachment
transcendent alternative to all competing ideologies on socio- alternative choice to | -third-person
political capital. In this way, it seems —initially—as it dismisses that totalitarian clashing | perspective
5 ‘allibraliah’is an ideology; however, it is only a trend/ideological | ‘allibraliah’= ideologies. Mitigation
doctrine that seeks to change by persuading through a package of | ideology of the non- -Questions
mutually reinforcing ideas that are constantly being mobilized. So, is | ideology -Topos of definition of instead of
‘allibraliah’ - as a justification for offering it as an alternative option - ‘allibraliah’ assertion
is the opposite to ideologization ; therefore, it is not ideological in
10 | terms of its basic nature, or ideological but it is an ideology of non-
ideology, and then it can therefore be presented as an option to get
out of this conflict raging between the totalitarian trends in the two
worlds : Arab and Islamic?
If ideology essentially means a system of ideas that tries to be -Topos of definition of | Detachment
15 | consistent, to express a vision that dictates the interpretation of ideology + Topos od | -third-person

reality, to justify it or to change it, it is then in the common / negative
sense presented as opposed to scientific and rational thinking: false
consciousness. In this negative sense, it means more than a system
of thoughts, so this description in the negative and popular sense

applies when that the ideas are the ideas with a doctrinal dimension

disadvantage of ideology
-Topos of disadvantage of
dogmatism+  fallacy  of

rationality.

perspective
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(not necessarily religious), which means they include a level of
dogmatism that posits itself as part of irresponsible certainty and to
penetrate the rational or scientific condition (as a condition for
fortifying the irresponsible certainty), and to contain fictional and
emotional elements that touch feelings, emotions and instincts
before minds; as part of the mass mobilization mechanism, and to
include utopian promises, as a project offering an imagined
alternative to real or supposed misery / hell.

Of course, all this cannot come about unless these ideas are
totalitarian, passing the individual (the individual, not from the
individual) to the total. That total being bet on as a force capable of
bringing about change, which is often a short but sharp change, a
revolutionary change that burns the phases, because all the phases
with all its necessities, are in the perception of this ideologized are
included in the rational perception of reality, which is a perception
not appreciated by the ideologized/ideologiser, moreover, it is
implicitly rejected, as he sees it a hindrance to the public emotional
action that he is directing in all cases.

These are the features of ideology, in terms of being - in the end -
false consciousness.

There is no doubt that some forms of ‘allibraliah’ include some of
these negative features associated with the processes of

ideologization of any kind. We know that in ‘allibraliah’ there are

-ideologized/

ideologiser

-Topos or fallacy of abuse of
emotions by ideologies +
Topos of disadvantage of

utopianism

-Topos of disadvantage of

collectivism

-Topos of disadvantage of
utopianism in ‘allibraliah’ +

Topos of advantage of

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective
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utopian ideas that necessarily involve a mass movement, and
therefore the absence of the imaginary and emotional element is not
anunrecognized reality in all the tracks of the promotion of the ideas
of ‘allibraliah’. But no matter how negative these aspects of
‘allibraliah’ are, it emphasizes, first of all, that all its ideas are not
complete nor certain; they are ideas that are on the table of criticism
/ accountability in any case; even the concept of "individual freedom"
that the liberal vision is based on is being pursued with criticism and
development within the liberal space; this means that there is no
dogma that shapes the ideas of the liberals, including the founding
ideas themselves, as well as others.

Criticism - as an initial rational condition - is not a luxury in the liberal
tradition, but an act of liberation that operates within the space of
the liberal mind on the widest scale. In fact, the work of the liberal
on the critique of ‘allibraliah’ does not stop at the limits of scientific
and intellectual availability at a certain point in time. It is a critique
that goes beyond it, to react seriously with the latest theories of the
human mind and the scientific research produced in all fields. This,
no doubt, limits the certainty; even in the results of the sciences that
are based on (critical circumstance), or in (critical fact), what makes
(certainty) here, circumstantial / relative in all cases, as well as the
fact that this dynamic interaction with the scientific and cognitive

development limits the two dimensions: the emotional and the

individual’s freedom +
Topos of advantage of lack

of dogmatism.

-Topos of advantage of self-
criticism in ‘allibraliah” +
Topos of relativity of

certainty

-Topos of rationality in
‘allibralain’ + Fallacy of
rationality in  collective

ideologies

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

271




65

70

75

80

85

imaginary, which are so high in all totalitarian ideologies that they
constitute, by their negativity, the essence of discourse.

What most important in all this detail is that Liberalism or ‘allibraliah’,
in essence, includes what limits its being an ideology in the negative
sense. ltis, if it is ideological, the ideology of the individual, in terms
of being in basis: the ideology of individual freedom.

And it is not secret that for Ideology to contain all those negative
features that eventually turn it into a false consciousness; it must be
totalitarian, working on effects that can only be achieved through a
totalitarian framing of individuals. It is a framing that can only be
achieved by violating individualism, as well as by violating many
determinants of rationality.

‘Allibraliah’, in terms of its initial bias towards the free independent
individual, rebels against any framing that detracts from individual
independence. This is what makes it against the action of
ideologization in terms of being a collective behaviour.

“Allibraliah’ cannot be ideologized, in terms of its impossibility to be
totalitarian, that totalitarianism through which only ideologization
can be achieved. If ‘allibraliah’” must be characterized as an ideology,
it is precisely the ideology of liberation/ individual independence,
that is, the ideology of liberation from the ideologies that include
totalitarianism. Therefore, it is not only the different opposite to

thesetotalitarianisms, but also the antagonist to the principle of

-Topos of advantage of

individuality in ‘allibraliah’

-Topos or fallacy of abuse by
collective  ideologies to

individuals.

-Topos of the resistance by
‘allibraliah’ against collective
ideologies
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against collectivism
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perspective
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totality, which must take from the self-assured real account of
individuals, in favour of the imagined account of the imagined group;
the group (with the exception of a few of its individuals) which ends
into a human failure at all levels; so it moves from misery to misery,
and solace can only be found in a few slogans that are ultimately not
more than illusions.

Totalitarianisms of all kinds are mere slogans, begin with illusionsand
end up with illusions on the level of the reality of individuals. They
Cannot be launched from the collective to reach the singles, while the
individual is absent from the origin of the equation. Here, nothing is
achieved, that if you want a collective ideology to achieve something
positive in the world of the individual, which is the real world. On the
contrary, every positive achievement in the world of the individual is
a real and actual achievement, as well as necessarily - an addition to
the sum.

And it does not miss us in this context that while ‘allibraliah’ is limiting
the tyranny of the principle of totalitarianism, it also limits the
tyranny of the individual principle as it requires the freeing of the
individual by universal and governing human principles that
guarantee the individual right of all individuals, which means that
there is a balance between the individuals’ freedoms in favour of the
freedom of every individual and, therefore, for the benefit of public

freedom.

-Topos of negative
consequences of
collectivism.

-Fallacy of ignorance of

individuals by collective

ideologies.
- Topos of negative
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Arabs and Muslims live a world of conflict with themselves and with
others, as a result of the domination of totalitarian ideologies on the
march of development, and the march of liberation as well. These
totalitarianisms are - necessarily - fundamentalism, or - at least -
contain elements of fundamentalist degree, whether religious or
national. This means that the conflict action is not an emergency
case. Rather, it is an essential component in itself, so that its
legitimacy can be achieved only through a conflict or a call to conflict,
whether it is an internal conflict with the components of the self, or
was a struggle with the other, or was a struggle at the level of ideas,
perceptions and arguments of the accusation.

Itis clear that it is not possible to get out of those overlapping tunnels
that drain the mental, spiritual and material energies, except by being
aligned to the human in his individual existence, the existence that is
devoid of the totalitarian frameworks, that is the real existence that
is devoid of the totalitarian ideologies: religious and national. And
there is nothing other than ‘allibraliah’ with its aligned principles to
the individual - regardless of his previous identities—that can
guarantee such freedom from the illusion to the real; to move the
individual from the state of conflict with the other / others (self-
destructive conflict to the other); to struggle to himself and his
conditional worlds, his presence, his conflict with the horizons of

science / thought, and his conflict with nature; his victories in this

Totalitarianism=

Fundamentalism

-Topos of example of
negative consequences of

collective ideologies

-Topos of advantage of
individuality + Topos of

disadvantage of collectivism.
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regard are a positive addition to him by originality, and a positive
addition to the human type, as he does not work himself in a vacuum,
but in a human space that is no more than an addition;whatever he

enjoys - or believed to enjoy - of independence.

- Topos
consequences

‘allibraliah’.
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positive

of
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications

‘allibraliah’

Ideology

-it is only a trend/ideological doctrine that seeks to change by persuading through
a package of mutually reinforcing ideas that are constantly being mobilized.

- it emphasizes, first of all, that all its ideas are not complete nor certain; they are
ideas that are on the table of criticism / accountability in any case.
-includes, in essence, what limits its being an ideology in the negative sense.
- if it is ideological, the ideology of the individual, in terms of being in basis: the
ideology of individual freedom.

-rebels against any framing that detracts from individual independence

-against the action of ideologization in terms of being a collective behaviour
-cannot be ideologized, in terms of its impossibility to be totalitarian

- it is precisely the ideology of liberation/ individual independence

- is, the ideology of liberation from the ideologies that include totalitarianism

- it is not only the different opposite to these totalitarianisms, but also the
antagonist to the principle of totality

-is limiting the tyranny of the principle of totalitarianism, it also limits the tyranny
of the individual principle

-it requires the freeing of the individual by universal and governing human
principles

-means a system of ideas that try to be consistent

-express a vision that dictates the interpretation of reality, to justify it or to change
it.

-it is then in the common / passive sense presented as opposed to scientific and
rational thinking: false consciousness.

-it means more than a system of thoughts.

- this description in the negative and popular sense applies when that the ideas
are the ideas with a doctrinal dimension.

-to contain all those negative features that eventually turn it into a false
consciousness; it must be totalitarian, working on effects that can only be achieved
through a totalitarian framing of individuals.
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‘Allibraliah’ and the Deceived and Oppressed ‘Liberal Figures’, Okaz Gazette 2007, By Tawfiq Alsaif

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 ‘Allibraliah’ and the Deceived and Oppressed ‘Liberal Figures’ Deceived, oppressed | Claim1: the argument that | Involvement Intensification

10

15

In order to avoid mistrust, our colleague Mr. Ayed Abdul Karim began
his article with stressing that he does not care about ‘allibraliah’/
Liberalism (Al Watan 10-15) but even he inferred to that with an
evidence that can split a rock if exposed to it which is that he did not
watch the popular episode of ‘Tash ma Tash’ about ‘Allibralyeen’.
And | swear that this evidence has been missed out by all scholars.
Then, the gentle writer has sympathized with our situation; we who
are plagued with caring about ‘allibraliah’ and looking for it,
especially after the fall of the stock market and then the rise of
groceries prices, so he compensate us for all of that with a brief
explanation of ‘allibraliah’ that he has never care about, so he told us
that its origin is “liber” and that it is Latin means the free, and that
“liberalism” means freedom (or means freedom as stated in the text
of the article- and Allah knows which is correct).

So, May Allah reward the writer for these great benefits that the
readers of the newspaper and the intellectuals were thirsty for, and
what a thirst! He also told us, may Allah increase his benefits, that
freedom is a charming word and that the call for it astonished a lot of

the poor of our brothers who suffered before travelling all the world

>liberals

‘allibraliah’ means freedom
is useless.
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from oppression, so they went for it the way a kid went for an ember
thinking it is a colorful candy. And it is obvious to the reader that Mr.
Ayed has reached in this master analysis to an explanation that has
never been reached before by any of the west and east philosophers
in the past and the present, and therefore it can be registered as a
reference view that can be taken by the philosophers and researchers
when they talk about ‘allibraliah’ and the secrets of the peoples’
fascination with its charm, though a lot of scholars reject Freud's well-
known theory in psychoanalysis that focus on the sexual motive for
the human actions and tendencies.

And Mr. Ayed did not forget to remind us -May Allah reward him-
that the Saudi researchers and the political science professors
together with other intellectuals, who have access to Western
philosophy and might also wrote about ‘allibraliah’ or “Liberalism”,
do not understand ‘allibraliah’ or “Liberalism”; and probably even do
not understand its meaning, and thus he affords us — May Allah honor
him- that the origin of ‘allibraliah’ or “Liberalism” is derived from a
Greek word “liber” means the free and that ‘allibraliah’ or
“Liberalism” means freedom as we stated above.

Thanks to Allah as he awards me and the other political science
students with reading the article of Mr. Ayed, so we knew after many
years we wasted in studying, researching and writing that the origin

of “allibraliah’ is ‘liber’ and it is Greek meaning the free man and that

Intellectuals>

liberals

Claim2: The argument that
Saudi intellectuals do not
understand what ‘allibraliah’
means is false.

-Fallacy of knowledge
-Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’

-Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’

Involvement
-free indirect
speech

-personal deictics

Involvement

-personal deictics

Intensification

-repetition
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‘liberalism’ means freedom. And perhaps Mr. Ayed would allow us to
add the free woman as well, especially the western women and those
who look like them of our semi-women. So we can -if the Mr. may
allow- say to one woman ‘ya liberh’ corresponding to ‘ya hurma’
which we say to our decent women who have not been deceived by
‘allibraliah’ and its troubles. And we say to the deceived man by the
west and its tricks “ya liber” corresponding to “ya walad” which some
of us say to the boys when getting angry.

And the benefits of Mr. Ayed’s article does not end there, as he
exploits the occasion to tell us also that the principles of freedom,
brotherhood and equality are deceptive slogans that intellectual and
political figures got fascinated by and fell into the trap of
Freemasonry. And | swear that this discovery is greater than the
previous one, as | thought before Mr. Ayed’s article that the politician
and the intellectual do not get easily deceived or fascinated by
glamorous speech but they argue every idea before adopting it. But
| figured out to the lack of my knowledge and my unawareness, as
the intellectuals and the politicians, even the shrewd ones, get easily
deceived, maybe easier than the fishmongers in Qatif market.
Because | have never heard that anybody has ever succeeded in
deceiving these sellers, so thanks Allah that we knew before it is too

late that fishmongers are better than our intellectuals especially

Claim3: The argument that
the principles of freedom,
brotherhood and equality
are deceiving slogans is a
false argument.

-Topos of uselessness.

-Fallacy of danger or threat.

-Topos of humanitarianism

-Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’

Involvement
-free indirect
speech

-personal deictics

Intensification
-adjectival
phrases
-adverb>’easily’
-verbal
-propositional

phrase
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when it comes to the highest human values, such as the freedom,
equality and brotherhood.

And we do not have to mention ‘allibraliah’ again as Mr. Ayed has
told us earlier that ‘liberalism’ means freedom, and it appears from
the article that that freedom is the same freedom that the shrewd
politicians and intellectuals got deceived by and because of it they
fell in the traps of freemasonry and the like.

The truth is that the benefits of Mr. Ayed’s Article are uncountable
and might need volumes to explain, especially his identification of the
meaning of “alliber” and “alliberalism”, then the questions he asked
(which probably nobody has ever questioned before nor answered),
and then his assertion that the answers will not come from
‘liberaleena’ (he wrote in the text of the article from ‘libralyona’ and
he probably meant a person or a place or other people than
‘libraleena’ that we know, or maybe another thing than the Arabic
plural pf the world ‘liber-liberali’ that was stated above).

And to sum up, Mr. Ayed has scored the goal of the season in this
article which | see that it should be republished and distributed to the
intellectuals, professors and writers, so they understand the meaning
of ‘alliber’ and ‘Liberalism’ and how freedom and equality lead to the

slipping into the trap of Free Masonry.

-Fallacy of threat of freedom

-Topos of uselessness (of

definition).

-Topos of uselessness
-Fallacy of threat of

‘allibraliah’

Involvement:

-personal deictics

Intensification:

-Repetition

-adjectival
phrases>to
indicate quantity
(uncountable).
Mitigation
-Uncertainty>
the use  of

‘apparently’
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Is ‘allibraliah’ Suitable to All Societies? Al-Jazirah2009, By Abdulrahman Alhabib

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)
no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification and
mitigation
1 Is ¢allibraliah’ Suitable to All Societies?
Despite the large number of seminars, debates and articles on Claim 1: The general Intensification
P & ’ principles of ‘allibraliah’ are | Detachment -quantification
‘allibraliah’/Liberalism, the question is still worrying in our Arab freedom, equality and -third person
articipation in decision voice
world: what is ‘allibraliah’/Liberalism? and what does it want? P . P . "
making and it specifically
5 Well, the general principles of ‘allibraliah’/Liberalism are varies in application
. e - . -Topos of number
freedom, equality and participation in the decision-making, and - Topos of definition
after that the ‘allibraliah’/Liberalism trends disperse towards the
right and the left, and vary a lot especially in economy. -third person
What is the benefit of this loose clarification as long as the voice
majority of the modern social systems believe in these principles _quantification
10 in their general form... so what meaning has remined for the term -topos of number Involvement
-topos of definition -personal deictic
of ‘allibraliah’? Actually, it still has a lot of meanings, because any P ’IF')
concept is not clear from its general definition but from its
descriptions, applications and the attitudes of those convinced by “Topos of authority of
it.. The questions around ‘allibraliah’ are various, and | have knowledge
Detachment
15 discussed some of them before. Here is an attempt for the

understanding through the relation of the political
‘allibraliah’/Liberalism with others, | translated it from Stanford
Encyclopedia of Politics (2007) with adaptation and with some

illustrative additions that do not affect the content.

-indirect speech

-evaluation
‘important’, ‘bold’
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Let’s start with the initial question that worries all political
doctrines: is the political ‘allibraliah’ appropriate to all political
groups and countries in the world? No! John Rawls answers, one
of the most important contemporary liberal thinkers, proposing
his bold idea in his book (The law of people) in 1999, that there
can be a rational hierarchical society that is not based on
‘allibraliah’ principles that states that all individuals are free and
equal, and instead the individuals become responsible and
collaborative within their communities, but they are not equal.
The overall ‘liberali’ concept of justice cannot be constructed
from the outside without the intellectual participation of people
inside that hierarchical society, despite the fact that the main
human rights apply to all human beings. However, intellectuals
such as Thomas Pogge and Martha Nussbaum (2002) refuse Rawls
view against the universality of ‘allibraliah’ principles of freedom
and equality, and they see that the human principles of
‘allibraliah’ apply to all countries.

The pervious question should not be mixed with another
question: is ‘allibraliah’ a notion to a particular country or at least
an ideal universal political notion for all human communities?The
philosopher Kant (1795) believes that all countries should respect
the dignity of their citizens as free and equal individuals, but he

denies that humanity is formed in a single political style; and

Claim 2: the political
liberalism is not suitable for
all countries

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of definition
-Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-Fallacy of suitability

Claim 3: ‘allibraliah’ cannot
be unified as one system
shared globally

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-indirect speech

-indirect speech
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object the idea of unifying ‘allibraliah’ in a universal group that
share constitutions tacitly and unite as states in a confederation
to ensure peace.

With regards to the classical ‘allibraliah’, it is not important to
distinguish between the world of the ‘liberal’ societies and the
universal ‘liberal’ society, because the aim of the government in
the society is ensuring the essential rights of freedom and
proprietorship to its citizens, so the international borders would
not become of major importance (Lomasky 2007). While modern
‘allibraliah’ insist on the principles of the distribution of wealth to
achieve social justice, no matter that those principles apply within
certain communities or be achieved universally. So, the
disagreement between the contemporary ‘allibraliah’ thinkers
remained considerable in terms of the necessity of the application
of ‘allibraliah’ principles inside the ‘liberal’ countries or they
should be applied worldwide as they are universal human gains
(Rawls, Pogge, Peetz)

And the conflict between ‘allibralyeen’/Liberal Figures extends to
the way to deal with the extremist communities and groups that
may deny the essential rights to some of their members or
practice their guardianship on them or confiscate their religious
or intellectual freedom...etc. is it proper for the ‘liberali’ group to

impede the inner control of the extremist groups?

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of freedom for
citizens

-Topos of justice

Claim 4: liberal countries or
groups should not interfere
in the affairs of the non-
liberal groups to protect
‘allibraliah’ principles.

-indirect speech

-indirect speech
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If we assume that the extremist group is a political group or a
state... is it possible for the ‘allibralyeen’ to interfere in the affairs
of the non-‘allibraliah’ states? The philosopher Mill answers in a
special article about that in 1859, that the civilized states and the
non-civilized states should be dealt with deficiently, as there is no
right for the barbarians as a nation... As long as the international
ethics are mutual, then the barbarian governments cannot be
accounted for and do not have equal rights with the civilized
governments. This arbitrary logic was appropriate with the
imperialism spirit of the colonial Britain at that time. But Mill
come back to explain that he objects the interference of a state
in the affairs of another state in order to protect the principles of
‘allibraliah’.

If ‘allibraliah’ believes in the rights of the groups in making their
own decisions, are ‘allibrlaion” morally entitled to intervene with
non-‘allibraliah’ groups to adapt with their human principles of
freedom and equality? As ‘allibralaion’ believe in the freedom of
individuals, they might also believe in that groups have the right
to commit human mistakes to manage their own collective affairs.
So the individuals who their freedom is confiscated inside
particular societies, they themselves might object to intercalate
‘allibraliah’ principles or even get harmed by them (Margalit

1990; Tamir 1993).

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Fallacy of justice

-Topos or fallacy of rights

-Topos or fallacy of
freedom

-indirect speech

-indirect speech

Evaluation>’arbitrary’

284




85

90

95

100

105

However, Rawls believes that ‘allibralyeen’ have to distinguish
when dealing with the extremist groups between that rationality
and the one outside the law, the first can be coexisted with unlike
the second, as the rational societies do not tolerate the states
that ignore human rights; as such states could be subject to
penalty by force and foreign intervention. However, Rawls insists
that the rational who object the principles of the freedom of
‘allibraliah’ should be encouraged and not forced on those
principles. Concerning Chandran Kukathas (2003) who is a
classical ‘liberali’ intellectual, he tends to a full tolerance with
people who do not believe in the principles of the freedom of
‘allibraliah’with the reservation that there would be an objection
rights.

And the questions of relations extend to inside ‘allibraliah’ states:
to what extent is the right for the bigoted groups religiously,
culturally, and politically to be exempted from state
requirements? ‘allibraliah’ state has a long story in
accommodating bigoted groups, but Glaston (2003) states that
the biggest problem is with the bigoted groups that raise and
teach children, so it cannot be looked at as pure voluntary groups
that have the right to reject the requirement of ‘allibraliah’ states:
as they practice the coercive force on children, thus the basic

principles of ‘allibraliah’ on protecting the innocent from the

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of law+ -
Topos or fallacy of
humanitarianism

-Topos of encouragement +
fallacy of compulsion
-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of tolerance

-Topos of tolerance

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos or fallacy of danger
of extremist

-fallacy of compulsion
-Topos of responsibility+
topos of consequence

-indirect speech

-indirect speech
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unjust coercion will play a role here. Here, we will face a severe
clash between the bigoted parental authority and the rights of
children in accordance with the ‘iberali’ understanding. This will
make the tolerance with the extremist groups that live inside
‘allibraliah’ states (including the right to object) seems less
attractive than tolerance with them on the international level.
And despite of that, some of ‘allibraliah’ thinkers (Lucas 2006) still
believe that ‘allibralyyen’ should ensure the quasi-sovereignty for
the non-‘allibraliah’ local communities, allowing them to act
freely in their own way.

Another question is to what extent are extremist groups
permitted to participate in decision making in ‘allibraliah’ state.
In his book (the political ‘allibraliah’), Rawls mentions that our
societies are described as collectively rational, and thus cannot be
forced to change with the justification based on the basis of
believe in totalitarian morals or religious systems. But some of
‘allibralyeen’ who are close to the religious circles (ebirl 2002 and
Perry 1993) pose that such an objection is a clear exclusion to the
religious. And once again, ‘allibralyon’ diverge in their attitudes to
the level a one question whether there are still what unite

‘allibralyeen’?

-Topos of consequences of
tolerance

-Topos of rights

Claim 5: non-liberal groups
should participate in
decision making in the
liberal countries

-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of rationality+
fallacy of compulsion
-Topos or fallacy of
exclusion

-Topos or fallacy of
variance of liberal attitudes

-indirect speech

-distancing voice

‘ ’

one

Mitigation
-Question instead of

assertion
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Predication strategies

Main social actors and
practices

Predications

‘allibraliah’

‘allibralyon’

-the general principles of ‘allibraliah’ are freedom, equality and
participation in the decision making

-‘allibraliah’ trends disperse towards the right and the left, and vary a
lot especially in economy.

- it still has a lot of meanings

- is the political ‘allibraliah’ appropriate to all political groups and
countries in the world? No!

- states all individuals are free and equal.

- apply to all countries.

- the distribution of wealth to achieve social justice.

- has a long history in accommodating bigoted groups

- have to distinguish when dealing with the extremist groups between
that rational one and the one outside the law

- should ensure the quasi-sovereignty for the non-‘allibraliah’ local
communities, allowing them to act freely in their own way.
- diverge in their attitudes
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‘Allibralaih’: Freedom or Chaos? Abdullah Alsa’wi, Al-Jazirah, 2011

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 ‘Allibralaih’: Freedom or Chaos

10

15

The deep structure of Islamic culture involves a value system of
distinct quality, one of which is the value of freedom it occupies a
high rank in the hierarchy of values. That value got its positon from
the sacred text which raised the ceiling of freedom to the extent that
it prohibited all acts of coercion to convert to the supreme religion
"no compulsion in religion". Is there any more freedom than that!
Even the commission itself is not required from the person -in
Legislation terms- if it is not available in an atmosphere of freedom
that allows him to commit what he is assigned for so then the
commission is lifted with the lift of the intent and choice conditions
as they burden the committed with what he unable to do and
therefore if the person who lost freedom utters with what could
makes him infidel or even abuses any of the holy figures, then he is
not sinful as what the text says “except for one who is forced while
his heart is secure in faith”.

That spotless truth — represented in that freedom in the sacred text
is precedent in the mental existence and thus the real existence than
the freedom in ‘allibraliah’- is being ignored by many writings that

deal with freedom as a purely liberal product, as if it were an

Claim1: Freedom is a high

Islamic value.

-Topos of authority (Quran

text)

-Topos of humanitarianism

Claim2: Freedom in Islam
precedes the existence of

freedom in ‘allibraliah’ and

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Intensification
-rhetorical

question

-evaluation

‘spotless truth’
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exclusive right! or an astonishing liberal triumph and undoubtedly
this is a control that cannot be justified on the basis of knowledge;
because freedom is originally a spread concept in the folds of the
provisions of legislation and in the folds of the theoretical premises
of our knowledge heritage and Omar’s phrase “when did you enslave

|II

people when they were born free?!” is not far from us, then also the
freedom that its slogan is raised by the western liberal philosopher is
not the same freedom that conforms to the components of the
legislative framework that we belong to and we are obedient to and
this is normal for the different manifestations of the cultural
composition of each society so every human group has its standards
in dealing with the concept of freedom and hence we cannot
reproduce a concept that was born under the circumstances that do
not conform to our speciality; as freedom concept in ‘allibraliah’ —
and | repeat ‘allibraliah’ in its original form- is blurred and has no
standards to an extent that it becomes a chaos in one context or to
become the chaos in another context.

Freedom is an essential value, it is undoubtedly a human demand and
an innate need, and the human being needs it as he needs food as his
life cannot stand without it, but the problem here in ‘allibraliah’ is
that due to the dominance of the unrestrained tendency, this
awesome concept -freedom concept- is distorted as there is a

tendentious employment of it and a subjective modification of its

-western liberal

philosophers vs. us

Freedom in

‘allibraliah’> chaos

thus the latter should not be
adopted.
-Topos of reality
-Topos or fallacy of
ignorance

-Fallacy of exclusiveness of
freedom to ‘allibraliah’
-Topos of culture

-Topos of authority

-Topos of differences

- Topos or fallacy of chaos

+implicit topos or fallacy of

cultural threat

Claim3: Freedom is an

essential  human  value
distorted and exploited in
‘allibraliah’ to mean
‘unlimited’ and

‘unrestricted’ freedom.

Involvement
-personal deictics
‘us’, ‘we’
-repetition

‘I repeat’

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Involvement
-local deictic
‘here’

-metaphors

-accumulation
-evaluation:

‘Awesome’
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significations that diverge from the objective factual original
meaning.

In ‘allibraliah’, there is an excessive expand on this meaning and an
examination of its substance until enters its meaning what contradict
its basic entity. The concept is expanded here until cultural events
and contradictory manifestations to the original concept join it.
There are many examples, take for example the economic side as the
liberal freedom has no reservation in committing the crime of usury
as this is a will of individual, so usury here is under the slogan of
freedom, however, though the Islamic system raise the ceiling of
freedom in this field but shows a great deal of reservation in this
aspect of economic deals, and so on. Thus, freedom concept in liberal
context is fraught with what contaminates its purity as there is a
rising chaotic employment of this glamorous term, so can we imagine
that such philosophies that are constituted in environments different
in their principles from the ones of Ummah that is attributed to
textually as the ideal, shall we wait from these models to coin for us
concepts that conforms with the conceptual framework that our
general behaviour! can we imagine that the freedom that those call
for adjusts with nature of conscious that prioritize the unconditional
obedience to the commands of ALLAH! The freedom of ‘allibraliah’ is
based on the priority of making the human a God and the absolute

interest in material and it has an agitated attitude towards spiritual

-Ummah vs

‘allibraliah’

- Topos of humanitarianism+
Topos of right

-Topos or fallacy of abuse of
freedom

‘allibraliah’

concept by

-Topos of example
-Topos of difference
(comparison btw Islam and
allibraliah’

- Topos of definition of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’” +
Topos or fallacy of abuse of
freedom concept + Topos or
fallacy of chaos

-Topos of cultural threat of
‘allibraliah’

-Topos of authority (Quran).
-Topos of cultural threat of
‘allibraliah’
-Topos or fallacy of
unrestricted freedom (Topos

or fallacy of definition of

freedom)

-evaluation

-imperative style
-local deictic

‘here’

-personal deictics

IUSI’ lwel

-evaluation

-accumulation

-accumulation
-evaluation:

‘excessive’

-quantification:

‘alot’, ‘great’

-evaluation:
‘chaotic’
‘rising’,

‘glamorous’

-rhetorical

questions
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motives and thus it seems to lack the values that rule it, seems to be
overflowing with the negatives; because it falls in the sin of
generalization and unrestrictedness so it is mentioned generally and
vaguely in a way that reflects a highly chaotic dimension where it
appears as a term of general and unrestricted meaning. It is a
freedom that its features contrast the nature of freedom in the laws
of legislation and there is a vast difference between the two
freedoms, so if the first speaks about the unrestricted freedom the
second speaks about the absolute freedom, and what a vast
difference between the two, yes there is a similarity between the two
but in the origin of the concept, in the basis of meaning, in the
appearance of the term, this similarity is total absoluteness and the
total absoluteness as it is known does not require to match in the
essence but requires to contrast according to its origin.

In Islam, there is freedom but in its opposition, there is obedience -
as Islam means submission- and that obedience will not be achieved
in the most pure form except with freedom, which means by leaving
all forms of dependency through absolute freedom from all
obedience but to Allah only.

Freedom in ‘allibraliah’ has no place for that obedience, but this
obedience is a clear indication of regression of human civilisation, or
it is an exclusive sign to the traditional conservative society! Freedom

and obedience here are antagonist values, there is a separation

Freedom in Islam>

(worship + loyalty)

-Topos of differences and
similarities btw Islam and

‘allibraliah’ in freedom

-claim4: Freedom in Islam is
based on absolute freedom

-Topos/fallacy of freedom

-Topos/Fallacy of
relationship between

freedom and obedience.

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

-accumulation
-evaluation
‘extreme
chaos’,‘vast
distance’
Mitigation
-self-correction

(similarities)

Intensification

-metaphor
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between them so the freedom in ‘allibraliah’ is constituted only
through a complete negation to all the forms of obedience, freedom
and obedience here are like two separated islands that do not meet;
whereas the Islamic system insists that they are inseparable values
and hence it integrates them so it employs them in an upmost
objective manner and in a way that reflects notably in the spirit of
individual with purification and improvement, and the more the one
rise in the scale of obedience the more the freedom is effective as an
essential value in life in all its details.

And the summary is: if freedom has a central dimension in our value
system then why do we acquire it from low existential environments,
is not this a redundancy?! | repeat the interrogative formulation but
in a logical way: why to go for the substitution -the metaphorical
dimension is present in all its intensity here- with the existence of the
is a reservation to it!- is not this

substituted -unless there

contradictory to the rules of logic?!

Freedom in
‘allibraliah’>
substitute
Freedom in Islam>

substituted

Claim5: As freedom exists in
our system of values i.e.
(Islam), there is no need to
borrow it from other
systems e.g. (allibraliah).

-Topos of advantage of
freedom + Topos of culture.
false

-Fallacy of the

alternative (altering

‘allibraliah’ with Islam)

Involvement
-personal deictics
‘our’, ‘we’, ‘I’
-repetition:

‘I repeat’

-evaluation:‘the
highest’
-rhetorical
questions
-Evaluation:
‘central’,
‘ignoble’

-trope
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications

Freedom in Islam

Freedom in
‘allibraliah’

-It occupies a high rank in the hierarchy of values

-got its positon from the sacred text

-is precedent in the mental existence and thus the real existence than the
freedom in ‘allibraliah’

-a spread concept in the folds of the provisions of legislation and in the folds
of the theoretical premises of our knowledge heritage

-speaks about the absolute freedom

-in its opposition there is obedience

- achieved by leaving all forms of dependency through absolute freedom
from all obedience but to Allah only.

-has a central dimension in our value system.

-not the same freedom that conforms to the components of the legislative
framework that we belong to

-is blurred and has no standards to an extent that it becomes a chaos in one
context or to become the chaos in another context

-is distorted as there is a tendentious employment of it and a subjective
modification of its significations that diverge from the objective factual
original meaning.

- there is an excessive expand on this meaning and an examination of its
substance until enters its meaning what contradict its basic entity

- has no reservation in committing the crime of usury as this is a will of
individual.
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Freedom

-is fraught with what contaminates its purity as there is a rising chaotic
employment of this glamorous term

-is based on the priority of making the human a God and the absolute
interest in materia

-it has an agitated attitude towards spiritual motives

-it seems to lack the values that rule it

-to be overflowing with the negatives

-it falls in the sin of generalisation and unrestrictedness

- itis mentioned generally and vaguely in a way that reflects a highly chaotic
dimension

-it appears as a term of general and unrestricted meaning.

-it is a freedom that its features contrast the nature of freedom in the laws
of legislation

- speaks about the unrestricted freedom

- has no place for that obedience

- is constituted only through a complete negation to all the forms of
obedience

- a human demand and an innate need,
- and the human being needs it as he needs food as his life cannot stand
without it
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Liberalism with Saudi character, OKAZ Gazette, 2013, By Ahmed Fakeah

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 Liberalism with Saudi character

10

15

Recently, there is much talk in the Saudi society about liberalism, as
it has become a subject of debate and controversy in the social,
intellectual and cultural life. Debate further reached to the extent
that one of the researchers and intellectuals prominent in our
country, Dr. Abdullah Alghathami has written a whole book under the
title of «the new ‘allibraliah’» and that one of the most famous folk
series «Tash Ma Tash» has dealt in one of its episodes with
‘allibraliah’ issue in Saudi society in a revolting sarcastic and shallow
language without depth and without a real understanding of the
meaning of ‘allibraliah’ and its manifestations. In the book «the
concept of freedom» for the Moroccan thinker Abdullah Alarawi,
there are important and worthy illuminations to stop at and to reflect
and understand the significance and the meaning of ‘allibraliah’ and
the civil society.

It is impossible to talk about ‘allibraliah’ without linking it in its
particular and general context to freedom, as ‘allibraliah’ holds in its
basis and foundation the issue of freedom in the comprehensive,
complete and profound sense. Abdullah Alarawi says: “Perhaps the

word" freedom "is the most popular in the political dictionary used

Claiml: There is a major
debate around ‘allibraliah’ in
Saudi society.

-Topos of number

-Topos of authority

- Fallacy of ignorance
-Fallacy of definition of

‘allibraliah’

Claim2: ‘allibraliah’ is mainly
associated with the concept
of freedom
-Topos of authority of

knowledge

Detachment
-Third-person

perspective

Involvement

-direct speech

Intensification
-evaluation:
‘disgusting’,
‘Important and

worthy’

-evaluation:
‘essentially’,
‘whole,
complete  and

profound’
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by Arabs today, even the words that they compete in the field such
as independence, democracy, and development are often used as
synonymous with it, so that we can only find them adhered to and
explained to it.

He adds "The individual raises the slogan of freedom within his family
and the woman in the face of her husband and the child against his
father and the minority in the face of the majority and the nation in
the fight of its enemies, and the slogan conceals different objectives,
the most divergent, the individual understands freedom as
dislocation of habits, and women and independence with their views.
Al-Arawi details the great values that underlie the concept of
freedom, which is fundamentally and profoundly connected with the
concept of ‘allibraliah’ which illuminates in its ideas and meanings
issues that overlap with the concept of state and the concept of
institution, political freedom and economy, which are directly
connected to the freedom of individual.

In recent years, ‘allibraliah’ has come to our country, like every
intellectual, political and economic achievement, and we treat it as if
it were another consumption situation that has not been dealt with
as an intellectual state linked to the issue of the individual and the
society. It has not been read in the social and historical context in
which it appeared in the West but dealt with in a superficial vision

and in a very limited understanding as the ‘Hadatha’ was treated not

-Topos of definition of

‘allibraliah’

-Topos or fallacy of freedom

Claim3: ‘Allibraliah”  has
been dealt with superficially
since it arrived in Saudi
society.

-Topos of time

-Fallacy of ignorance.

-direct speech

Involvement
-personal deictics
‘Our country’,

‘ ’

we’,

-evaluation:

‘profoundly’

-metaphor

-evaluation:

‘very limited’
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as a comprehensive and civilized concept, but as a small part linked
to religion in a concise manner.

One of the strangest things to find is that there are those who chew
the word ‘allibraliah’ and repeat it continuously and endlessly
without having to deal with it as an issue of life and behaviour. So,
how can you be a liberal without living a liberal life, how to be able
to adopt all the values of ‘Hadatha’, ‘allibraliah’ and freedom while
you live inside your old prison and still captive to the culture of the
tribe and living in the past more than living in the present and future
, you cannot be ‘hadathi’ while you live an old life and you cannot be
liberal and call for freedom while you stand against the freedom of
others.

Concepts are comprehension and practice, the concept of ‘allibraliah’
and the concept of freedom and ‘hadatha’ are issues of importance
so that they are not dealt with lightly and superficially. If we want to
be ‘hadatheen’ and ‘liberaleen’, we must be the sons of the present
and the sons of the future, not the sons of the tribe and the sons of

the past.

-Topos of example (of
Hadatha)

-Fallacy of ignorance (cherry
picking fallacy)
-Topos or fallacy of

definition

-Topos or fallacy of

definition

Involvement

-personal deictics

q{ ’

you

-personal deictics

{ ’

we

Metaphor
evaluation:

‘the strangest’,
‘constantly’,

-Metaphor
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications

Allibraliah

- has become a subject of debate and controversy in the social, intellectual and
cultural life.

- holds in its basis and foundation the issue of freedom in the comprehensive,
complete and profound sense.

- illuminates in its ideas and meanings issues that overlap with the concept of state
and the concept of institution, political freedom and economy, which are directly
connected to the freedom of individual.

- has come to our country, like every intellectual, political and economic
achievement, and we treat it as if it were another consumption situation.

- has not been dealt with as an intellectual state linked to the issue of the individual
and the society

- It has not been read in the social and historical context it appeared in the West.

-dealt with in a superficial vision and a very limited understanding as the ‘Hadatha’
was treated.

-linked to religion in a concise manner.
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Breaking the Engagement between Freedom and ‘allibraliah’, Al-Jazirah Gazette, 2015, By Mohammad Alkana’n

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 Breaking the Engagement between Freedom and ‘allibraliah’

10

15

In my oral conversations with intellectuals and journalists around
(allibraliah), or through my discussions with a number of twitter users
around it; | noticed that they set ‘allibraliah’ as intertwined with
freedom, and that they even transcend the closeness in the linguistic
connotation to the agreement in the intellectual sense and in the real
expression.

In other words, they view ‘allibraliah’ as an expression of freedom in
real life. So each position in which freedom is manifested is liberal,
and every free practice is a form of ‘allibraliah’, or an application of
its values. And this is an intellectual flaw in many facets; an issue that
requires to break up the engagement between freedom and
‘allibraliah’ in the minds of those intellectuals, journalists, social
media users and who see their opinion and adopt their point of view.
The first aspect of that flaw is the word Liberalism “allibraliah”. It is
not originally stemmed from Arabic language. Rather, it is a
translation of the English word ‘Liberalism’, which means
(altahroriah), derived from the English word ‘Liberty’, which is

(Alhurriah), from here the linguistic link between ‘allibraliah’ concept

and the word ‘Alhurriah’ came for some, taking into account that the

Intellectuals and
journalists and
twitter users >

liberals

Claim1: Associating
‘allibraliah’ with freedom is
an intellectual fault.

-Fallacy of definition (false

equivalence)

- Fallacy of definition
- psychogenetic fallacy

(argumentum ad hominem)

-Topos of definition
(etymology)
-Topos or fallacy of

definition + Topos of reality+

Involvement
-personal deictics

‘ 7

my

Detachment
-third-person

perspective

Intensification
-Evaluation
‘intellectual
fault’

-metaphor

Intensification

299




20

25

30

35

40

word ‘liberty’ is of Latin origin which is ‘liber’ meaning the class of
free men. So, it is this linguistic convergence that has created the
cognitive problem for those who define freedom as ‘allibraliah’ or
vice versa. And this is a methodical flaw, because this convergence
must be reinforced by the historical dimension of ‘allibraliah’ and
endorsed by its intellectual content, and the real application of its
values. Does the history of ‘allibraliah’ confirm that it really embodies
freedom? and does its intellectual content achieve this? And are the
values applied today to liberal states and regimes prove that they are
indeed achieving freedom? Absolutely not; since there is no
liberalism that can be measured in terms of its agreement with
freedom, instead there are different liberal models: English, French,
American, German and others.

The second aspect is that freedom is a human value that precedes
‘allibraliah’.This value can be traced in many cultures; approved by
religions and known by civilizations prior to emergence of ‘allibraliah’
during the European Renaissance (from the 15%to the 19%century).
However, the difference —as quoted by Dr. Khalid al-Dakhil, professor
of political sociology in an interview held with Al-Jazeera newspaper,
is that the west has put freedom under a political and economic
theoretical framework known as ‘allibraliah’. This means that even if
‘allibraliah’” means freedom for the western man, this means that it is

related to the cultural experience of the West during its history, and

-Fallacy of ignorance (fallacy
of relevance)
-Topos of history + Topos of

reality+ Topos of number

-Topos of humanitarianism +
Topos of history and
antecedence of freedom
-Topos of authority of
knowledge

-Topos of culture (western

culture)

Detachment
-Indirect speech
-third-person

perspective

-assertion

‘absolutely not’
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to the degree of its view of the civilization criterion that measures
with it ‘allibraliah’ to achieve freedom as a human value. So this is
John Locke, the first philosopher of ‘allibraliah’ was a slave trader!!
The third aspect is that ‘allibraliah’ concept is ambiguous to many
researchers and intellectuals for its variety. This has led to the
emergence of a problem consists of having two terms that signify the
meaning of ‘allibraliah’ which are individualism (alfardaniah) and
freedom (altahroriah). So, if the word freedom is clear that cannot
bear more than one meaning or interpretation; the word
individualism is the basis of the problem. So, is the intended
individualism in the philosophical basis of ‘allibraliah’ to be the
(individualism) against the (collective) or the (self) against the
(other)? In the same context, Dr. Yasser Qansouh says in his book,
"Liberalism is a problematic concept": "The linguistic meaning of
(individualism) is the self-dependent individual act, whereas the
linguistic meaning of the self (selfishness) means self-interest as the
basis of moral behaviour."

The fourth aspect isrelated to the historical experiences of
‘allibraliah’, and its real applications seen around the world. It is no
secret that It is no secret that Western colonialism came to light after
the emergence of ‘allibraliah’ in Britain with its constitutional
revolution of 1688, which was the same ‘allibraliah’ that gave the

Jews Palestine and stood behind their horrific massacres, and still

-Topos of example + Fallacy

of definition (attribution).

-Topos of ambiguity
‘allibraliah’ + Topos
number.

-Fallacy of Equivocation
-Topos of authority
knowledge

- Topos of definition

individualism

-Topos of history

of
of

of

of

of

‘allibraliah’+ Topos of abuse

+ Topos of example

Involvement

-direct speech

Involvement

-evaluation

Intensification
-metaphors
-evaluation
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supplying Israel with money and weapons. Also, the American
‘allibraliah’, after the declaration of independence in the 18"
century, took part in the extermination of the American Indians and
occupied the Philippines in the middle of the 19th century. The
French revolution that Western ‘allibraliah’ brag about, however, had
gifted the world Napoleon Bonaparte with his destructive conquests
and crusades against the Arab countries.

And the real evidences of the crisis of ‘allibraliah” with the value of
freedom are many; of much significance is the issue of (religious
freedom) for the large Muslim communities in western countries,
Islamophobia has raised and extremist issues and attitudes against
Islam have increased, so who forgot the repeated issue of the
(offensive prophet cartoons), the rejection of hijab, the refusal of
minarets, the attempts burn Quran, the rejection to build mosques
and the list is increasable under the existence of the western
‘allibraliah’ that is basically (contradictory) in its reality, although
ideal in its philosophy, So, it lacks the religious freedom and it is
selective in its practices, as ‘allibraliah’ achieves (tolerance) and
grants the practice of (hatred) at the same time and calls for the
independence of individuals, the protection of their freedoms at the
time it practices selectivity of the law against their religions and their
lives. The simplest example of that is the position of the American

‘allibraliah’ that approve the law of (Anti-Semitism), and rejected to

-Topos of reality + Topos of
number+ Fallacy of freedom

+ fallacy of justice

-Topos of tolerance + Topos
or Fallacy of abuse (hate)
Fallacy of freedom + fallacy
of justice

-Topos of example

- Topos or fallacy of abuse

Involvement

-evaluation

‘Genocide’,

‘brag’

Intensification
-quantification
-accumulation

-evaluation
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the enactment of a law the criminalize the abuse of religions and so
on. And the position of ‘allibraliah’ today with the Syrian revolution
proves enough how these liberal regimes have kept silent on the
slaughter and destruction of the Syrian people for their regional and

national interests.
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications

Intellectuals,
journalists and

twitter users

‘Allibralaih’

Freedom

-they set ‘allibraliah’ as intertwined with freedom, and that they even transcend
the closeness in the linguistic connotation to the agreement in the intellectual
sense and in the real expression.

-In other words, they view ‘allibraliah’ as an expression of freedom in real life.

- the word (allibraliah) is not originally Arabic

-it is a translation of the English word ‘Liberalism’, which means (altahroriah),
derived from the English word ‘Liberty’, which is (Alhurriah), taking into account
that the word ‘liberty’ is of Latin origin which is ‘liber’ meaning the class of free
men
-it is related the cultural experience of the West during its history

- is ambiguous to many researchers and intellectuals for its variety.

achieves (tolerance) and grants the practice of (hatred) at the same time
- calls for the independence of individuals, the protection of their freedoms at

the time it practices selectivity of the law against their religions and their lives

-is a human value that precedes ‘allibraliah’
-this value is existent in many cultures, approved by religions and known by
civilisations before the emergence of ‘allibraliah’

- is clear that cannot bear more than one meaning or interpretation
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Freedom of ‘Allibraliah’ and the Conventional Misunderstanding, Al-Riyadh Gazette,2016,By Mohammad Al-Mahmoud

Line Text Discursive Strategies (Reisigl and Wodak 2001)

no. Nomination Argumentation Perspectivisation | Intensification
and mitigation

1 Freedom of ‘Allibraliah’ and the Conventional Misunderstanding Involvement

10

15

In the previous two articles, | attempted to clarify my vision of the
liberal freedom. The words were an engagement of knowledge with
the theories that occupy the minds of those interested in this vital
field that is always renewed. That is the reason why the speech came
into being a theorisation, referring to ideas, concepts and terms that
professional readers know, while difficult to understand by others - a
little or a lot.

In this article, | will try to make the speech general / public / populist,
as far as the subject can bear; as for those who read about ‘allibraliah’
in the "non-ideologized" scholarly literature do not need to clarify
such bases that we discussed and will discuss on the limits of the
freedom of ‘allibraliah’. For this reason, | will try to clarify the obvious
—with some examples - for those who do not read or read little, and
their readings, if any, remain limited to traditional ideological
clashing articles / summaries / leaflets / pamphlets with ‘allibraliah’;
so they are immersed with blatant ignorance, overt contrasts, Stupid
fraud, and ideological satire loaded with misinformation and perhaps

takfeer.

- professional
readers

-public

Claim1: ‘allibraliah’ is clear
for critical readers but still
misunderstood by the
ideologized public whose
knowledge is based on
traditionalists’ ideologies.
-Topos of knowledge by
critical readers

-Topos of ignorance of the
public

-Topos or fallacy of abuse by

traditionalists’ ideologies

-first-person

perspective

Intensification
-qualification

-evaluation

-evaluation
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The traditionalist preachers do not address their miserable crowds
except with what emotionally agitate them; because the way to the
mindless "layman" mind is only through his raging religious and social
passion. The traditionalist preachers say to their masses in a deceitful
superiority: it is true that ‘allibraliah’ in all the countries of the world
do not let freedom unlimited entirely, but no liberal can deny that
"absolute freedom" is the origin of the "freedom of ‘allibraliah’ he
calls for. Thus, according to the deceitful view of the traditionalists,
all ‘allibraliah’ seek absolute freedom, because it is the origin of the
liberal theory.

There is no doubt that the words of the preachers here are at the first
true, and at the last lie or blatant ignorance. The traditionalists
exploit the truth in it; to connect it to the blatant ignorance, or the
falsehood. Yes, the origin the freedom of ‘allibraliah’- the origin of
which is theoretically anchored - is that it is an absolute freedom
without limits; because a man found - natural / in nature - free.
However, this does not mean that ‘allibraliah’ seeks that, and this is
not possible at all, because natural freedom means cruel freedom,
freedom here eats freedom; this results in total natural captivity.

To be more obvious, | would say: It is no wonder that ‘allibraliah’
affirms absolute freedom; as a theoretical starting point, Islam too
confirms this principle rule in theory: absolute freedom. For the

fundamentalists- the fundamentals of jurisprudence not the

-Traditionalists

-layman >dull

Claim2: ‘allibraliah’ is not
based on unrestricted
freedom as the

traditionalists claim. -fallacy
of definition of ‘allibraliah’

by the traditionalists.

-Topos or fallacy of abuse by
traditionalists.

-Topos of definition of
‘allibraliah’ + topos or fallacy
of freedom in “allibraliah’.
-Topos of  comparison
(similarity between
‘allibraliah’ and

Islam in

freedom)

-free indirect

speech

-first-person

perspective

-evaluation
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fundamentalist movements-, we find the fundamental rule that the
legalists repeat consistently, that the origin of everything is
permissibility, asserting that the "permissible" does not require
evidence, because it is the origin, while the "forbidden" is what needs
an evidence because it gets out of the original: general permissibility.
Here, is it permissible for anyone to say that Islamic law permits
everything, because its origin is permissibility? Of course, no one
would say this, everyone knows that the emphasis on the origin of
permissibility is a theoretical principle only; to control the assets of
the exceptional prohibition.

Here, the preachers go back a little - they claim, the freedom of
‘allibraliah’ is indeed restricted, but it is restricted only to the
detriment of others, that is, a person is free to do whatever he
pleases; as far as he does not harm others. This is also true in
principle. However, the most important question remains, the
problematic question: What are the limits of harming others? We are
all aware that they are not just the limits of direct aggression, physical
or moral, but are much wider.

The limits of harm to others are not defined at all times and places,
but they are issues in terms of their relative and circumstantial
nature, because they are cultural boundaries, i.e., the culture,
including religion, creates its features and horizons. If they are based

on a collective basis in a fixed religion, they remained fixed albeit

Claim3: freedom in
‘allibraliah’ is relative based
on cultural factors but not
based on not harming others
as traditionalists claim.

- fallacy of definition of
freedom.
-topos of relativity of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’ +

Topos of culture

-free

speech

indirect

mitigation
-agreement with

the antagonist
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controversial, or in a renewed religion; they keep transforming
according to the requirements of the situation, the humanitarian
situation and the real situation.

I think this is clear. Nevertheless, although it is clear, | will try to clarify
and simplify the examples, and even with naive images sometimes;
for the layman to recognize the simple general features of the image.
Traditionalists say that liberals do not impose a restriction on
freedom except on the limits of harming others. Indeed, it is a culture
that creates our vision of the concept of harm. For example, | would
choose from the examples what constitutes the traditional human
obsession. If a man chose to walk naked on the streets of London,
Paris or New York, would he be permitted to do so, if this man stood
completely naked at the airport or boarded the plane, etc.? Will he
be allowed to do so, although in the traditional principle he practices
his personal freedom that does not harm others? Of course, we all
know that liberal societies do not allow this, and they see in this
behaviour a blatant attack on the public space, which is the right of
all. Thus, this behaviour / nakedness in public space is an explicit, but
indirect, aggression against all, an aggression that is punishable by
law, for violating the public morals emanating from the cultural
practices that everyone has accepted -they are cultural practices

formed by many factors, including the religion of Christianity-. This

- fallacy of definition of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’ by

the traditionalists.

-topos of culture.
-topos of example (in the

west).

-second-person

perspective
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means that such behaviour is not an individual choice, although it is
not a "direct aggression" from a person to another.

If we come to the Muslim community, we find that Islam is strongly
present in shaping the cultural vision. For example, in a Muslim
community, it cannot be possible to issue a law that allows for
adultery and makes it legitimate. But -here come the cultural legal
details- there is a difference between the criminalization of adultery,
and the imposition of laws of discretionary control alleging
guardianship of public behaviours that are - in terms of origin -
permissible; Under the pretext of blocking excuses. The systems that
try to control gender mixing, or adjust the limits and circumstances
of this mixing ... etc., are all based on judgments, in the sense that
they are not fundamental assets, as is the absolute basis for the
prohibition of adultery. Thus, such judgmental systems are subject to
constant conflict between those with a liberal vision, a vision that
grants the individual a responsible freedom, and those who maintain
a conservative vision that sees details of individual actions must
remain under the strict control that forms the identity of the tutelary
society.

Also, traditionalists argue about ‘allibraliah’ by claiming that freedom
exists in all sects, or in most sects, and, more importantly, it exists in
Islam so why does ‘allibraliah’ claim an exclusive possession of

theorizing of freedom, and why does ‘allibraliah’ claim that freedom

-Topos of example (local

Islamic)

Claim4: individual freedom
is central in ‘allibraliah’ but

subsidiary in other concepts.

-free indirect

speech

-second-person

perspective
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is what distinguishes it from others? . In fact, each doctrine or trend
has a compass of a central interest, distinguishing it from others.
Individual freedom is the compass of liberal interest. However, this
does not mean it do not exist in others’. It exists - to an extent - in
every intellectual trend, but in ‘allibraliah’ it is a priority, and in others
it is one of the elements of discourse.

The centrality of ‘allibraliah’ idea around the "individual freedom" is
what distinguishes it, as "social justice" is what distinguishes
socialism, for example. In socialism, we find a will to liberate,
embracing - in the end, as theoretically claiming - individual freedom,
but it admits that this individual freedom is not the centre of interest.
Hence, socialism was characterized by a focus on something, not the
same focus of ‘allibraliah’, and vice versa, hence, they are
distinguished.

To be more obvious, we say, the emphasis on individual freedom
exists in most sects, trends and religions, but ‘allibraliah” makes this
individual freedom its focus, and even its identity that distinguishes
it. If all this suggests that "the freedom of allibraliah" is relative,
circumstantial, and transient, it means that the limits of liberal
freedom are not predetermined. Here, the traditional preacher will
come out with us denouncing and arguing that the inability to define

the limits means that ‘allibraliah’ is nothing more than an illusion, or

-fallacy of comparison btw
‘allibraliah’ and other

concepts.

-Topos of difference (of
‘allibraliah’  from  other
concepts) + Topos of
advantage of freedom in
‘allibraliah’.

-Topos of example

-Topos of existence of
freedom in most concepts +
Topos of centrality of

freedom in ‘allibraliah’

-second-person

perspective
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that it is an idea with no identity, so that its proponents do not know
what they want at all.

To understand ‘allibraliah’, we must recognize that it is a "general
trend", a "circumstance", a "freeing tendency," and therefore it is
necessarily relative. For example, it is said in the West: the Christian
liberal trend, which refers to the trend that conforms to Christian
values, but in a spirit of liberation that raises the value of the
individual. Also, in the Muslim world, liberal Islam, or the liberal
Islamic trend, is also a distinction from extremist Islam, or the Islam
of the totalitarians, on the one hand, and its distinction from an
entirely odd ‘libraliah’, that try to break with its reality and starting
from the zero as it claims, which is impossible.

If ‘allibraliah’ is a "circumstantial", "relative", "state", it means that it
exists - in some way - in all societies, although it does not explicitly
express itself, and may not be aware of it. In Iran, for example, we
find that political and social dominance is for the clergy. Mohammad
Khatami, the former president, wears the religious turban, which
means he is a clergyman. But Khatami is described - in Iran and
abroad - as a liberal, does this mean that he adopts the vision of the
most liberal trends in the West, just because he possesses this
feature: liberal? Of course not. Hence, Khatami described as a liberal,
a relative description, that is deserved because he represents an

open liberal trend within a closed tutelary system. If Khatami had

Claim5: relativeness  of
freedom in ‘allibraliah’ does
not mean that ‘allibraliah’ is
a myth as the traditionalists
claim.

-Topos of definition of
‘allibraliah’+ Topos of

relativity.

-Topos of example

-Topos of existence of
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Topos of ignorance of this
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moved to one of the capitals of the West with the same thought and
details of the vision without change, he would have been a
conservative right.

Mindful liberal does not penetrate the entire socio-cultural practices.
He works his vision through them. For example, if a committee of ten
persons is formed, to look at the age at which a person may travel
abroad without the permission of a guardian. Globally, an individual
becomes independent at about 18 years old. If the Committee had
the following options: Freedom of travel is at 18/19/20/22, we will
find the members of the Committee will differ according to the
nature of the cultural reference that determines their vision of things.
The liberal, in asserting responsible individual freedom, will choose
the age of 18, and affirms that the individual as soon as he is of legal
age assumes full responsibility for himself. While emphasizing this
option, he does not miss the dangers, but believes that freedom is
more important and has priority, and that the negatives resulting
from it are dealt with from other entrances, which do not go beyond
the limits of those negatives.

This would be the liberal choice. On the other hand, a conservative
man will choose age 22, if there is a higher age to choose, he would
chose it; because he believes in the need to control the behaviour of
individuals, and believes that the freedom available to them will

necessarily spoil them. This is why we have seen in many of the

-Topos of culture.

-Topos of example.

-third-person

perspective

-third-person

perspective
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totalitarian countries- mostly communist / socialist-oriented
countries - that make no travel, and travel is an exception. Therefore,
those who want to travel from their citizens abroad, even at the age
of 30 or 40, have to take a special complex permit, which is available
only to few.

Another example: If a committee is set up to supervise the Book Fair.
Here, you will find that the member of the Liberal Committee does
not prevent books except very little, and perhaps does not prevent
anything at all. On the other hand, you will find the conservative
tutelary wants to make the ban is the origin, and that each book in
the exhibition holds a special permit. Of course, between this and
that, for the relativity of the liberal trend, you will find the
conservative liberal, and you will find the liberal conservative in the
middle. It is obvious that the liberal, when he emphasizes the need
to allow all books except few, does not mean that he agrees with the
contents of everything presented in the exhibition. It merely means
that he grants individuals responsible freedom so that they decide
themselves what is harmful and useful, and also they have the right
to take the experience with all its dangers so they are ultimately
responsible by their choices.

In the above examples, you can note that ‘allibraliah’ did not raise a
contradiction to a religious principle that is agreed upon by all Islamic

scholars. No one will discuss the origin of the obligation to pay zakat,

Liberal vs.

conservative

Liberal conservative
- conservative

liberal

-Topos of example

Claimé: ‘allibraliah’ does not
contradict the main

principles of Islam but assess

-third-person

perspective
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for example, but there will be a discussion about the way it is
performed and the details of the steps to be complied with; If the
obligation is determined. What is intended is that the members of
the imagined committees present their views within the possible
religious, cultural and social context, which is relatively
circumstantial. As it is related to the general cultural context, it is
ordinary that some jurisprudential views are present and it is natural
for a liberal to choose the closest to individual freedom; even if it is
the view of some jurists as opposed to the opinion of the majority of
jurists, the existence of the dispute necessarily means that the matter
is not a fundamental origin, and it has a space of interpretation that
makes the exclusive possession - whatever justified - a kind of radical

exclusion.

the relative application of
these principles on the basis
of the cultural factors that
support the freedom of
individuals.

-Topos of culture.

-Topos of relativity of Islamic
law.

-Fallacy of exclusion.
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Predication strategies

Main social actors
and practices

Predications

‘allibraliah’

‘allibraliah’ in
traditionalists’ view

-the origin the freedom of ‘allibraliah’- the origin of which is theoretically
anchored - is that it is an absolute freedom without limits; because a man found -
natural / in nature - free. However, this does not mean that ‘allibraliah’ seeks
that, and this is not possible at all, because natural freedom means cruel
freedom, freedom here eats freedom; this results in total natural captivity.

- Individual freedom is the compass of liberal interest

-"individual freedom" is what distinguishes it

- but ‘allibraliah” makes this individual freedom its focus, and even its identity
that distinguishes it

- itis a "general trend", a "circumstance", a "freeing tendency," and therefore it
is necessarily relative.

-it exists - in some way - in all societies, although it does not explicitly express
itself, and may not be aware of it. —

- did not raise a contradiction to a religious principle that is agreed upon by all
Islamic scholars.

- argue about ‘allibraliah’ by claiming that freedom exists in all sects, or in most
sects, and, more importantly, it exists in Islam so why does ‘allibraliah’ claim an
exclusive possession of theorizing of freedom?

-‘allibraliah’ in all the countries of the world do not let freedom unlimited entirely,
but no liberal can deny that "absolute freedom" is the origin of the "freedom of
‘allibraliah’ he calls for.

-all “allibraliah’ seek absolute freedom, because it is the origin of the liberal theory.
- the freedom of ‘allibraliah’ is indeed restricted, but it is restricted only to the
detriment of others, that is, a person is free to do whatever he pleases; as far as
he does not harm others

- Traditionalists say that liberals do not impose a restriction on freedom except
on the limits of harming others.

- argue that the inability to define the limits means that ‘allibraliah’ is nothing
more than an illusion, or that it is an idea with no identity.
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