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The Conflict for Power in the Iraqi Political Discourse across Mainstream media 

and Social Media: (De)legitimization, rapport, sociopolitical identities and 

impoliteness 

Thulfiqar Al-Tahmazi 

Abstract 

Political discourse is the battlefield for the conflict for power and legitimacy between 

different actors and ideologies. Analyzing how political discourse can be produced 

and perceived in different genres presents itself as an indispensable academic 

endeavor in order to understand the dynamics of such discursive conflicts in both their 

off and online contexts. This thesis investigates the Iraqi political discourses 

instantiated in three different genres across mainstream and social media. The thesis 

first develops an analytical approach that derives from Political Discourse Analysis 

and impoliteness studies to account for how political discourses can be produced, 

perceived and evaluated in situ. The analytical gap between the macro-analytical 

discourse approaches (e.g. CDS-informed Political Discourse Analysis), and micro-

analytical approaches (e.g. discursive impoliteness studies) is bridged by examining 

the relational and interactional aspects of meso-level positioning as derived from  

Bamberg‟s (1997) tripartite adaptation of positioning theory.   

 The data analyzed in this thesis consists of three, thematically-comparable sets 

of interaction taken from contrasting genres (TV interviews, Facebook comment 

threads, online news readers‟ responses). The analysis of the data demonstrates that 

the conflicts between oppositional actors and ideologies can be discursively produced 

through the use of a limited number of “typical content-related argument schemes” or 

topoi (Reisigl and Wodak 2001:75), many of which seemed to be characteristic of 

Iraqi political Discourse, in order to (de)legitimize particular interpretations. In this 

sense, (de)legitimization is conceptualized as a micro argumentative practice rather 

than as a macro discursive goal as often argued by political discourse analysts. This 

conceptualization is innovative in bringing (de)legitimization closer to the study of 

impoliteness, and in so doing making it possible to pinpoint the attitudinal 

consequences and moral implications of the discursive conflicts in which oppositional 

ideologies compete for legitimacy. The analysis can also provide a broad contrastive 
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perspective as to how the conflict for power instantiated in the Iraqi political 

discourses could be produced and perceived across mainstream and social media.  
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Chapter One 

Introduction  

 

1. Introduction 

Political discourse, i.e. the language used in or about politics (Fetzer, 2013: 1), in the 

media, is the key means for people to familiarize themselves with politics and engage 

in it (Lauerbach and Fetzer, 2007). Investigating political discourse in the media 

across different communicative genres can elucidate how the conflict for power, 

whose battlefield is discourse (Carta and Wodak, 2015:6), can be produced and 

perceived in these genres, and demonstrate how the medium affordances in these 

genres shape these conflicts for political power. Traditionally, scholars interested in 

analyzing political discourse, e.g. critical discourse analysts and political discourse 

analysts, have often concentrated on highly formalized political discourses produced 

in institutional genres. This thesis, however, will focus on less formal political 

discourses produced in non-institutional genres in both mainstream and the new forms 

of media in order to highlight interlocutors‟ ideological biases and unpack how they 

are (re)produced and perceived in interaction. The thesis provides fresh insights in 

Political Discourse Analysis by conceptualizing (de)legitimization in a way that 

brings Political Discourse Analysis closer to rapport and impoliteness studies, and in 

so doing it can pinpoint the attitudinal consequences and moral implications of the 

discursive conflict for power which involves oppositional sociopolitical viewpoints 

competing for legitimacy. The thesis also makes an important contribution to the 

study of impoliteness and that of rapport by providing an ethno-sectarian perspective, 

which represents a relatively new perspective in these emerging fields of scholarship. 

 In recent years, technological advancement has created various, new online 

platforms in which people can discuss public issues and concerns. The advent of 

different forms of „social media‟
1
  was thought at first to give rise to a freer and more 

inclusive public sphere (Habermas, 1989), especially in countries that have always 

suffered from strict censorship over mainstream media (Etling et al., 2009: 7). This 

view was mainly prompted by the view that social media “can generate political 

                                                           
1
 In line with Leppänen et al. (2015), social media is broadly thought of as digital platforms “that build 

on the ideological and technological premises and foundations of Web 2.0” and enable the “creation, 

exchange and circulation of user-generated content” to facilitate interactions between a wide range of 

interlocutors.  
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pressure because it is itself intrinsically democratic and can foster populist 

participation” (Seib, 2007: 5). This view was substantiated to a large extent by the 

tremendous political transformations that took place in the Arab world in 2010-2011, 

in which Facebook, Twitter, Youtube and weblogs represented the main tools 

harnessed by activists to gain momentum for their political struggle against 

authoritarian regimes (Storck, 2011). Social media, then, can provide more 

comprehensive and freer platforms for exchange of information and views, 

constituting an indispensable “online public sphere” (Douai and Nofal, 2012). This 

online public sphere allows the traditionally marginalized political actors to produce 

counter-discourses (Dahlberg, 2007: 837) that can counterbalance the disempowering 

nature of the elitist discourses pervading the traditional mass media (Hall, 2008: 116).  

 However, social media is sometimes criticized by cultural and critical theorists 

for being parasitically dependent on mainstream media (e.g. Habermas, 2006: 423, fn. 

3) and so reproducing the existing power structures in society (Gerhards and Schafer 

2010). Thurlow and Mroczek (2011: xxvi) highlights the ideological nature of social 

media “in terms of their political economies of access and control”. On the other 

hand, Blumler and Gurevitch (2010: 3-4) and Weiss (2013: 606) demonstrate how 

political and social fragmentations can be further exacerbated by the social media, as 

the interlocutors‟ behaviors online often reinforce their pre-established ideological 

positions (Dahlberg, 2007). In line with this, several studies from different academic 

perspectives highlight the link between the political discourses circulated online and 

the polarization of political and social positions (e.g. Sunstein, 2008, Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich, 2010, Conover et al., 2011). In this respect, the thesis sets its problem space 

within the context of the oppositional positions between the techno-enthusiasts‟ 

aspirations about the democratizing potentials of social media, and the techno-

skeptics‟ pessimism about the weak or even pathological public engagement in online 

discourses.  

 

1.1 Cultural and political context of Iraq 

Iraq is a Middle Eastern country located at the southwest of Asia in the region 

anciently known as Mesopotamia, but there are some suggestions that link the name 

„Iraq‟ to ancient Aramaic or Sumerian languages.
2
 Iraq is a multi ethnic country, in 

                                                           
2
 Wikipedia: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portal:Iraq (accessed 12/11/2015) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portal:Iraq
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which Arabs, both Shiites and Sunnis, and Kurds represent the largest ethnic groups. 

Other ethnic groups include Turkmen, Shabakis, Assyrians, Armenians and 

Mandeans. This ethnic diversity is also crosscut by sectarian and religious divisions. 

Shia and Sunni Muslims form the predominant majority of the 33 millions Iraqis, 

while the religious minorities include Christians, Yezidis and Sabian Mandeans. 

 Article One in the constitution of Iraq, which was formed in 2005, stipulates 

that “the system of government is republican, representative, parliamentary, and 

democratic” (the constitution of the republic of Iraq, 2005). Due to the diverse nature 

of Iraqi society, the de facto political system in the country is consociational. 

Consociationalism, according to Ghanim, (2011: 136), refers to 

 

 a power-sharing system, between various confessional blocs. It is a model 

for conflict resolution in ethnically divided societies, which is grounded on 

quotas in government and bureaucracy, reciprocal veto rights, regional 

autonomy, and proportional representation.  

 

Although there is no constitutional article about the ethno-sectarian allocation of the 

supreme governmental offices, the Iraqi consociational system customarily allocates 

the presidency to a Kurdish person, the premiership to a Shiite person, and the 

Speakership to a Sunni person. In this consociational system, almost every political 

party aims to represent a certain ethno-sectarian group because most political parties 

are, by tradition, ethno-sectarianly closed, that is, their members belong to a single 

ethnic or sectarian group. This consociational political system is fundamentally 

parliamentary in nature, as the parliament is the place where all the ethnic and 

sectarian groups are represented.  

 The political process involves two levels of power struggle among the main 

political actors.  Firstly, there are intra-communal conflicts for power in which several 

political parties aim to claim representation of their ethno-sectarian group in order to 

be able to nominate the incumbents of the governmental offices allocated to their 

ethno-sectarian group. Secondly, political conflicts for power can also be inter-

communal, in which political parties from different ethno-sectarian backgrounds 

compete for more power for their respective communities.  Inter-communal (political) 

conflicts for power often take place when the political parties that represent the same 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iraqi_Turkmens
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shabak_people
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Assyrian_people
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Armenians_in_Iraq
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mandeans
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Muslims
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christianity
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yezidism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mandeans
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ethno-sectarian group develop a parliamentary coalition that represents their group to 

negotiate with other ethno-sectarian coalitions over governmental positions or to 

defend their ethno-sectarian group against possible infringement on their rights. 

Although inter-communal, i.e. ethno-sectarian, conflicts for power are a distinctive 

feature of the Iraqi political system, cross-ethnic and cross-sectarian conflicts for 

political power are possible, but they are often motivated by minor or short-term 

political interests. 

 The thesis considers the pursuit of domination and legitimacy played out in a 

particular period of recent Iraqi political history.  In order to make sense of these 

power conflicts (and hence the data which are explored in later chapters), I begin here 

by introducing the key political entities who were competing for power during and 

after the 2012 Iraqi election.
3
 Ghanim (2011: 121-122) presents those political entities 

and summarizes the 2012 election results as follows:     

 

The second legislative election was held on March 7, 2010…... The cross-

sectarian coalition …. of  Iraqiya, headed by the former Prime Minister 

Ayad Allawi, won the highest number of seats, 91. This result gave Allawi 

a plurality but not outright majority. The second runner was the [bloc] of 

the then Prime Minister Maliki, the State of Law, which won 89 seats. The 

difference between these two [blocs] was only 54,000 in popular votes. 

The other Shiite [bloc] of Iraqi National Alliance came third with 70 seats. 

Within this Shiite coalition, the Sadrists faction, Ahrar, captured most of 

the votes, 39 seats, followed by the ISCI with 18 seats and the Fadhila 

Party with 8 seats. The total seats that went to the Kurdish parties were 57. 

Most of these seats went to the Kurdistani Alliance, 43, while the other 

parties won 14 seats: 8 for Gorran, 4 for Islamic Union of Kurdistan, and 2 

for al-Jama‟a al-Islamiyyia. The Sunni [bloc], Tawafuq, won only 6 seats, 

while the list of the interior minister Bolani, Unity of Iraq, won 4 seats. 

 

                                                           
3
 Since there was no legislation until  August 2015 regulating the creation and performance of the 

political parties in Iraq, there were no political parities per se, but rather, very versatile and flexible 

political entities. These political entities can be political parties, political coalitions, political fronts, or 

even parliamentary blocs.  
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After the election, the predominantly Shiite Al-Maliki‟s State of Law bloc united with 

the other Shiite blocs, the Iraqi National Alliance and the Unity of Iraq bloc, to form 

the Shiite majority (163 seats). This emergent Shiite bloc nominated a Prime Minister 

Designate (Al-Maliki), who was later sworn in before the parliament. After failing to 

form the majority bloc in the parliament, the bloc of Iraqiya, an initially cross-

sectarian coalition, became the major representative of Sunnis as most of its Shiite 

members resigned, which led to its unification with the Sunni bloc of Tawafuq. The 

different Kurdish blocs united after the election forming the third biggest bloc in the 

parliament. It is important to note that for the period in question, cross-sectarian fronts 

were occasionally formed to achieve certain short-term political goals within cross-

sectarian confrontations in the national sphere. The most important cross-sectarian 

confrontation was the one whose aim was to vote out the Prime Minster in the 

parliament in 2013, which divided the country cross-sectarianly into pro-Al-Maliki 

and con-Al-Maliki factions. 

 

1.2 Rationales for the thesis 

The choice of the thesis topic was specifically motivated by three different rationales. 

Firstly, in the wake of the dramatic political uprisings in the Arab world and the 

ensuing political transformations in some countries, there is a need to explore the 

accompanying shift in political discourses within the Arab(ic) context. These political 

transformations might have never been possible without the use of social media. 

Facebook, Twitter, Youtube and weblogs represented the main tools harnessed by 

prodemocracy activists and Islamists alike to gain momentum for their political 

causes (cf. Storck, 2011). Although the political context in Iraq may differ from that 

in the other Arab countries, because the regime that ruled Iraq for decades had been 

overthrown by foreign forces, this did not deter Iraqi civil and political activists, and 

minority rights defenders from making use of social media to engage in political 

debates and to express their political views. Therefore, it seems necessary to 

scrutinize the different aspects of Iraqi political discourse and to examine how it 

might be differently produced and perceived in different communicative genres across 

mainstream and social media.  

 Secondly, the US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003 gave rise to tremendous 

political transformations in the country. The political system has change from an 
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authoritarian regime to a consociationally democratic system, in which various ethnic 

and sectarian groups have to be represented.  It is often argued by many political 

analysts and sociologists that the consociational democracy often inhibits nationalistic 

ethos and gives rise to a multiple array of ethno-sectarian identities in political 

discourse (Chanim, 2011; Younis, 2011). Notwithstanding, the fragmentation of the 

Iraqi national identity actually started before the consociational system was endorsed. 

It began during the last decade of Saddam Hussein‟s era when the state policies 

started to become more evidently ethno-sectarianly exclusionary. Amidst these ethnic, 

sectarian and social divisions, media platforms, and especially social media, have 

consequently become one of the most extensively (mis)used platforms for cross-

sectarian interactions, and even more regretfully the key means for the post-US led 

invasion generations to familiarize self and communicate with the different other. 

Hence, investigating the production and evaluation of the conflict for power in Iraqi 

political Discourse, with a capital D, (Gee, 2005), presents itself as an indispensable 

academic endeavor for Iraqi researchers in order to understand the dynamics of these 

conflicts in both their off and online contexts.    

 Thirdly, the reason for employing rapport and impoliteness studies in the 

thesis is not only because it satisfies an analytical need, i.e. they can pinpoint the 

attitudinal and the moral implications of the political discourses instantiated in the 

social media (see further Chapter 3), but also because assessments of impoliteness and 

rudeness in online contexts have become a public and legal issue in Iraq.  Ever since 

the Baghdad-Rusafa Appeal Court ruled that libels and slanders in social media are 

liable to prosecutions just as in mainstream media,
4
 norm disruptive or offensive 

practices in social media have come under the spotlight. Therefore, the present thesis 

also aims to make an academic contribution to this public and legal debate.  

 

1.3 Thesis Questions 

The thesis focuses on the conflicts for power that take place in mainstream and social 

media, the discursive patterns of these conflicts, and their interactional, moral and 

sociopolitical implications. Ultimately at a broader level, this thesis aims to shed some 

light on how the ethno-sectarian and social divisions in Iraq are reflected in 

mainstream and social media, and how these divisions are perpetuated by means of 

                                                           
4 Ruling 989/penalty/201429/12 http://www.iraqja.iq/view.2713/ (accessed 23/01/2015) 

http://www.iraqja.iq/view.2713/
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the very same discourses instantiated in these types of media. In order to investigate 

this topic systematically and in an empirically grounded fashion, I articulate an 

overarching research question that guides the analytical focus of this thesis. This 

primary question is operationalized by three sets of subordinate methodological, 

empirical and theoretical questions (see Sunderland, 2010:15). The methodological 

question deals with the potential operationalization of the empirical objectives of this 

thesis by exploring possible methods to bridge the gap between the context of 

production and reception in the political discourses instantiated in both the 

mainstream and social media. The empirical questions posited in this thesis are to 

some extent comparatively oriented, focusing on the different characteristics of the 

political discourses produced in different thematic and generic contexts representing 

mainstream and social media. Finally, the theoretical question tests the theoretical 

assumptions of each of the analytical practices and approaches employed in the thesis, 

i.e. Critical Discourse Studies and rapport and impoliteness studies, against the as yet 

relatively under-investigated context of Iraqi mediatized political discourses in order 

to provide ethno-sectarian perspective. To that effect, new theoretical concepts will be 

introduced in this thesis in order to account for the various ways in which the 

argumentative and evaluative aspects of political discourse may be interrelated in 

ethno-sectarianly polarized contexts. These new theoretical concepts will be of 

relevance to current advances in Critical Discourse Studies and impoliteness studies.  

 

Primary Question:  

What are the interactional, sociopolitical, affective and moral implications of 

the conflict for power taking place in the Iraqi political discourses instantiated 

in three different genres representing mainstream and social media? 

  

Methodological questions: 

How can the production and evaluation of the conflict for power in mediatized 

Iraqi political discourses be accounted for systematically? 
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Empirical questions: 

1. How do interlocutors communicate their political viewpoints, and what 

are the argumentation patterns that they tend to use across different generic 

and thematic contexts? 

2. In what ways do medium affordances affect the dynamics of 

argumentation and interactivity across different generic contexts?  

3. What types of identities are played out in the political discourses 

produced in these generic and thematic contexts, and how are they 

functionally employed by the interlocutors? 

4. How can impoliteness assessments trigger and be triggered by 

(de)legitimization in the Iraqi political discourses circulated in different 

thematic contexts in the genres under scrutiny? 

 

Theoretical questions:  

To what extent can the analysis of the mediatized Iraqi political discourses in 

terms of production and perception attest the general assumptions of Critical 

Discourse Studies and impoliteness studies and theoretically contribute to 

these fields of scholarship based on empirical evidence from a relatively 

under-investigated context? 

 

1.4 Structure of the thesis  

The thesis comprises eight chapters. The present chapter, i.e. the Introduction, 

provides background information about the political and social contexts of the 

research project (section 1.1). It also sets out the rationale and motivation for 

conducting this research project (section 1.2). Furthermore in this chapter, the 

research questions have been discussed and categorized according to their theoretical, 

empirical and theoretical relevance (section 1.3).  

 Chapters two and three constitute the literature review that surveys the 

different approaches employed in the analysis. These two chapters aim to develop the 

theoretical framework that will inform the analysis in the later analytical chapters. 

Focusing on the analysis of the conflict for power in political Discourse, Chapter two 

outlines the theoretical background for analyzing mediatized political discourses 

(section 2.1 and 2.2) and unravels how power relations are played out therein (section 
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2.3). The chapter provides an overview on how the quest for domination and power is 

constructed and manifested by means of (de)legitimization and its functions (sections 

2.4). Finally in this chapter, I introduce a typology of the (de)legitimizing 

argumentative structures that can be used in ethno-sectarianly based political 

Discourse (section 2.5).   

 Chapter three explores the relational and affective aspects of political 

discourse. The chapter conceptualizes (de)legitimization as a multi-tiered positioning 

process in which the argumentative and evaluative aspects of political discourse are 

intrinsically intertwined (sections 3.1 and 3.2). The chapter also  reviews the state-of-

the-art in rapport and (im)politeness studies as impoliteness assessments will be used 

to highlight the attitudinal consequences and moral implications of mediatized 

political discourses (sections 3.3 and 3.4). The chapter concludes by introducing the 

approach specially developed to account for the production and reception of the 

conflict for power that takes place in the political discourses circulated in mainstream 

and social media (section 3.5). 

 Chapter Four provides an account of methodology and data collection. It 

outlines the methodological decisions made in the research design for this project and 

explains their theoretical bases (section 4.1). The chapter also sets out the data 

collection process, and clarifies its selection criteria and categories (section 4.2). The 

data preparatory processes that include ethical issue, anonymization, translation, and 

presentation of the transcription, are detailed in sections 4.3 and 4.4.  

 Chapters Five, Six and Seven represent the analytical part of the thesis, in 

which the political discourse produced in three contrasting thematic contexts in three 

respective genres are analyzed. These genres includes TV interviews, representing 

dialogic mainstream media (Chapter Five), Facebook comment threads, representing 

social media (Chapter Six), and online news readers‟ responses, representing an 

online mass media platform (Chapter Seven). Each chapter explores how the conflict 

for legitimacy and power is produced and perceived in three thematic contexts in a 

specific genre. Each chapter consists of four sections. The first section in each chapter 

investigates how the conflict for power is produced by means of various 

(de)legitimization patterns. The second section in each chapter examines the 

participation framework afforded by each of the genres to demonstrate how the 

interlocutors position themselves in relation to each other, and to identify the different 
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roles available in each of these genres. The third section in each chapter unpacks the 

constructions of the functionally versatile sociopolitical identities constructed by the 

interlocutors and highlights their social implications in each of the different genres 

under scrutiny. The fourth section in each chapter deals with how rapport can be 

perceived and how the interlocutors evaluate each other‟s political and interactional 

practices in terms of impoliteness in order to highlight the moral implications of the 

political conflict for power in these three genres. 

 Finally, in the discussion and conclusions, Chapter Eight, I discuss and 

summarize the thesis findings and show how these findings address the project‟s 

research questions. I discuss the thesis‟ methodological and theoretical implications, 

and suggest potential directions for further research. I also set out the originality of 

this research work and underscore its contributions to the fields of Political Discourse 

Analysis, impoliteness studies, and intergroup communication. 
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Chapter Two 

Discursive Conflicts for Power in Mediatized Political Discourse 

2. Introduction  

The aim of this chapter is to lay out the theoretical framework used in analyzing the 

production of the conflict for power in mediatized political texts. In order to 

understand the dynamics of power relations in political discourse, it is important to 

explore the ontology of political discourse to clearly define the field of study. 

Therefore, the first two sections present the current state of research on political 

discourse in the public field. Section 2.1 interrogates the concept of political discourse 

and how it might be defined in accordance with the aims of the present thesis. Section 

2.2 foregrounds how power may be exercised in political discourse in order to 

maintain the interlocutor‟s interactional goals and advance their political objectives. 

Section 2.3 explores the strategic functions of political discourse that serve the 

political actors‟ pursuit of legitimacy and power in ways that naturalize their 

ideological biases. Section 2.4 provides an overview on how the conflict for power is 

constructed and manifested by means of (de)legitimization, exploring the concept of 

(de)legitimization and its possible patterns. Finally, section 2.5 introduces the various 

topoi of (de)legitimization that are characteristic of Iraqi political Discourse.  

 

2.1 Defining political discourse 

Language is the main tool to perform political actions and advance political agenda, 

because, as stated by Chilton and Schaffner (2003: 3), “the doing of politics is 

predominantly constituted in language”. Political actors use language to communicate 

their political thoughts and perform political actions to bring about political changes.  

Historically, the interface of language, rhetoric, and politics was a major topic of 

study for Aristotle, Machiavelli and many other great thinkers throughout history. 

More recently, the analysis of political discourse, i.e. the language used in or about 

politics (Fetzer, 2013: 1),  has attracted considerable academic attention across a 

range of different disciplines; inter alia, Political Science, Critical Discourse Studies, 

Pragmatics, Communication studies, and Cultural studies. This interest in political 

discourse seems to have different motivations, the most important of which, 

especially from a critical discourse analytical perspective, is to delve into how 

political discourse can form and be formed by the underlying power relations and 
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hegemony in society (Foucault, 1981). Dunmire (2012) maintains that the 

interrelation between language and politics cannot be overlooked in academia, 

asserting that the “political turn in linguistics ran parallel to and was informed by a 

linguistic turn in political science” (ibid: 736). 

 However, political discourse cannot be properly defined without appealing to 

the notion of politics itself and how it might be related to that of discourse.  

Apparently, most, if not all, types of mediated communication can be considered 

political from poststructural and postmodern perspectives, because discursive 

practices are constructed by and constructive of social and political realities (Fetzer, 

2007: 164). Dahlberg (2011: 41) points out that all types of discourse are essentially 

political, because “[d]iscourse theory is, at its core, a theory of politics: of the 

hegemonic formation of social relations - of discourses - that necessarily involve 

hierarchies of power and relations of inclusion and exclusion”. This conceptualization 

of discourse yields a rather blurry picture of what may constitute political discourse, 

because it conflates the distinction between the politics of language and the language 

of politics (Okulska and Cap, 2011: 6-7). To avoid any possible conceptual confusion, 

when doing Political Discourse Analysis it is necessary to analyze “politics as a 

discursive, [rather] than the discursive as political” (Hay, 2013:323), because 

analyzing political discourse is, to use van Dijk‟s  (2002:203) words, “theoretically 

and empirically relevant only when discourse structures can be related to properties of 

political structures and process”. Taking the narrow view of political discourse as the 

language of politics necessitates an examination of how „politics‟ may be defined. 

 Traditionally, politics has been broadly defined in two different ways (Hay 

(2007: 61-2; Fetzer, 2013: 9). It is either defined in terms of deliberation among 

different political actors to make decisions and identify feasible choices for actions 

(Hague et al., 1998:3–4; Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012:17), or as a “quest for power” 

(Wodak, 2011: 5; Bourdieu, 2005:39). In this sense, politics can be envisaged as “a 

struggle for power, between those who seek to assert and maintain their power and 

those who seek to resist it” or as a cooperation to “resolve clashes of interests” 

(Chilton, 2008:3).  Apparently, these definitions of politics contradict each other, 

because one definition entails cooperation whereas the other implies conflict. 

 The contradiction between the two definitions of politics may be reconciled by 

appealing to Edelman‟s (1976, cited in Lauerbach and Fetzer, 2007:5) distinction 
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between “an instrumental and an expressive dimension of politics”, or, in Sarcinelli‟s 

(1987, cited in Lauerbach and Fetzer, 2007:5) term, “the production and the 

presentation of politics”. The production of politics, i.e. the instrumental dimension 

thereof, which refers to the decision making process in politics, presupposes the need 

for cooperation to resolve conflicts and make decisions. Alternatively, the 

representation of politics, i.e. the expressive dimension thereof, which refers to the 

representation of politics in the media, often triggers conflict and antagonism. This is 

because media represents a frontstage, where the representation and justification of 

actions is more important to the political actors than the political deals made in the 

backstage (Wodak, 2011:24). It is important to note here that disagreement and 

conflict can be used interchangeably in practice, because “conflict is a disagreement 

between two or more parties who perceive incompatible goals or means of achieving 

those goals” (Jones 2001: 91). Dynel (2015: 340) states that “both conflict and 

disagreement may also be studied in the context of broader communicative 

phenomena, such as arguments (Schiffrin 1985), disputes (Brenneis 1988), and 

quarrels (Antaki 1994)”. 

 Alluding to the domain of politics, van Dijk (1997) provides a well articulated 

characterization of what may constitute political discourse. He (ibid: 15) contends that 

political discourse can be contextually defined in respect of its “aim, goal or 

function”, and how these are related to the wider scope of politics. Implicitly 

acknowledging the fuzziness of political discourse, he (ibid: 16-18) points out that 

political discourse is the language of the different political domains, that include 

political systems, structure, process, actors and values. In this sense, van Dijk‟s 

definition falls under the category of the language of politics rather than the politics of 

language. In terms of the actors involved in political discourse, van Dijk (1997: 13) 

states that all types of actors, whether the politicians or citizens, “as well as their 

organizations and institutions, may take part in the political process, and many of 

them are actively involved in political discourse”. Chilton (2004: 3) distinguishes 

between the practice of politics at the macro level, which involves political 

institutions, and micro levels, which involves individuals and social groups. Fetzer 

(2013: 13) refers to practice of politics at the micro level as doing politics from below, 

in which all political actors, politicians and grass roots, and social groups are involved 

in mediatized political practices in typically non-institutionalized settings (ibid.; 13). 
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The inclusion of the discourses produced by the general public about politics in 

political discourse is based in the democratic ideal that the power of politics is 

mandated to the professional practitioners of politics, i.e. politicians, by the public 

themselves.  Therefore, it is hardly contentious to regard the discourse in which the 

general public is engaged in discussing political topics as a political discourse. 

Political discourse, then, is the function of politics and the arena where it is practised, 

debated and represented. 

 Political discourse in the media is notably different from other types of 

discourse. It is firstly characterized by the struggle for dominance and power, which 

consequently triggers antagonism and conflict. On the other hand, Finlayson and 

Martin (2008, 449) state that political speech represents “a snapshot of ideology in 

actions”. This can be extended to almost all types of mediatized political discourse, 

especially the ones in which political and ethno-sectarian biases are intrinsically 

intertwined as in the interactions under scrutiny in this thesis. As such employing 

fallacious arguments and manipulation of emotion can be another typical 

characteristic of political discourse (Keinpointer, 2008: 250). In this sense, political 

discourse is seldom informative and value-free; it is rather value-laden, tendentious 

and manipulative. Therefore, presenting a person‟s self positively and authoritatively, 

and justifying their actions are typical discursive practices in political discourse. 

Finally, political discourse is a public discourse that is becoming more mediatized and 

digitalized (Fetzer, 2013: 3). It is communicated through different types of media that 

are multilayered in terms of “production, reception, transmission and discourse 

distribution in traditional and new media” (ibid, 1), which makes the analysis of its 

micro interactional dynamics and medium affordances very relevant to Political 

Discourse Analysis.  

 

2.2 Analyzing mediatized political discourse  

Mediatized political discourse represents the field in which ideology is put into action; 

to investigate this kind of discourse a critical perspective is required. A critical 

analysis of political texts does not only entail focusing on their production and 

rhetorical techniques used in them and their linguistic realizations, but also on 

interrogating their ideological underpinnings and highlighting their social and 

political implications. To that effect, several methodologies have been developed 
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within Critical Discourse Studies to explore the interrelation between politics, 

discourse and society (Baxter, 2010: 126). Out of these efforts, the new sub-discipline 

of Political Discourse Analysis has emerged.  

 Van Dijk (1997:11) conceives of Political Discourse Analysis as a critical 

enterprise that deals with political discourse stating that this enterprise could have the 

best of both Critical Discourse Analysis and the linguistic analysis of political 

discourse. Preferring the term „Analysis of Political Discourse‟, Okulska and Cap 

(2010: 4) conceptualize this enterprise as involving the socially oriented analysis of 

“polity and/or policies, located at the intersection of political/public discourse and 

political/social institutions”. Van Dijk (1997, 12-14) asserts that it is important for 

Political Discourse Analysis to “answer genuine and relevant political questions and 

deal with issues that are discussed in political science”. In this sense, Political 

Discourse Analysis can have two objectives; first, it can account for the dynamics of 

the “discursive political practices”, and second, it can demystify the hidden aspects of 

the political context and uncover the ideological biases therein (ibid: 41).   

 Fairclough & Fairclough (2012) identify two major traditions in Political 

Discourse Analysis. The first tradition focuses on the representation of political reality 

including the representations of actions, actors, values and institutions (ibid, 2012:20), 

while the second tradition emphasizes the role of deliberation and argumentation in 

decision making in politics. The first tradition is represented by two influential 

approaches in the field; first Chilton‟s (2004) cognitively anchored approach to 

Political Discourse Analysis, and secondly Wodak and Reisigl‟s (2001) and Wodak‟s 

(2011) Discourse-Historical Approach. In the approaches that fall in the first tradition 

according to the Faircloughs‟ classification, politics is viewed as a struggle to impose 

particular ideologically motivated representations of reality. Fairclough & Fairclough 

(2012: 25-26) argue that such approaches fail to envisage politics as a domain of 

action, where political choices are made to bring about political transformation. The 

second tradition in Political Discourse Analysis is represented by Fairclough & 

Fairclough (2012) themselves, who conceptualize politics as deliberative acts that 

require practical reasoning and argumentation. They (ibid: 23) emphatically assert 

that no adequate critical Political Discourse Analysis is possible without argument 

reconstruction.   
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 Four counter arguments can be presented in response to the Faircloughs‟ 

conceptualization of Political Discourse Analysis. Firstly, as convincingly argued by 

Hay (2013:325), reducing politics to deliberation and argumentation excludes a wide 

range of political discourses, because although “all situations of deliberation are 

political, not all political situations are deliberative”. Secondly, in all the discourses in 

postmodern societies in general, and the increasingly mediatized and digitized 

political discourse in particular, it is representation, rather than argumentation, that 

plays a vital role in constructing our worldviews including the political (cf. the 

concept of hyperreality developed in Baudrillard, 1994). Thirdly, the argumentation 

process in the political discourses instantiated in the media, whether in the 

mainstream or the social, represents a means to gain power and legitimacy for the 

oppositional parties involved in these discourses, each which aims to promote 

particular representations of political reality. Fourthly, from a rhetorical perspective, 

Finlayson (2013: 318) argues, “political disputes take place not at the level of 

conclusions but at that of premises - conceptions of situations, of circumstances, of 

the social world”. The significance of premises does not lie in their conceptual content 

only but also “in their capacity to induce chains of quasi-logical reasoning” 

(Finlayson, 2012: 762). This means that representation become far more fundamental 

than argumentation in Political Discourse Analysis, because representation forms the 

“constitutive presuppositions” that make political decisions and actions possible 

(Finlayson, 2013: 318).  

 Political Discourse Analysis can then be defined as any procedures, methods 

and techniques used to analyze the language of politics “that entails 

implementing/executing power for and gaining/manifesting superiority through 

furthering interactants‟ communicative goals” (Okulska and Cap, 2011: 399). This 

view is compatible with the shift in Political Discourse Analysis from “macro-politics, 

and politics as a product, to the more recent focus on the dynamics of politics and 

political process as it manifests in e.g., the microanalysis of politics” (Fetzer, 2013:2), 

which is entrenched in the Foucauldian tradition that the dynamics of power can be 

best felt and analyzed at the micro-level of analysis and practices (Thomas and 

Davies, 2005: 684; and Oberhuber, 2008: 277-8). This can be linguistically 

operationalized by tracing the interlocutors‟ negotiations of power in interaction at 

different levels of linguistics analysis, and identifying the argumentation patterns they 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jean_Baudrillard
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employ to naturalize their ideological biases in order to maintain their political 

interests. 

 

2.3 Power in/of political discourse  

Researchers interested in Political Discourse Analysis principally investigate the 

teleological and strategic functions of political discourse. This is because they tend to 

envisage political discourse as the domain in which political actors attempt to exercise 

power over others in order to attain their interactional goal at the micro level as part of 

their pursuance of their sociopolitical objective at the macro-level. To that end, the 

investigation of the strategic functions of political discourse necessitates unpacking 

the interrelation between power and discourse in general and political discourse in 

particular. The interrelation between discourse and power and how it shapes our 

conceptualization of the world around us has long been a subject of heated debate in 

different disciplines, including social theory (Foucault, 1981), Philosophy of 

Language (Searle, 1995), Critical Discourse Studies (Fairclough, 2003; Martín Rojo 

& van Dijk, 1997; van Leeuwen & Wodak, 1999; van Leeuwen, 2007) and Political 

Discourse Analysis (van Dijk, 1997; Chilton, 2004; Wodak, 2011; Fairclough & 

Fairclough, 2012).  

 The conceptualization of power has developed dramatically over time. Power 

is traditionally defined in terms of control and influence exercised over others to urge 

them take a particular course of action (Dahl, 1957: 202-3). In response to the 

weakness of this one-dimensional and purely behavioristic conceptualization, 

Bachrach and Baratz (1970: 24) developed their  two-dimensional view of power by 

extending the concept of power to include the ability to restrict the environment of 

action as well as exercising control over action. Fairclough & Fairclough (2012: 113) 

argue that the “two-dimensional view of power is an advance over the one-

dimensional view in that it sees power (over) as not only a capacity in decision-

making, but also a capacity to limit the scope of decision making”. However, power is 

not necessarily the observable control of action and its environment; it can be 

exercised covertly to safeguard the interests of the powerful. Therefore, evoking the 

Foucauldian concept of knowledge/power and the Gramscian concept of hegemony, 

Luke (1974) develops his three-dimensional view of power, in which he defines 

power in terms of interests, where actors can act contrary to their real interest 
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unknowingly (1974:34). Power can then be conceptualized as a covert 

operationalization of biases in discourse. These biases are often “socially structured 

and culturally patterned” (ibid: 26). Therefore, as aptly illustrated by Diamond 

(1996:13), “power is not just the ability to coerce someone or to get them to do 

something against their will, but rather, it is the ability to interpret events and reality, 

and have this interpretation accepted by others”. 

 Consequently, the linguistic manifestations of power and its pursuit, with the 

aim of imposing visions or beliefs (Bourdieu, 2005:39), can be traced in political 

discourse to uncover how the interlocutors secure their interests and naturalize their 

biases. The link between the interlocutors‟ discursive behavior at the micro-level, i.e. 

the linguistic text, and attainment of their political goal at the macro-level, i.e. the 

political agenda, is mediated by several rhetorical and argumentative strategies. These 

rhetorical and argumentative strategies are used to empower the interlocutors‟ 

positions and justify their political actions and agenda.  

 

2.4 Functions of political discourse 

Several scholars have proposed different theoretical perspectives and analytical 

toolkits to interrogate the ideological underpinnings of political discourse and 

scrutinize how power can be constructed, exercised, and legitimized in it. These 

theoretical perspectives and analytical toolkits have either been developed within the 

tradition of Political Discourse Analysis, e.g. Chilton & Schaffner (1997); Chilton 

(2004); Cap (2008), or within that of Critical Discourse Studies, e.g. Martín Rojo & 

van Dijk; (1997); Reisigl & Wodak (2001); Hart (2010).  

 Political discourse analysts tend to concentrate on the general strategic 

functions of political discourse. Chilton & Schaffner (1997) and Chilton (2004) argue 

that to carry out Political Discourse Analysis it is more feasible to start with a top-

down categorization of the strategic functions that the language of politics may be 

employed for, rather than making claims about “the strategic potential of certain 

linguistic expressions in general” (Chilton, 2004: 45). This can be done, Chilton & 

Schaffner (1997: 212) argue, by linking “political situations and the processes of 

discourse types and levels of discourse organization”. In their earlier work, Chilton & 

Schaffner (ibid: 212–13) proposed four different strategic functions in political 

discourse namely: „coercion‟, „(de)legitimization‟, „dissimulation‟ and „resistance, 
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opposition and protest‟. Developing the original work of Chilton & Schaffner (1997), 

Chilton (2004: 45-7) identifies three strategic functions of political discourse; viz. 

coercion, (de)legitimization and (mis)representation, which is the outcome of merging 

the two functions of “dissimulation” and “resistance, opposition and protest”.  

 Coercion is the strategic function of political discourse that is covertly 

associated with power. It is the intentional use of power in order to influence the way 

others act to maintain one‟s interests and goals (Chilton, 2004: 47; Hart, 2010: 63). 

Wartenberg (1990: 96) defines coercion as the use of power that necessarily involves 

a restriction of others‟ environment of action as well as making threats in case of non-

compliance. Chilton asserts that coercion is not entirely discursive but rather 

dependent on the interlocutor‟s “resource and power” (Chilton, 2004: 45) or in 

Fairclough‟s (1989: 43) terms, “power behind discourse”. Yet, coercion can be 

discursively exercised via directive and declarative speech acts that are entitled by 

powerful roles and identities (Hart, 2010:64). Additionally, coercive use of power 

“can also be exercised through controlling others‟ use of language - that is, through 

various kinds and degrees of censorship and access control” (Chilton, 2004: 45). 

 Coercive power with the intention to maintain interests cannot be effectively 

exercised without a justification of some sort. This justification is linked to the actors‟ 

legitimization of self to maintain “the right to be obeyed” (Chilton, ibid: 46). 

Legitimization may be achieved by “arguments about voters‟ wants, general 

ideological principles, charismatic leadership projection, boasting about performance 

and positive self-presentation” (ibid). Delegitimization is the “essential counterpart” 

of legitimization by means of which the opponent is “presented negatively, and [its] 

techniques include the use of ideas of difference and boundaries, and speech acts of 

blaming, accusing, insulting, etc” (ibid). Emphasizing its relation to concepts of role 

and social identity, Cap (2008: 22) envisages legitimization as “linguistic enactment 

of the speaker‟s right to be obeyed” by appealing to the sources of power associated 

with a particular social role and a political position. Linking (de)legitimization with 

self and other presentation, van Dijk (1997:32) argues that in the argumentative 

activities in political or racial discourses, interlocutors employ two major strategies: 

viz. “positive self-presentation and negative other-presentation”. Legitimization is 

broadly defined as a justification strategy to naturalize power abuse and ideological 

biases. Martín Rojo & van Dijk (1997: 530) argue that all “justificatory discourses” 
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have legitimizing function, yet legitimization is at work only if power, authority or 

institutional settings are involved. Along the same line, Fairclough & Fairclough 

(2012:109) maintain that legitimization is a particular type of justification that is 

enacted in connection with the pursuit of power and characterized by “publicly shared 

and publically justifiable, and sometimes even highly formalized, codified, 

institutional system of beliefs, values and norms”.  

 Representation (as well as its counterpart, misrepresentation), on the other 

hand, refers to the political actors‟ tendentious construction of reality. Chilton 

(2004:46) asserts that representation and misrepresentation are related to the “control 

of information, which is by definition a matter of discourse control”. He identifies two 

types of information control; quantitative and qualitative. Quantitative control of 

information refers to the amount of information (usually an inadequate amount), 

whereas “qualitative misrepresentation is simply lying, in its most extreme 

manifestation, but includes various kinds of omissions, verbal evasion and denial” 

(ibid). In this sense, (mis)representation, according to Chilton, can be achieved 

outside or inside the immediate discourse practices of the interlocutors. On the one 

hand, (mis)representation is a matter of power behind discourse (Fairclough, 1989), 

which involves the struggle for the access to public discourse and the control over it. 

On the other hand, however, (mis)representation is a matter of power in discourse 

(ibid), which is concerned about the quality of the interlocutors‟ discursive practices 

in interaction.  

 In practice, coercion, (de)legitimization and (mis)representation are 

intrinsically interconnected. Both Chilton (2004: 47) and Hart (2010: 10) point out 

that representation creates a worldview that aims to secure the control of the action, 

i.e. coercion, but coercion cannot be successfully brought into action unless the 

represented worldview is justified by legitimization. The relation among the three 

main discursive strategies seems to be largely mediated by the interlocutor‟s role or 

identity in the interaction. Coercion cannot be exercised unless the political actor 

enacts a certain role or identity, therefore a particular representation of the actor 

image who exercises coercion, i.e. his/her identity, needs to be legitimized. 

Furthermore, (de)legitimizing a representation of reality often aims to maximize the 

positive attributes of self and the negative attributes of others, and alternatively 

minimize the negative attributes of self and positive attributes of others. 
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 Although the relation among the three strategies is not envisaged in 

hierarchical terms by Chilton (2004), Hart (2010:7) explicitly contends that coercion 

is the macro-level strategy to which both (de)legitimization and (mis)representation 

contribute. Since coercion is “not purely linguistic” (Chilton, 2004:45), it is 

(de)legitimization that seems to operationalize both coercion and (mis)representation. 

This is because (de)legitimization justifies/undermines the preferable representations 

of reality, whose aim is to maintain one‟s access to power and to secure one‟s 

capability to control others‟ actions, i.e. Coercion. It is, then, (de)legitimization, rather 

than coercion, that should be conceived of as a macro discursive goal. Chovanec 

(2010:62) rightly argues that legitimization and delegitimization are the overarching 

goals of political discourse at “the macro-level, which are achieved through the use of 

several broad discursive strategies, realized by particular textual forms and structures 

as manifestations of the micro-level of discourse”.  

 

2.5 (De)legitimization patterns in mediatized political discourse 

The justificatory function of (de)legitimization often focuses on different aspects of 

the political context; it can either be actor-oriented, e.g. election campaigns, or action-

oriented, e.g. declarations of war and announcements of strategic plans. In fact, both 

actor and action-oriented (de)legitimization are used simultaneously but they may 

differ in terms of their hierarchical importance, which is based on the genre 

expectations and the (de)legitimizers‟ political goals.  Implicitly alluding to the two 

possible orientations of (de)legitimization, Hart (2014: 7) argues that legitimization 

should be envisaged as a macro-function through which interlocutors “seek social 

approval of the Self‟, self here is conceptualized either as the individual interlocutor 

or a social group or an institution the interlocutors are identified with, or 

“accreditation for social actions”.  

 The justificatory function of (de)legitimization has often been conceptualized 

as a macro discursive goal and explored in highly formalized textual formats of 

political discourse, mostly written texts and speeches, which are produced in 

monologic genres (e.g. Martín Rojo & van Dijk, 1997; Cap, 2010; Reyes, 2011; 

Sowin´ska & Dubrovskaya, 2012). However, in multi-party and dynamic political 

interactions, especially the ones produced in the social media, justifications of 

political actions or access to power and authority, and making claims about the public 
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images of self and others are typical micro interactional practices, whose aim is to 

voice political opinions or to express (dis)agreements in these debate-like interactions. 

In these multi-party and dynamic political interactions, it is, then, feasible to conceive 

of (de)legitimization as a micro argumentative practice that aims to 

promote/undermine certain interpretations of reality by justifying the public claims 

about self image, the capacity in which a course of action performed, or the course of 

action taken.  

 In the conflictive multi-party debate-like interactions, including the ones under 

scrutiny in this thesis, the interlocutors tend to recontextualize certain political actions 

and actors and present them in accordance with their political goals and ideological 

biases as part of their competition to legitimize their political convictions and 

delegitimize those of their opponents. Recontextualization, as it is used here, refers to 

the process of transforming meaning from its original context to acquire different 

meaning in a new one (Linell, 1998:144). Recontextualization makes the elements of 

the social practices recontextualized i.e. the roles and identities of the actors 

concerned, the performance styles of the actions involved, timings and settings (van 

Leeuwen, 2008: vii), “pass through the filter of the practices in which they are 

inserted” (ibid: 12). In practice, the transformed meaning may involve “actual 

wordings, explicitly expressed meanings, or something only implicit or implied in the 

original text or genre” (Linell, 1998: 148). 

 Investigating (de)legitimization in terms of the action and actors 

recontextualized is compatible with KhosraviNik‟s (2010: 63) heuristic for analyzing 

what actors, actions and arguments are actually found in the text and how they are 

represented when investigating discourses on social and cultural categorization. This 

means that the working definition of legitimization in this thesis will be: the 

argumentative practice by means of which the interlocutors‟ oppositional 

interpretations of political contexts are justified and through which their pursuit of 

power and domination in the mediatized political discourse is acted out. The 

justification function of the (de)legitimization process can be achieved by 

recontextualizing particular political actions to characterize them as legitimate and 

justified in accordance with the interlocutors‟ political goals, and/or by 

recontextualizing particular political actors to characterize them as legitimate 
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claimants of power in accordance with the interlocutors‟ ideological preferences. 

Delegitimization is the counterpart of legitimization.  

 (De)legitimization is not associated with specific linguistic acts; it is rather a 

sociopolitical act that may take different realizations (Martín Rojo & van Dijk, 

1997:527-8). The discursive realizations of legitimization involve different levels of 

linguistic description (Mackay, 2015:328). Therefore, it seems more viable to focus 

on the “typical content-related argument schemes” or topoi (Reisigl and Wodak 

2001:75), and how they may be realized linguistically in different contexts rather than 

concentrating on the linguistic realizations of (de)legitimization and their descriptions 

in general. Drawing on several argumentation theoretical traditions, Reisigl (2014: 77) 

argues that in discourse analysis, topoi reveal more about the specific features of the 

discourses in which they are used (subject positions, ideological biases, justification 

strategies, and controversial claims, etc.) than their purely formal characters. Topoi 

are very important in political discourse because they facilitate the transition from the 

arguments to preferred conclusions (Reisigl and Wodak, 2001: 74–75). Although 

these topoi are not necessarily fallacious, they are frequently used fallaciously in 

political discourse. Wodak and Reisigl (ibid: 75) explicitly warn of this ambivalent 

nature indicating that it is not possible to make a clear-cut distinction “between more 

or less plausible argumentation and fallacies”, especially where tendentious 

predications are made as parts of these topoi. This is because these tendentious 

predications often restrict the pragmatic context making particular preferred 

presupposition more cognitively relevant to the recipients (Maillat & Oswald, 2011: 

74-5), and, thus, more likely to evade their logico-rhetorical modules (Sperber, 2000). 

 Broadly speaking, there seem to be two general academic trends as to how to 

explore the discursive (de)legitimization patterns, i.e. topoi. The first trend focuses on 

the social categorization of the actors involved, i.e. the representation of self or in-

group, on the one hand, vs. the representation of other or out-group, on the other (e.g. 

Martín Rojo & van Dijk, 1997; Reisigl & Wodak, 2001; Chovanec, 2010; Sowin´ska 

& Dubrovskaya, 2012). The second trend, however, is more action-oriented viewing 

(de)legitimization as an argumentative process that is based on the rationalization and 

justification of political actions (e.g. van Leeuwen, 2007; Reyes, 2011). It is important 

to note here that the distinction between these two trends is not stated explicitly, but is 
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rather implied by the (de)legitimization patterns and strategies described in the 

framework proposed by each researcher.  

 Concentrating on actor representation, Martín Rojo & van Dijk (1997: 534-41) 

identify multiple linguistic evidences at different levels of analysis, i.e. semantic, 

pragmatic and rhetorical, to demonstrate how the social categorization of actors, in 

terms of positive self presentation and negative other presentation, may have a 

justificatory function. Along the same line, Chovanec (2010), and Sowin´ska & 

Dubrovskaya (2012) interrogate the discursive inclusion and exclusion of actors in 

political discourses to highlight their (de)legitimizing nature. Both Chovanec 

(2010:62) and Sowin´ska & Dubrovskaya (2012: 450) assert that social categorization 

is cognitively associated with the positive qualities of in-group and the negative 

qualities of out-group. It is this cognitive association, which is quintessentially 

ideological, that creates the justificatory function of (de)legitimization (van Dijk, 

1998:255).  

 Alternatively, viewing legitimization as an action-oriented process, van 

Leeuwen (2007:92) develops a well articulated typology for various legitimization 

patterns arguing that legitimization include four different categories: authorization, 

moral evaluation, rationalization and mythopoesis. He conceives of authorization as a 

legitimizing process achieved by invoking the concept of power and authority, 

whether traditional, social, institutional or legal. Moral evaluation is defined as 

legitimizing assessment of actions “by reference to a value system” (ibid). 

Rationalization, on the other hand, refers to the justification of claims, actions and 

goals by highlighting their cognitive validity or expediency. Finally, mythopoesis can 

be defined as a legitimization process that is communicated through “narratives 

whose outcomes reward legitimate actions and punish non-legitimate actions” (ibid). 

 Employing insights from both actor and action-oriented perspectives, Reyes 

(2011) develops a typology to account for (de)legitimization in US presidents‟ 

speeches.  He (2011: 781) states that (de)legitimization can be discursively achieved 

through (1) appeal to emotions (particularly fear), (2) presenting a hypothetical future, 

(3) rationalization, (4) voices of expertise and (5) altruism. He (ibid: 785) argues that 

(de)legitimization by appealing to emotion aims to skew the interlocutors‟ opinion 

regarding the topic in question. This can be achieved by representing out-group 

members negatively. He (ibid: 786) maintains that (de)legitimization by hypothetical 
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future is justifying the interlocutor‟s (mis)use of his authority to take an action that 

protects his/her group from expected detrimental force or action. This can be 

discursively presented in various ways including proximization, which is defined by 

Cap (2010: 119) as a “strategy that relies upon the speaker‟s ability to present events 

on the discourse stage as directly affecting the addressee, usually in a negative or a 

threatening way”. Reyes‟s second legitimization strategy, i.e. presenting a 

hypothetical future, is included in van Leeuwen‟s (2007: 104) theoretical 

rationalization that takes the form of prediction. Similar to Reyes‟s hypothetical 

future, prediction according to van Leeuwen (ibid), requires an actor with a particular 

social position to take protective measures. Moreover, Reyes‟s conceptualization of 

rationalization is similar to that of instrumental rationalization proposed by van 

Leeuwen (2007), because it only includes instrumentality, which needs to be 

conceptualized as a modus operandi (Reyes, 2011: 786). The fourth (de)legitimization 

strategy identified by Reyes, i.e. voices of expertise, is similar to van Leeuwen‟s 

(2007) authorization in terms of expertise. The last strategy identified by Reyes is 

altruism, which he defines in terms of the positive representation of self (2011: 787).  

 Taking the typologies developed by van Leeuwen (2007) and Reyes (2011) as 

points of departure, the major (de)legitimization topoi can be summarized in Table 2.1 

below.  

 

No. Legitimization Delegitimization Orientation 

1 Rationalization Irrationalization 

Action-oriented 

2 
Positive evaluation of 

action 

Negative evaluation of 

action 

3 Authorization Deauthorization 

Actor-oriented 

4 
Positive representation of 

self 

Negative representation of 

other 

Table 2.1 Patterns of (De)legitimization  

 

 In polarized political situations, (de)legitimization always comes in binary 

opposition, because legitimizing a political action or actor implicitly entails the 

delegitimizing the opposing ones, and vice versa. Interlocutors involved in political 
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interactions would be expected to legitimize their own or their in-group members‟ 

images as authorized, trustworthy, amiable, popular and the like, and/or their own or 

their in-group members‟ actions as legitimate, justified, legal, rational, expedient, 

beneficial and the like. Conversely, they would delegitimize their opponents‟ image 

as unauthorized, not trustworthy, and unpopular, or their actions as illegitimate, 

unjustified, illegal, outrageous and so on. Interlocutors often use action-oriented 

(de)legitimization to justify specific political actions; therefore action-oriented topoi 

tend to be short-ranged in nature focusing on the specific context in which the actions 

(de)legitimized take place. Alternatively, Interlocutors often use actor-oriented 

(de)legitimization to support the ideological biases about self and others, hence actor-

oriented topoi tend to have a “panoramic” sociopolitical focus (cf. micro and macro 

legitimation in KhosraviNik, 2015). It is necessary to note that both action and actor-

oriented (de)legitimization can be employed simultaneously in order to reinforce 

rhetorical effect.  

 

2.6 (De)legitimization topoi in Iraqi political discourse  

In this thesis, (de)legitimization will be examined in the relatively under-investigated 

Iraqi political discourse in multi-party political interactions produced in mainstream 

and social media in order to capture the dynamics of power and interlocutors‟ uptakes 

of each other‟s discursive behaviors at the micro-level of analysis and practices (see 

4.2.1 below). Based on an in-depth survey of the data and the empirical evidence from 

my qualitative analysis (also see Al-Tahmazi, 2015), the major topoi summarized in 

table 2.1 above can be further explicated and correlated with further sub-

argumentative structures and discursive means of realizations. The empirical evidence 

indicates that the (de)legitimization topoi found in any political Discourse can be 

motivated by the context of culture, to use Malinowski‟s (1966 [1923]) term, more 

than any other contextual factors as will be shown below. In this sense, expanding on 

the (de)legitimization topoi identified by other researchers, predominantly in western 

discourses, will situate the (de)legitimization topoi found in my data in their social 

and cultural contexts, i.e. Iraqi political Discourse, and highlight the cultural diversity 

of human discourses and the ways these discourses can be approached and analyzed 

from culturally sensitive, but globally minded, perspectives (Shi-Xu, 2015).  
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 To start with, (ir)rationalization is an action-oriented (de)legitimization topos; 

it can be realized in two different ways: explanation and highlighting effectiveness. 

On the one hand, (ir)rationalization by means of explanation is related to the cognitive 

validity of the actions targeted by the process of (de)legitimization (van Leeuwen, 

2007:92). In (ir)rationliaztion, the reasons that are ostensibly provided in support of a 

action intended to be (ir)rationalized are not necessarily the same reasons that support 

the action from the viewpoint of the (de)legitimizer (Fairclough &  Fairclough, 2012: 

96).  This explains how (ir)rationalization can function as a manipulative technique. 

Rationalization by means of explanation takes the form of providing supporting 

evidence to present the political action as valid and reasonable. Conversely, 

Irrationalization by means of explanation highlights the (perceived) inconsistencies in 

a particular political action to present it as cognitively invalid and incompatible with 

the interlocutors‟ needs. (Ir)rationalization by means of explanation is subsumed 

under van Leeuwen‟s theoretical (ir)rationalization, which he defines as presenting 

the action‟s (in)compatibility with truth (2007:103).  

 On the other hand, (ir)rationalization by means of effectiveness focuses on the 

outcome, usefulness and expediency of the political actions targeted by the process of 

(de)legitimization. It is, as such, epistemologically pragmatic in nature. This sub-type 

of (ir)rationalization is subsumed under van Leeuwen‟s  (2007) instrumental 

(ir)rationalization, which defines the validity of the action in terms of efficiency, 

purposefulness and effectiveness (Reyes, 2011: 799). Rationalization by means of 

effectiveness is related to how expedient the political action targeted by 

rationalization is or how beneficial its consequences are for the general public in order 

to reinforce its validity. Alternatively, Irrationalization on by means of effectiveness 

is used to warn the intended addressee(s) of the inexpediency of the political action 

and its detrimental consequences, i.e. topoi of danger (Hart. 2010: 82). This can be 

discursively achieved by means of proximization to present the intended action as 

directly affecting the addressees in a negative way (Cap, 2010: 119). 

 Secondly, political actions can be (de)legitimized by means of legal or moral 

evaluation (van Leeuwen, 2007:97). This is done by appealing to the legal sets of 

values or the moral order. (De)legitimization that takes the form of evaluation may 

refer implicitly or explicitly to other actions to hold a comparison that aims to present 

the intended action as more/less legitimate than others. (De)legitimization by moral 
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evaluation presents the political action as (im)moral or good/bad. Moreover, 

(de)legitimization by legal evaluations presents the political action as (il)legal or 

(un)constitutional. In certain cases, the borderline between what is legal and moral 

may become very blurred in certain political situations. For instance a human rights-

related issue seems to be both a moral and a legal issue.  

 The key difference between the two main action-oriented (de)legitimization 

topoi, i.e. (ir)rationalization and positive/negative  action evaluation, can be better 

envisaged by using Chilton‟s (2004:117) distinction between epistemic and deontic 

(de)legitimization. (Ir)rationalization falls within epistemic (de)legitimization, which 

refers to the claim to have better understanding, recognition or knowledge of the real 

facts. Positive/negative action evaluation, however, falls within deontic 

(de)legitimization, which is concerned with the interlocutor‟s claims to be right in a 

moral sense. Figure 2.1 shown below lists the action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1 Action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi 

 

The third (de)legitimization topos is (de)authorization. (De)authorization is 

predominantly actor-oriented; it can be operationalized by reference to authority and 

powerful positions. (De)authorization explicitly aims to strengthen/weaken the power 

of the political actors targeted by presenting them as (un)fit to hold the power 
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positions they claim for themselves. Both van Leeuwen (2007) and Reyes (2011) 

identify the topos of authorization through the voices of expertise as an important 

legitimization technique in political discourse. In political discourse, claims of 

popularity and reference to (electoral) representativeness can also be an empowering 

technique (see example 1 in 6.1 below). Characteristically in the ethno-sectarian 

discourses, claims of majority and minority can function as ethno-sectarian 

(de)authorization. Claims of majority are used to present in-group as a legitimate 

claimant of authority or powerful positions (see example 16 in 7.3 below). In contrast, 

claims of minority are used to present out-group as an illegitimate claimant of 

authority or powerful positions (see example 21 in 7.4 below). Ethno-sectarian 

(de)authorization can be considered a defining feature of the Iraqi political discourses 

that are produced in the mainstream and social media. Therefore, the power sources 

based on which political actors can be (de)authorized include: expertise, popularity, 

and representativeness and claims of majority/minority.  

 The last (de)legitimization topos is positive/negative actor representation. 

Political actors can be legitimized by presenting them positively, and delegitimized by 

presenting them negatively. Political actors can be presented as individuals or as 

groups; as one might expect self or in-group members are evaluated positively, 

whereas others and out-group members will be represented negatively (Reyes, 2011: 

785). Van Dijk (1998:267) uses the term “ideological square” to refer to the cognitive 

tendency in political discourses to maximize positive attributes of self and minimize 

negative attributes of self, and to minimize positive attributes of other and maximize 

negative attributes of other. The ideological square highlights the interlocutors‟ 

egocentric and exclusionary nature in political discourse. Positive representation of 

political actors can be done in different ways. Political actors can be presented as 

altruistic or attentive to public needs, and by means of inclusion (Reyes, 2011: 787). 

Political actors can also be legitimized by presenting them positively through 

comparisons with a negative role model, positive difference (Reisigl, 2014: 88), to 

highlight the contrast between the positive aspects of the legitimized actor and the 

negative aspects of the negative role model. Victimization is another way to achieve 

legitimization; it highlights in-group (perceived) grievances representing in-group as 

victimized by out-group and, as such, as entitled to more power (See example 4 in 

5.1, example 5 in 6.1 and example 3 in 7.1 below). Conversely, negative 
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representation of political actors can be done in different ways. They can be presented 

as egocentric or selfish and careless about the public needs, or by means of exclusion. 

Political actors can also be presented negatively by making comparisons with a 

positive role model to highlight negative difference. Criminalization is another topos 

of delegitimization; it is used to represent out-groups as violating or impinging on in-

groups‟ rights (see example 3 in 6.1 and example 4 in 7.1 below). The use of 

victimization and criminalization in political discourses that are primarily ethno-

sectarian in nature seems to be mainly motivated by the sentiments of 

disenfranchisement and victimhood that permeate all Iraqi ethno-sectarian 

communities. Figure 2.2 shown below lists the actor-oriented (de)legitimization topoi. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2 Actor-oriented (de)legitimization topoi 
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 As shown above, the (de)legitimization topoi can be classified into two broad 

categories, namely: collective and individualistic topoi based on the multitude of 

targets of the (de)legitimization process. The former (de)legitimize groups and 

communities in their entirety, whereas the latter (de)legitimize individuals, typically 

politicians. Collective (de)legitimization topoi include victimization, criminalization 

and claims of majority or minority. Individualistic (de)legitimization topoi involve the 

remaining actor-oriented topoi and all the action-oriented ones. Individualistic 

(de)legitimization topoi are always political in essence; they target specific political 

actors based on their political performance. In theory at least, they aim to persuade 

most of the Iraqi people about certain political claims regardless of their ethno-

sectarian affiliations. Nevertheless, collective (de)legitimization is always ethno-

sectarian in nature; they are frequently addressed to an intended audience, i.e. the in-

group members, for out-group members do not tend to accept the arguments that are 

based on delegitimizing their ethno-sectarian community.  

 To capture how these topoi actually function, it is necessary to analyze how 

the (de)legitimized actors and actions are discursively represented in a linguistically 

grounded way. Within the critical discourse analytical tradition, van Leeuwen (2008 

[1996]) developed a socio-semantic set of discourse-analytical concepts to describe 

how social actors and social actions might be represented in discourse. These 

analytical concepts are motivated by sociological rather than linguistic categories, 

although van Leeuwen (ibid: 33) indicates that there is a degree of overlap between 

the two. In a similar vein, Reisigl and Wodak (2001: 44) identify discursive 

representational strategies; these include different referential and nomination choices 

to refer to the (de)legitimized political actions and actors, and different predicative 

construction to assign quality to them or to characterize and evaluate them. 

Admittedly, there is not a straightforward relation between these representational 

choices, on the one hand, and their social meaning at the macro-level, on the other. 

The relation between the two is mediated by indexicality, which refers to the implicit 

correlation between linguistic choices and their conventionalized context of use 

(Ochs, 1996:411). Therefore, (de)legitimization will be analyzed in terms of the topoi 

identified above, the linguistic representations of the actors and actions involved (van 

Leeuwen, 2008 [1996]), and how they are predicated and characterized in the 

discourse (Reisigl and Wodak, 2001). 
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2.7 Summary 

The aim of this chapter was to lay out the theoretical framework to be used in 

analyzing the production of the conflict for power in mediatized political discourse. 

Focusing on how political discourse could be conceptualized in accordance with the 

aims of the thesis, the chapter explore the interrelation between power and discourse, 

foregrounding the strategic functions of political discourse that serve the political 

actors‟ pursuit of legitimacy and power in ways that naturalize ideological biases. The 

chapter examined how the conflict for power can be constructed and manifested by 

means of (de)legitimization, exploring the concept of (de)legitimization and its 

possible patterns. Finally, it distinguished the various topoi of (de)legitimization some 

of them seem to be characteristic of Iraqi political Discourse. These (de)legitimization 

topoi could be categorized in two different respects: argumentative orientation and 

multitude of targets. In terms of the argumentative orientation, the (de)legitimization 

topoi were either actor-oriented or action-oriented. Actor-oriented (de)legitimization 

topoi tend to support the long-rooted ideological biases about self and others and, 

therefore, have a panoramic focus on the sociopolitical conflicts in Iraq. Alternatively, 

action-oriented (de)legitimization tend to be short-ranged in nature focusing on the 

specific contexts in which the political actions (de)legitimized took place. In terms of 

multitude of targets, the (de)legitimization topoi were either individualistic or 

collective in nature, where individualistic topoi typically target individual politicians, 

while collective topoi (de)legitimize communities in their entirety. 
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Chapter Three 

Evaluating the Discursive Conflict for Power: rapport management and 

impoliteness in mediatized political discourse 

 

3. Introduction 

This chapter explores the possibility of employing insights from rapport and 

impoliteness studies to examine how interlocutors affectively perceive and morally 

evaluate the use of different (de)legitimization topoi in the political discourse 

produced in the media. In doing so, the chapter ultimately aims to develop an 

approach that helps pinpoint the interactional, social and moral implications of the 

conflict for power in the Iraqi mediatized political discourse. Section 3.1 demonstrates 

how (de)legitimization can function as a multi-layered positioning process that is 

intimately interrelated to the relational aspects of communication and the indexing of 

sociopolitical identities in mediatized political discourse. Section 3.2 investigates the 

concept of rapport and how the affective and attitudinal aspects of communication can 

be accounted for by means of positioning analysis. Section 3.3 presents the state-of-

the-art in (im)politeness studies and explores the interplay between (de)legitimization 

and (im)politeness in order to highlight how the interlocutors‟ discursive practices in 

political discourse affect and effect the moral and social orders. Finally, in section 4.4 

I introduce my conceptualization to account for how the conflict for power in the 

mediatized political discourse can be affectively perceived and morally evaluated in 

terms of impoliteness.  

 

3.1 (De)legitimization as a positioning process 

Critical discourse analysts assert that the use of language is never politically neutral. 

(De)legitimizing, as the use of language to represent particular political actions or 

actors in a tendentious way, is an inevitably positioning process (Davies & Harré, 

1990), through which the (de)legitimizer aligns him/herself with a particular 

interpretation of reality. In the multi-participant interactions investigated in this thesis, 

however, the use of (de)legitimization topoi also positions the interlocutors‟ in 

relation to each other based on the sociopolitical stances they attempt to 

communicate. The distinction between these two types of positioning is based on the 
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contrast between two spatiotemporal levels in the interaction; namely the there-and-

then moment in which the (de)legitimized actions took place and from which they 

were recontextualized, and the now-and-here moment in which the interlocutors are 

interacting with each other.  

 Davies & Harré (1990: 48) define positioning as a “discursive process 

whereby selves are located in conversations as observably and subjectively coherent 

participants in jointly produced story lines” (Davies & Harré, 1990: 48).  Bamberg 

(1997) develops Davies & Harré‟s, theory proposing a framework to account for 

positioning as a multi-tiered interactional process. Bamberg‟s framework (1997) can 

account meticulously for the two levels of positioning in (de)legitimization, but more 

importantly it attends to a third level of positioning that focuses on the interlocutors‟ 

indexing of their sociopolitical identities and elucidates how these identities can be 

linked to the broader macro-level social order (De Fina, 2013: 40). Bamberg (1997: 

337-8) conceives of positioning as a discursive process that takes place at three 

different levels of analysis. 

1. Positioning level 1 is concerned with the ways characters, their actions 

and evaluations are positioned in relation to each other in the reported event. 

2. Positioning level 2 deals with the ways interlocutors position 

themselves to each other. 

3. Positioning level 3 is related to the ways interlocutors “position 

themselves to themselves”. That is, how they want to be understood beyond 

the dominant discourses that frame the interaction.  

  

Drawing on Bamberg‟s positioning analysis, (de)legitimization can be analyzed at 

three levels, each of which has different analytical focus. At the first level of 

positioning, the analysis concentrates on how the (de)legitimized actions and actors 

are recontextualized from the there-and-then moment of the reported event and 

(re)characterized in the here-and-now moment of the interaction (see also De Fina and 

Georgakopoulou, 2012: 163, De Fina 2013:53), with a special emphasis on the lexico-

grammatical representations of these actors and actions. At the second level of 

positioning, the analysis is concerned with the interlocutors‟ alignments with each 

other when (de)legitimizing particular worldviews; this means that the analytical foci 

of this level are the different relational facets of interaction. Finally, at the third level 



45 

 

of positioning, the analysis deals with how the interlocutors act out their sociopolitical 

identities and how these identities are indexed. In fact, the last level of positioning 

analysis cannot be perceived as an utterly separate level of analysis; it rather 

represents a summation of the first two levels, with special focus on the interlocutors‟ 

practices that are indexical of their sociopolitical identities.    

 Analyzing (de)legitimization as a multi-layered positioning process brings 

closer the macro analytical techniques that focus on sociopolitical aspects of discourse 

and the micro analytical techniques that deal with interactional and attitudinal aspects 

of communication. This is because positioning analysis as Bamberg et al. (2011:182) 

argue, can account for the connection between “the in situ and in vivo interactive 

practices and wider cultural sense-making strategies”. Bridging such a methodological 

gap facilitates the cross fertilization between two disciplines, often perceived as 

unrelated, viz Political Discourse Analysis and rapport and impoliteness studies. This 

cross fertilization makes it analytically possible to trace the affective and moral 

implications of the different (de)legitimization topoi used in the multi-participant, 

debate-like, political interactions instantiated in the mainstream and social media.  

 

3.2 Rapport management in mediatized political discourse 

The relational aspects of communication have long been described as an essential part 

of any communication process. Brown and Yule (1983) argue that the use of language 

has a fundamental interactional function. More recently, there has been an 

unprecedented interest in investigating the relational aspects of communication across 

various sub-disciplines of linguistics including sociolinguistics, Pragmatics and 

(im)politeness studies (see Spencer-Oatey, 2011; and Haugh et al., 2013).  This 

interest is motivated by the fact that “human relationships are a primary locus of 

social organization” (Enfield, 2009: 60). Exploring the relational aspects of 

communication makes the connection between the interlocutors‟ discursive practices 

at the micro-level of the interaction and their social meaning at the macro-level 

clearer and more meaningful. This is because these discursive practices display how 

the interlocutors situate themselves within a network of subject positions (Davies & 

Harré, 1999: 35). More importantly, the emotive and evaluative dimensions of 

relations are of special significance in explaining how discourses are shaped by the 

social and moral orders.   



46 

 

 In (im)politeness studies, different terms are used to refer to the relational 

aspects of interactions, including „relational work‟ (Locher & Watts, 2005, 2008), 

„relating‟ (Arundale, 2010), „relational practice‟ (Holmes & Marra, 2004; and Holmes 

& Schnurr, 2005) and „rapport management‟ (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, 2005).   Broadly 

speaking, these different terms seem to overlap with each other but slightly differ in 

foregrounding different aspects of relationality (Spencer-Oatey, 2011: 3565-6). 

Highlighting interlocutors‟ discursive efforts in negotiating their relations with others, 

Locher and Watts (2008:96)  define relational work as “all aspects of the work 

invested by individuals in the construction, maintenance, reproduction and 

transformation of interpersonal relationships among those engaged in social 

practice‟‟. Alternatively, Arundale‟s „relating‟ underscores the dynamic and conjoint 

construction of relations; he (2010: 138) conceives of relating as “the establishing and 

maintaining connection between two otherwise separate individuals, …. index(ing) 

phenomena that arise in linguistic and extralinguistic interaction between at least to 

individuals, the minimum unit of analysis  being the dyad, rather than the individual 

person”. Anchored in the analysis of workplace contexts, „relational practice‟ is 

envisaged as a means to lubricate the social wheels through supportive and/or 

deference oriented discursive practices in order to “advance the primary objectives of 

the workplace” (Holmes & Schnurr, 2005:125). Foregrounding the affective and 

evaluative dimensions of relations, Spencer-Oatey and Franklin (2009a: 102) define 

rapport as “people‟s subjective perceptions of (dis)harmony, smoothness-turbulence 

and warmth-antagonism in interpersonal relations”.  

 The term „rapport‟ seems to be more suitable for the purpose of this study, 

firstly because it helps link the interlocutors‟ discursive practices with their 

perceptions of and attitudes towards the negotiation of power and the construction of 

social relations that take place in interaction. Secondly, rapport, as argued by Spencer-

Oatey (2005:96), is based on three factors; interactional wants, behavioral 

expectations, and face sensitivities, which makes rapport management theory able to 

account for both relational work and identity work, i.e. the second and the third levels 

of positioning analysis respectively. Drawing insights from rapport management 

theory, it is, then, possible to develop an analytical framework to investigate how the 

discursive construction of power in political discourse can be attitudinally reacted to 

and morally or normatively evaluated in interaction. This analytical framework can 
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ultimately interrogate the social and moral underpinnings of the Iraqi mediatized 

political discourse.     

 Spencer-Oatey and Franklin (2009:112) indicate that interactional wants, 

encompass interlocutors‟ goals in the interaction, which can be transactional, 

relational or both. Behavioral expectations, on the other hand, are developed, 

Spencer-Oatey (2008: 15) argues, in relation to the interlocutors‟ “perceived sociality 

rights and obligations”; when these are not satisfied, rapport may be affected. 

Behavioral expectations can be motivated by social norms, conventions, principles 

and agreements that are associated with the situation in question (Spencer-Oatey and 

Franklin, 2009:111). Finally, face sensitivity refers to the aspects of self that have 

significant emotional value to interlocutors (Spencer-Oatey, 2005:104). Spencer-

Oatey (2009: 141) views face as an inherently relational entity that is related to the 

positive attributes of self that an interlocutor claims for her- or himself and expects 

others to ratify, and the negative attributes of self s/he neither claims nor expects 

others to ascribe to him/her in particular context. The relationality of face presupposes 

that both self face and others‟ faces are involved and should be attended to in 

interaction (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 66). Face comprises personal, relational and 

collective attributes of self that are associated with self-esteem, reputation, prestige, 

dignity, honor, and competence (Spencer-Oatey, 2008: 14; Culpeper, 2011: 24).  

 Spencer-Oatey‟s (2007, 2008, 2009a, 2009b) rapport management theory 

brings the concepts of face and identity closer than ever before. In fact, the relation 

between face and identity is originally alluded to in Goffman‟s (1967:5) definition of 

face, which he defines as “the positive social value a person effectively claims for 

himself [sic] by the lines others assume he [sic] has taken during a particular contact”.  

In the same vein, Brown and Levinson (1987: 61) defines face as an “emotionally 

invested” public self image interlocutors claim for themselves in interaction; this 

public image “can be lost, maintained, or enhanced and must be constantly attended to 

in interaction”. More recently, face and identity have been increasingly viewed as 

intimately associated concepts by several scholars (Locher, 2008; Ruhi, 2009, 2010; 

Culpeper, 2011; Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2013; Joseph 2013). Locher (2008: 533) 

envisages relational work as an inclusive term that comprises rapport management, 

identity work and facework, arguing that relational work refers to the process of 

negotiating relations, whose product is face or identity. Culpeper (2011:25), on the 
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other hand, underscores the connectedness between face and identity asserting that 

face includes “all that the self identifies with”. He (ibid: 26) conceptualizes “the self 

as a schema consisting of layers of components varying in emotional importance with 

the most highly charged closest to the centre, and this is thus where potentially the 

most face-sensitive components lie”.  

 However, other scholars (including Arundale, 2009, 2010, Haugh 2009, 2012, 

O‟Driscoll, 2012) argue against conceptualizing face in terms of self concept or 

identity. Rejecting Goffman‟s original conceptualization of face, Arundale (2010) 

envisages face as an essentially social phenomenon while “identity is a phenomenon 

conceptualized in terms of an individual system” (ibid: 2091). Along the same lines, 

O‟Driscoll (2011:21) conceives of face as a necessarily interactional phenomenon, 

while identity is not because it is, he adds, the more enduring image one holds about 

him/herself. Haugh (2012: 58) contends that conceptualizing face in terms of a 

“socially attributed aspect of self” conflates the concept of face with that of identity. 

This, consequently, results in, he (ibid) argues, “relationships themselves being 

neglected as an object of study in their own right in the analysis of interpersonal 

interactions”. 

 As convincingly argued by Garces-Conejos Blitvich (2013:5), characterizing 

face as being utterly different from identity contradicts the social constructivism 

which underlies most current approaches to identity. The main problem with the 

views that do not think of face and identity as intimately interrelated, Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich (ibid) argues, is that they still conceive of identity as predetermined 

construct, as originally theorized by essentialist approaches to identity, but identity is 

now commonly viewed by most identity scholars as a social phenomenon constructed 

interactionally (Benwell and Stokoe, 2006: 4). Furthermore, identity, as often argued 

by identity theorists, is not individualistic but rather socially negotiated and jointly 

constructed (Simon, 2004: 25), and as such is the responsibility of the interpreter as 

much as the responsibility of the constructor (Joseph, 2004:81), because it requires to 

be verified by others in situ (Burke & Stets, 2009: 68). Consequently, this makes the 

study of identity construction in discourse indispensible when investigating the 

attitudinal and moral aspect of relating, more specifically when dealing with face and 

(im)politeness. 
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 However, identity itself is a contested concept; it is conceptualized differently 

by different scholars. Some theorists think of identity as a fundamentally social 

phenomenon (cf. Stryker‟s Identity Theory, 1987; Labov, 1972), whereas others 

contend that it is best conceived of as a cognitive entity (cf. Markus‟s social cognition 

perspective, 1977; Tajfel and Turner‟s Social Identity Theory, 1986; and Turner et 

al.‟s Self-Categorization Theory, 1987).  Alluding to this controversy, Simon (2004) 

argues that the social and the cognitive aspects of identity are two sides of the same 

coin. He asserts that the discussion over how to conceptualize identity is “in fact only 

possible, on the basis of a shared appreciation of identity as a crucial social-cognitive 

mediator that enables people to comprehend and act in their social worlds as self-

conscious and motivated agents” (ibid: 42). Identity theorists have also contested the 

bases out of which identity can be constructed, relating identity to role, group or 

unique attributes of self. Bruke & Stets (2009:113) state that the concept of role is 

taken to be the fundamental basis of identity in sociologically informed identity 

theories, because it is envisaged as the main regulatory unit in any interaction. In 

cognitively informed identity theories, nevertheless, the group membership is 

perceived as the defining aspect of identity, because it revolves around the ways 

interlocutors perceive themselves  as members in particular social groups (ibid: 118). 

From a cognitive point of view, a further distinction can be made between an 

interlocutor‟s perception of his/herself as social agent belonging to a particular social 

group and as unique member in it. This distinction is instantiated by the difference 

between collective identity and personal identity. Personal identity is then defined in 

terms of how unique an individual is and how distinct s/he is from others (Simon, 

2004: 37; Bruke & Stets, 2009: 124). 

 It is not sufficient to emphasize the close relation between face and identity; it 

is even more important to elucidate the intricacies of this relation in a way that 

highlights the analytical difference and theoretical significance of each of these 

concepts when dealing with rapport in mediatized political discourse. Miller 

(2013:76) argues that “the processes by which face is managed and through which 

identities are constructed happen concurrently and are co-constitutive”, which makes 

the separation between face work and identity work difficult (Joseph, 2013: 51). Face 

and identity seem to differ in two respects. First, identity can be a private 

phenomenon, as a person can reflect about self and who s/he really is. In contrast, face 
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is always a public phenomenon relevant only in interaction. Secondly, unlike identity, 

face is always characterized by emotional attachment; it comprises the aspects of self 

that have emotional significance to interlocutors. Goffman (1967:6) asserts that “a 

person tends to experience an immediate emotional response to the face which a 

contact with others allows him; he cathects his face; his [sic] "feelings" become 

attached to it”. Similarly, Spencer-Oatey (2007: 644) argues that from a cognitive 

point of view, face and identity are both related to the multiple attributes of self, but 

face is exclusively related to the attributes that are “affectively sensitive to the 

claimant”.  

 Drawing on insights from social and cognitive perspectives in identity theory, 

Spencer-Oatey (2008:14) argues that face can be associated with personal identity, 

relational identity and collective identity.
5
 By the same token, Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich (2013) explores how face and identity may be interrelated and how face can 

be related to the multiple identities interlocutors may have in interaction. She argues 

(2013: 17) that “each of the multiplicity of agent/identity that coverage in an 

individual will have specific authenticity/self-worth/self-efficacy attributes associated 

with them, i.e., faces”. Interestingly, Spencer-Oatey and Garces-Conejos Blitvich‟s 

conceptualizations of face are compatible with the emic understanding of face within 

Iraqi culture, which emphasizes the positive image associated with the presentation of 

self. For instance, using the expressions May Allah whiten your face to praise 

someone or May Allah blacken your face to condemn him/her underscores the 

association between face on the one hand, and pride, honor and good reputation on the 

other (cf. Ruhi and Işık-Guler, 2007). Face can then be defined as the sentimentally 

sensitive aspects of self that are related to an interlocutor‟s honor, reputation, dignity 

and self worth (Spencer-Oatey, 2008: 14; Culpeper, 2011: 24; Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich, 2013: 17). These aspects of self can be associated with an interlocutor‟s 

personal, interactional or collective identities in interaction.  

 In this sense, face simultaneously functions as a regulative and constitutive 

force in interaction.  Face regulates how the interlocutors desire to be positioned 

                                                           
5
 I prefer to use the term interactional face rather than relational face because all types of face can have 

relational effect, and can, as such, affect how rapport is perceived. It seems more plausible to think of it 

as an interactional aspect associated with role relations in a given genre.  
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within networks of relations in a given interaction in a way that best serves 

interactional goals. Alluding to the regulative force of face in interaction, Goffman 

(1967:12) points out that the “maintenance of face is a condition of interaction, not its 

objective. To study face-saving is to study the traffic rules of social interaction”. In 

effect, interactional face, the sum of rights and obligations an interlocutor is entitled 

to by virtue of the role s/he enacts in a given genre, regulates his/her potential 

interactional moves.  Moreover, face is also constitutive of rapport in interaction as it 

underlies interlocutors‟ choices to manage a multiplicity of identities (De Fina et al., 

2006: 9) and therefore how interlocutors perceive their relation with each other in 

terms of “(dis)harmony, smoothness-turbulence and warmth-antagonism” (Spencer-

Oatey, 2009a:102).  

 Since face is associated with an identity projected, which is the agent‟s 

possession rather than the individual‟s (Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2013: 10, 17), 

rapport, therefore, is a flexible interactional construct that may change momentarily in 

the interaction.  In practice, interlocutors constantly re-evaluate their relations with 

each other as the interaction unfolds according to the emerging interactional needs. 

Attending to this fact, Spencer-Oatey (2008: 32) identifies four different rapport 

orientations that underlie interlocutors‟ perception of rapport, which are shown in 

Table 3.1 below. 

No. Rapport Orientation Characteristics 

1 
Rapport-Enhancement 

Orientation 

Interlocutors positioning themselves in relation to 

others in a way that enhances harmony in the 

interaction 

2 
Rapport-Maintenance 

Orientation 

Interlocutors positioning themselves in relation to 

others in a way that maintains harmony in the 

interaction 

3 
Rapport-Neglect 

Orientation 

Interlocutors positioning themselves in relation to 

others in a way that is indifferent to harmony in the 

interaction (the interlocutor‟s attention is focused on 

tasks, or s/he is more concerned about their own self-

image) 

4 
Rapport-Challenge 

Orientation 

Interlocutors positioning themselves in relation to 

others in a way that impairs harmony in the interaction 

Table 3.1 Rapport orientations adopted from Spencer-Oatey 2008 
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 However, investigating rapport in multi-participant and mediatized genres, 

like the ones in which political discourse is produced, necessitates a sophisticated 

analytical toolkit to allow for investigating the possibility of multiple rapport 

orientations triggered by a single discursive practice. Discursive practices may be 

perceived differently by different interlocutors. In intergroup interactions, for 

instance, a particular discursive practice can be interpreted as rapport enhancing by 

in-group members and as rapport challenge by out-group members. Broadly speaking, 

a rapport enhancing practice tends to be perceived positively and therefore polite. 

Conversely, a rapport challenging practice tends to be perceived negatively and 

therefore impolite. It seems that Fetzer‟s (2007: 1343) distinction between the first-

frame and second-frame participation is very useful when theorizing how rapport 

sensitive practices are evaluated in terms of (im)politeness in multi-participant and 

mediatized genres. The concept of first-frame participation refers to the interaction 

between the participants actively involved in the interaction, whereas the concept of 

second-frame participation refers to the passive role of the observing audience. 

Therefore, it is essential to take into consideration all the potential recipients at all 

participation footings in the given genre (Haugh, 2013) when investigating how 

rapport is perceived and how it may trigger evaluations of (im)politeness in 

mediatized political discourse.  

 

3.3 Impoliteness as an affective reaction and a moral evaluation 

Linguistic (im)politeness has been investigated in many different settings, including 

workplace contexts, intercultural encounters, interpersonal interactions and many 

others. The literature on these settings is rather abundant, encompassing dozens of 

journal articles, several special editions and edited volumes. Nevertheless, there is 

scant literature on the study of (im)politeness in political discourse; this noticeably 

includes Harris (2001) and Fracchiolla (2011). Other than relative lack of research 

conducted on (im)politeness in political discourse, there are several reasons that make 

the study of (im)politeness in mediatized political discourses a worthwhile endeavor. 

First of all, impoliteness analysis can account for how the conflict for power and 

legitimacy is received and evaluated in political interactions in order to cope with the 

shortcoming in Political Discourse Analysis that it often focuses on the production, 
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rather than the reception, of political texts. Furthermore, the study of (im)politeness 

unpacks the normative and moral underpinnings of the political discourses under 

investigation by examining how the interlocutors evaluate each‟ other‟s political and 

discursive practices in terms of (im)politeness. In practice, when interlocutors 

evaluate particular discursive or political practices as polite, impolite, rude and so on, 

they implicitly indicate that “their evaluations are not idiosyncratic”, but are rather 

based on normative and moral sets of values (Fukushima & Haugh, 2014: 165-166). 

  Traditionally, politeness is characterized as a set of rules followed to ensure 

good communication (Lakoff, 1973), a set of strategies for acting in a socially 

acceptable way (Brown and Levinson, 1987), or a regulative principle that maintains 

social equilibrium (Leech, 1983). More recently, and especially after Eelen‟s 

(2001:35) revolutionizing call to attend to the “evaluative moment” in real 

interactions when analyzing politeness and impoliteness, a notable shift has taken 

place. Scholars started to concentrate on how discursive practice may be evaluated in 

terms of (im)politeness; so (im)politeness was conceptualized as an evaluation (Watts, 

2003: 8), a perlocutionary effect (Terkourafi, 2008:56) or valenced attitudinal 

response towards a specific behavior (Culpeper, 2011: 23). This shift triggered a 

major change in (im)politeness scholarship, especially in discursive approaches to 

(im)politeness, which is characterized by prioritizing the participants‟ understandings 

of what may constitute (im)polite behavior, i.e. politeness1, rather than the technical 

conceptualization of the term within a proposed theoretical framework, i.e. 

politeness2 (Eelen, 2001:30 ff.). In fact, the study of (im)politeness has evolved out of 

the study of indirectness in pragmatics to develop a wide range focus that includes 

rapport, identity, and affective and relational aspects of communication.  

 This thesis takes an epistemologically pragmatic approach to (im)politeness, in 

which (im)politeness is conceptualized as a means to an end not as an end in itself, 

concentrating on the interlocutors‟ own understandings of what may constitute an 

(im)polite discursive practice and the basis on which such a practice is morally and 

normatively evaluated (Kádár and Haugh, 2013:181-205; Fukushima & Haugh, 2014: 

166). This conjures up the heated debate about the distinction between politeness1 

and politeness2. Building on the original distinction drawn by Watts et al. (1992) 

between first-order politeness and second-order politeness, Eelen (2001: 35) defines 

politeness1 in terms of “action-centredness”, which is fundamentally based on the 
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participants‟ understanding and evaluation in interaction. On the other hand, 

politeness2 represents “the scientific conceptualization of the social phenomenon of 

politeness in the form of a theory of politeness1” (ibid: 43). In her study of 

(im)politeness across time, Terkourafi (2011:161) finds that (im)politeness1 and 

(im)politeness2 had come from different conceptual origins and that each serves 

different social and epistemological purposes. However, Haugh (2012:122) refuses to 

equate the relation between (im)politeness1, and (im)politeness2 with that between  

emic and etic perspectives.  He (ibid: 122-128) identifies several epistemological and 

ontological limitations in this equation arguing that it is rather too simplistic. 

Attending to all participation footings, he (ibid: 126) asserts that side participants, 

bystanders and the like “constitute another important first-order locus of analysis”. 

Kádár & Haugh (2013: 84) refer to this category of interlocutors as 

“metaparticipants”.  

 (Im)politeness1 perspective can be made use of to explore the theoretical reach 

and empirical pertinence of employing interlocutors‟ evaluations of each other‟s 

discursive practices in terms of (im)politeness in analyzing the reception of the 

discursive conflict for power in political discourse. In the context of this thesis, the 

evaluations of (im)politeness are thought of as social and moral indicators to measure 

the extent to which the use of  particular (de)legitimization topoi is deemed 

permissible, sanctioned, or tolerable. Since my data represent mediatized political 

interactions available to audiences, my own (emic) awareness of the rapport sensitive 

and (im)politeness relevant instances can inform the (im)politeness1 perspective 

employed in the thesis. This is because I represent a metaparticipant, to use Kádár & 

Haugh‟s (ibid) term, in these political interactions. More importantly, my emic 

knowledge of some of the culture specific convention and the conventionalized uses 

associated with the genres under investigation can also be of great use to this 

(im)politeness1 approach (see Long, 2016; Culpeper, 2016).   

 Evaluating a particular behavior as polite, impolite or otherwise is not done in 

a vacuum, but it is rather evaluated against a normative frame of reference (Kádár and 

Haugh, 2013:64), which sets the socially expected, allowable, prescribed and 

proscribed practices in a given context. In the same vein, Culpeper (2008: 30) 

introduces the idea of personal, cultural, situational and co-textual norms that frame 

interaction. Kádár and Haugh (2013: 94-95), on the other hand, argue that the 
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normative frame of reference encompasses three layers of norms: firstly the localized 

expectancies that involve spatiotemporal and interactional norms; secondly the 

conventionalized or semi-institutionalized norms that are related to community of 

practice or other group-based conventions; and thirdly the sociocultural norms related 

to societal conventions. These norms shape the moral order that underlies all 

evaluations of (im)politeness.  

 In this respect, the normative frame of reference and morality are strongly 

linked (Kádár and Marquez-Reitfer, 2015: 244). Culpeper (2011: 37) argues that the 

link between the normative frame of reference and morality is established by the 

obligations associated with the social norms, whose violations may be deemed 

immoral and as such impolite, because, as argued by Anderson (2000: 170), a social 

norm is “a standard of behavior shared by a social group” and perceived as 

“impersonally authoritative rules that everyone ought to obey” (ibid: 183). However, 

at a more individual level, morality can also be linked to a person‟s behavioral 

dispositions that are reinforced by ideologies (Culpeper, 2011: 76). In everyday life, 

particular actions, behaviors or practices are often morally evaluated as right or 

wrong, good or bad, completely based on ideological biases not on social norms. Van 

Dijk (1998:8) argues that ideology influences our conception of morality by enabling 

us to establish a multitude of social beliefs about what is good or bad, right or wrong 

about particular action. Therefore the normative frame of reference can be thought of 

as a complex, culturally inculcated and socially reinforced, behavioral expectations 

with normative values guiding our practices. 

 In the different (im)politeness approaches, the normative frame of reference is 

grounded in different theoretical models developed in different disciplines, e.g. 

anthropology, i.e. culture, (Brown and Levinson, 1978), human cognition, i.e. frames 

(Terkourafi, 2008), sociology, i.e. Habitus, and community of practice, (Mills, 2003, 

2011), or linguistics, i.e. genre, (Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2013). Eelen (2001: 196) 

strongly criticizes the traditional theories of politeness (e.g. Lakoff, 1973; Brown and 

Levinson, 1978[1987]; Leech 1983) for anchoring their analysis in theoretically vague 

concepts like culture to account for variability and sharedness in politeness. He (ibid: 

221) conceptualizes (im)politeness as an evaluation of a social practice that can be 

more plausibly grounded in Bourdieu‟s concept of habitus. Yet, Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich (2013: 21) rebuts the reliance of the discursive approaches to (im)politeness 
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on the concept of habitus emphasizing that it is too abstract to account for linguistic 

analysis. In an attempt to make her approach to (im)politeness more linguistically 

grounded, she (ibid: 24) links it to genre arguing that “[it] is at the socially shared 

level of genre practices, then, where we find the bundles of norms that guide our 

assessments of im/politeness”.  

 Anchoring the normative frame of reference in the concept of genre seems to 

be a fruitful theoretical move because, as argued by Cap and Akulska (2013: 4), 

“genres activate certain situational contexts and are realized in these contexts”; these 

social contexts give rise to a set of role relations that defines interlocutors‟ rights and 

obligations and the behavioral expectations to which they give rise. Additionally, 

genre does not only subsume the interlocutors‟ social rights and obligations in genre, 

but also their interactional wants, which represent important factors that affect rapport 

(Spencer-Oatey, 2005:96). This is because genre is broadly perceived to involve goal-

oriented social practices (Gruber, 2013: 38). Therefore, genre, as “a way of acting and 

relating” (Fairclough, 2003: 29) predominantly defines the normative frame of 

reference in any interaction by virtue of the role relations and interactional wants 

permissible in that genre, against which discursive behaviors can be evaluated as 

polite, non-polite, impolite and otherwise.  

 It is also essential to take into account the variability, argumentativity and 

recursivity of the evaluations of impoliteness. The evaluations of (im)politeness can 

vary across individuals, or “even within the same individual over time” (Haugh, 2013: 

56). This is mainly related to these individuals‟ different conceptions about the 

normative frame of reference; norms and conventions are not necessarily shared but 

rather assumed to be shared (Bicchieri, 2006:2; Terkourafi, 2011:162). Bicchieri 

(2006:2) points out that interlocutors‟ discursive practices “further confirm the 

existence of the norm in the eyes of its followers”. Drawing on insights from 

discursive psychology, Haugh (2013: 56) argues that variability in evaluating 

(im)politeness “is to be expected and should be theorized as such”. This variability 

makes the evaluation of (im)politeness debatable and open to negotiation in 

interaction. Evaluations of (im)politeness are also recursive; that is, they are not only 

communicated in social practices but rather represent social practices in and by 

themselves (Haugh, 2013: 54). This means that a particular evaluation of 

(im)politeness can itself trigger another evaluation, because “evaluating someone as 
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impolite can occasion a complaint or negative assessment” (ibid: 59). In this sense, 

variability, argumentativity and recursivity may be attributed to the different 

assumptions held by the interlocutors about the sharedness of a normative frame of 

reference in which the evaluations of (im)politeness are grounded. 

 In theory, an evaluation of (im)politeness can give rise to subsequent 

evaluations of (im)politeness in a recursive pattern. In this respect, Eelen‟s (2001) 

distinction between expressive (im)politeness and classificatory (im)politeness seems 

very relevant here. Expressive (im)politeness refers to a negatively or positively 

valenced attitude encoded in a discursive practice, whereas classificatory 

(im)politeness is the normative judgment of this negatively or positively valenced 

attitude (Eelen, 2001: 35). Expressive impoliteness can be “first-positioned (i.e. 

initiating)” or “next-positioned (i.e. responsive)” (Haugh, 2015: 224). When first-

positioned, expressive impoliteness involves an offensive practice, but when next-

positioned it registers an offense via an affective stance (ibid: 280). On the other hand, 

classificatory impoliteness is always next-positioned, encompassing a moral stance 

made by invoking the moral order (ibid). Yet, in my data, indeed in all multi-party 

interactions, some discursive practices can involve both expressive and classificatory 

impoliteness. This takes place when an interlocutor communicates his/her evaluation 

of a particular discursive practice as impolite in an impolite manner (see example 22 

in 7.4 below). In practice, the rapport sensitive instances that involve classificatory 

(im)politeness can be identified based on the interlocutors‟  metapragmatic comments 

(Culpeper, 2011: 74) and other contextualization cues available (Gumperz, 1982: 

131), which may include a word, a phrase, a paralinguistic feature or interactional 

practices. On the other hand, the rapport sensitive instances that involve expressive 

impoliteness can be analytically identified by making use of my own emic awareness 

of the norms conventionally associated with the settings under investigation to make 

specific genre-sanctioned and culture- specific interpretations of impoliteness (see 

Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2013: 24; Long, 2016: 22). 

 Since I investigate mediatized political interactions, which typically include 

conflictive and antagonistic interactions, the analysis will be more attentive to 

impoliteness. Garces-Conejos Blitvich (2010:545) argues that impoliteness should not 

be envisaged “just as disruptive, but as constitutive of communal life”. Indeed, the 

evaluations of impoliteness can play a privileged role in unpacking the interactional, 
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social and moral underpinnings of the interactions in which they are made. In this 

thesis, Culpeper‟s (2011) definition of impoliteness will be adopted, because it takes 

into consideration three important aspects. Firstly, it highlights the connection 

between impoliteness and the social and the moral orders in which the interactions in 

question are anchored. Secondly, it is characteristically attentive to the role of 

emotions in evaluations of impoliteness. This seems to be very relevant in 

antagonistic interactions, especially because impoliteness is often perceived to be 

more intimately associated with true emotion (Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2010: 69). 

Thirdly, and maybe more importantly, Culpeper‟s (2011) definition links impoliteness 

with causing offense, which lies at the heart of the Arabic understanding of 

impoliteness. Culpeper (ibid: 23) defines impoliteness as: 

 

a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring in specific 

contexts. It is sustained by expectations, desires and /or beliefs about 

social organisation, including, in particular, how one person‟s or a 

group‟s identities are mediated by others in interaction. Situated 

behaviours are viewed negatively - considered „impolite‟ - when they 

conflict with how one expects them to be, how one wants them to be 

and/or how one thinks they ought to be. Such behaviours always have 

or are presumed to have emotional consequences for at least one 

participant, that is, they cause or are presumed to cause offence. 

Various factors can exacerbate how offensive an impolite behaviour is 

taken to be, including for example whether one understands a 

behaviour to be strongly intentional or not. 

 

It is important to mention upfront that in the context of this thesis, impoliteness is 

perceived in its broadest sense to refer to the process of “inferring interpersonal 

meanings in context” (Culpeper et al., 2014: 67). Thus, the conceptual distinction 

between impoliteness and rudeness made by some scholars (Terkourafi, 2008; 

Culpeper, 2005) is overlooked in the analysis. Firstly because this distinction is not 

lexically maintained in some languages (Terkourafi, 2008: 61), which makes it 

difficult to follow in the actual analysis, at least in certain languages. In fact, there is 

no Arabic equivalence to the English impoliteness itself; the expression lack of 
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politeness is often used to refer to impoliteness in Arabic; secondly, the distinction is 

actually based on the notion of the speaker‟s intention, which is admittedly 

impervious to analytical investigation, and as such runs the risk of indulging in purely 

cognitive analysis that is difficult to capture linguistically. Thirdly, as indicated by 

Culpeper in a later work (2008: 32), the distinction between impoliteness and 

rudeness is made “in the spirit of defining impoliteness2”, and as such has little 

relevance to the impoliteness1 perspective used in this thesis. 

 Evaluations of impoliteness can be instantiated by different triggers. 

Breaching of social entitlements and violating of behavioral expectations can give rise 

to negative evaluations and, as such, impoliteness may ensue (Spencer-Oatey, 2008; 

Culpeper, 2011). Impoliteness may arise in such cases because interlocutors are held 

accountable for their discursive practices that are evaluated negatively by others; this 

accountability is “underpinned, in part, by the presumed agency” of the interlocutors 

(Mitchell & Haugh, 2015: 207). However, particular discursive practices can still be 

assessed as impolite even though they do not violate the normative frame of reference. 

Spencer-Oatey (2005: 108) shows how particular practices can still be face-

threatening without violating any expectations or breaching appropriateness. This is 

because, in theory, interlocutors‟ faces are expected to be maintained; unintended or 

implicit face attacks often give rise to negative emotions that are traditionally linked 

to impoliteness. Moreover, an evaluation of impoliteness can also arise when a self 

claimed identity is disauthenticated in an attempt to exclude an interlocutor from a 

social group because such a behavior orients rapport towards challenge and impairs 

harmonious communication (Garces-Conejos Blitvich et al., 2013).  

 In conflictive interactions, disauthenticating interlocutors‟ projected identities 

or attacking the faces associated with these identities seems to be in line with the 

behavioral expectations associated with the context, which may make such practices 

more tolerable and a bit less impolite (Culpeper, 2011: 206). Yet, in my data the 

discursive practices that are perceived by the interlocutors as involving 

disauthentication of their projected identities or potential damage to their faces, 

especially their collective aspects of self, are evaluated negatively and envisaged as 

extremely offensive (see 6.4 and 7.4 below). This is firstly because in these public 

interactions these aspects of self become more emotionally sensitive and publicly 
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exposed (Culpeper, 2011: 219), and secondly the extent to which these interactions 

are polarized reinforces intolerance.  

 Therefore, drawing on Spencer-Oatey (2005: 108) and Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich (2013: 18), evaluations of impoliteness can be argued to emerge if: 

 the normative frame of reference is violated, 

 the self projected identity is not verified or disauthenticated , and 

 the self-worth and self-efficacy attributes, i.e., face, associated with the self-

projected identity are attacked 

The difference between identity/face related impoliteness and that related to the 

violation of the normative frame of reference can be explicated clearly in multi-

participant and multi-layered interactions like the ones investigated in this thesis. The 

discursive practices that raise social entitlement violation issues can be evaluated as 

impolite by all participants, ratified and non-ratified (Goffman, 1981). On the other 

hand, the discursive practices that raise identity/face related issues can only be 

evaluated as impolite or offensive by the addressees to whom these discursive 

practices are intended. This is because these practices attack the addressees‟ faces 

exclusively and, as a result, make them more vulnerable in interaction. The first type 

of impoliteness, the negative evaluations associated with violation of the normative 

frame of reference, can be captured at the second level of positioning analysis, as it 

deals with the interactional roles that define the interlocutors‟ rights and obligations. 

Nevertheless, the second type of impoliteness, i.e. the negative evaluations associated 

with identity/face attacks, can be captured at the third level of positioning analysis, 

because it concentrates on the discursive construction of identities, and by extension 

the faces associated with these identities (Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2013). 

 Interestingly, as shown in (2.6) above, one of the delegitimization topoi is 

operationalized by invoking the moral order to evaluate negatively particular political 

actions. Evaluating political actions negatively based on moral grounds may amount 

to evaluations of impoliteness. This can be attributed to two reasons: firstly these 

evaluations are made in response to actions that triggered negative attitudes 

(Culpeper, 2011:23), secondly impoliteness cannot be dissociated from the process of 

evaluative characterizations of actors and actions (Georgakopoulou, 2013:68), which 

seems the essence of this type of delegitimization. However, these evaluations differ 

from typical evaluations of impoliteness in two respects. First, they are employed 
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argumentatively as part of the interlocutors‟ efforts to delegitimize the political 

actions performed by unfavorable political actors, whom the interlocutors typically 

perceived as out-group members. Second, the actions evaluated in terms of 

impoliteness do not take place within the same spatiotemporal level of the interaction 

in which the evaluations are made. The actions evaluated take place in the there-and-

then moment of the reported events, but they are recontextualized in the here-and-now 

moment of the interaction. This means that actions are exogenous to the interaction in 

which they are evaluated negatively and, thus, considered impolite. Therefore, the 

term exogenous evaluations of impoliteness will be used to refer to delegitimization 

cases that are based on moral evaluations to differentiate them from typical 

evaluations of impoliteness which will be termed endogenous. Analytically, 

exogenous impoliteness assessments can be identified at positioning level 1, which 

focuses on the political actions that are recontextualized in the interaction and how 

they are morally evaluated and consequently delegitimized.  

 

3.4 Interplay between (de)legitimization and impoliteness in mediatized political 

discourse 

To sum up, this thesis traces how the conflict for power is produced, perceived and 

evaluated in debate-like multi-participant political interactions. To do so, the analysis 

needs to focus on both the discursive production of power and the (de)legitimization 

of particular interpretations of reality and their social meaning at the macro-level, and 

the interactional, attitudinal and moral implications of these practices at the micro-

level. I argue that Bamberg‟s (1997) multi-tiered positioning analysis can account for 

these different analytical levels and how they may be interrelated in interaction. 

Bamberg‟s positioning analysis highlights how the use of (de)legitimization indexes 

sociopolitical stances, and simultaneously positions the interlocutors in relation to 

each other as well as to themselves.  

 This multi-tiered analysis can also account for how the various sets of 

impoliteness assessments may be triggered and functionally employed in political 

interactions taking into consideration the different spatiotemporal levels of the 

participation framework. In this sense, it explains how the evaluations of impoliteness 

in the interactions under scrutiny may have a delegitimizing function and, thus, may 

be employed argumentatively. This takes place when delegitimization is put into 
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action by morally evaluating the political action intended to be delegitimized. On the 

other hand, this multi-tiered analysis shows how (de)legitimization can trigger 

evaluations of impoliteness when interlocutors evaluate particular interactional 

practices that have delegitimizing functions as violating the genre-based interactional 

norms, failing to verify or rejecting the sociopolitical identities they claim, or else 

damaging the aspects of face associated with these identities. Unpacking the 

interrelation between (de)legitimization and impoliteness elucidates how the conflict 

for power in mediatized political interactions can be attitudinally confronted, and 

normatively and morally evaluated in interaction. This also highlights the 

intertextuality and multifunctionality of impoliteness in ethno-sectarian and political 

discourses. Figure 3.1 illustrates how each level of positioning analysis can capture a 

different type of evaluation of impoliteness. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                  

Exogenous Impoliteness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

           Endogenous Impoliteness  

Figure 3.1 Positioning analysis and evaluations of impoliteness in political 

interactions 
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Chapter Four  

Methodology and Data 

4. Introduction 

The goal of this chapter is to explain the methodological basis of the analysis and to 

outline the data collection as well as the data preparatory processes, which include 

obtaining ethical approvals, anonymization, transcription, and translation. Section 4.1 

outlines the methodological decisions made in the research design for this project and 

explains their theoretical bases. Section 4.2 sets out the data collection process, 

clarifying its selection criteria and its categories. The ethical issues and the 

anonymization process are detailed in section 4.3. The last section in the chapter, i.e. 

4.4, is dedicated to the discussion of the translation method and presentation of the 

transcription conventions.  

 

4.1 Methodology 

This section sets out the methods and approaches applied in this thesis and their 

theoretical underpinnings. It also tackles the coding decisions made to quantify the 

textual data.  

 

4.1.1 Mixed method analysis 

In the field of linguistics, the relation between the quantitative and qualitative 

research paradigms is not always one of contrasting poles but rather of continuum 

(Miles and Huberman, 1994). Using a mixed methods design that integrates 

qualitative and quantitative analyses has been increasingly described as a beneficial 

strategy to answer a wide range of research questions (Angouri, 2010: 30; Page et al.; 

2014: 53; Ivankova and Greer, 2015: 65). More specifically, Teddlie & Tashakkori 

(2009: 7) present mixed methods research as an alternative pragmatist paradigm that 

employs both textual and numerical analyses based on the researcher‟s needs. 

According to Tashakkori & Creswell (2007: 4), a mixed methods paradigm combines 

or integrates qualitative and quantitative elements in several ways, but the most 

relevant to this thesis include the use of 

 

● two types of research questions (with qualitative and quantitative 

approaches), and 
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● two types of data analysis (statistical and thematic). 

 

The analysis in this thesis has a predominantly qualitative element that deals with how 

conflict for power and legitimacy is produced, perceived and evaluated in mediatized 

political discourses. As indicated by Herring (2004: 369), “complex, interacting, 

ambiguous or scalar phenomena” can be more comprehensively analyzed and 

described by qualitative and interpretative approaches than quantitative approaches. 

Yet, using quantitative analysis is also important to analyze how various phenomena 

and discursive patterns are used differently in the different generic contexts. 

Sandelowski et al. (2009: 210) assert that quantifying patterns in qualitative analysis 

“allow[s] analysts to discern and to show regularities or peculiarities in qualitative 

data they might not otherwise see or be able simply to communicate, or to determine 

that a pattern or idiosyncrasy they thought was there is not”. To that effect, the 

outcomes of the qualitative analysis were codified and analyzed quantitatively in 

order to provide comparative insights about the linguistic description of texts 

produced in contrasting genres and thematic contexts. Therefore, using mixed 

methods was not only beneficial but rather imperative in the present thesis, because 

research design of the thesis was substantially based on both qualitative and 

quantitative research questions.  

 The use of mixed methods, in which the outcomes of qualitative analysis are 

codified and analyzed quantitatively, was also inspired by other similar studies in the 

different fields with which my thesis deals, i.e. Political Discourse Analysis, 

communication of emotions and attitudes, and Linguistic Impoliteness. Bull (2003:18-

19) highlighted the importance of using coding systems to analyze textual data 

quantitatively in political communication. Boyd (2014) employed both quantitative 

and qualitative analysis to identify and analyze patterns of participatory positions in 

YouTube comments on US political speeches. Langlotz and Locher (2012) analyzed 

the ways in which emotional stances could be communicated in online disagreements 

by firstly identifying the linguistic and graphic patterns that indexed emotional 

display and then coding their corpus based on these linguistic and graphic patterns to 

analyze their corpus quantitatively. As for impoliteness studies, Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich (2010) quantified certain realizations of impoliteness to explore the 

interrelation between impoliteness and polarization in political discussions on 
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Youtube. In a similar fashion, Kleinke and Bös (2015) also used mixed methods to 

investigate how rudeness is functionally used in intergroup discussions in online fora.  

Exploring cross-cultural variation, Culpeper (2011, section 1.5) and Culpeper et al. 

(2014) employed mixed methods in their analysis of impoliteness in different cultural 

contexts in order to provide insights as to how impoliteness could be triggered and 

evaluated in different cultures.  

 Notwithstanding, coding the outcomes of qualitative analysis in order to 

analyze them quantitatively may sometimes be criticized for being unjustifiably 

subjective.  However, subjectivity in mixed methods research can be mitigated by 

making adequate and transparent analytical decisions. In this thesis, three analytical 

decisions were made to minimize subjectivity and avoid biased interpretation of the 

data. First, the coding decisions were based on the interlocutors‟ perspectives, that is, 

the coding was in line with an emic perspective, in order to avoid as far as possible 

the potential imposition of the analyst‟s perspective. The interlocutors‟ perspective 

could be ascertained via the explicit metapragmatic comments (Culpeper, 2011: 74) 

and contextualization cues (Gumperz, 1982: 131) in the data, which might include a 

word, a phrase, paralinguistic feature or interactional behavior. As noted by Fielding 

(2009: 131), the quantification of textual patterns could be done based on categories 

or codes that emerge in the data. Second, the data were triangulated in terms of the 

political topics discussed and the genres from which they were extracted (see 4.2.2), 

to ensure that the results can be transferable to similar contexts (Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2009: 26). Data triangulation aims to converge and corroborate different 

datasets in order to ensure validity and increase the credibility of the analysis 

(Fielding, 2009:131; Angouri, 2010: 34). Third, the interpretation of the findings 

emphasized clear points of contrast as indicated through polarized quantitative results. 

Inevitably, this means that nuanced differences in particular instances were neglected 

in order to reduce likelihood of drawing unsubstantiated conclusions. 

   

4.1.2 Interdisciplinarity 

This thesis aims to answer a broad question related to how the conflict for power is 

produced, received and evaluated in the political discourses in some mainstream and 

social media in order to shed light on the ways ethno-sectarian divisions in Iraq form 

and are formed by the political discourses produced in mainstream and social media. 
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However, this question is too broad to be dealt with from a single academic 

perspective, and as such requires an interdisciplinary analytical approach that is 

specifically tailored to answer it. As Klein (1990:196) convincingly argues, 

interdisciplinarity “is a means of solving problems and answering questions that 

cannot be satisfactorily addressed using single methods or approaches”. The mixed 

methods in this thesis are thus developed from an eclectic interdisciplinary analytical 

approach, which also opens up the thesis‟ relevance to a wider spectrum of audience 

and provides critical perspective to the research (see Page et al., 2014: 49). 

 The present thesis draws on Political Discourse Analysis to analyze how the 

conflict for legitimacy and power is produced and discursively realized in Iraqi 

political Discourse. However, the majority of the political discourse analytical 

techniques focuses predominantly on the contexts of discourse production and pays 

very little attention to the reception of texts (cf. Fairclough, 2003: 12, Breeze, 

2011:520). To attend to the reception of text, I employ the study of rapport and that of 

impoliteness to account for how the conflict for domination and power is perceived 

and evaluated, as these frameworks attend to the contexts of reception as they are 

made evident in the different interactional contexts. However, there is an analytical 

gap between macro discourse analytical approaches, e.g. the CDS-informed Political 

Discourse Analysis, and micro analytical approaches, e.g.  discursive analyses of 

rapport management and (im)politeness. Methodologically, positioning analysis can 

bridge this micro-macro gap by appealing to the multi-tiered positioning theory, 

originally developed in narrative analysis (Bamberg, 1997), by investigating the 

relational and interactional aspects of communicative encounters at the meso-level. 

 

4.2 Data 

Data analyzed in any research raises numerous questions concerning the collection 

process, selection criteria, data categories and sample size. The purpose of this section 

is to address these questions. 

  

4.2.1 Data Selection  

The data collected in this thesis include nine contrasting political interactions 

discussing three different political topics in three different generic contexts 

representing mainstream and social media, in order to observe data triangulation. 
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Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007: 106) point out that the sampling scheme is one of the 

crucial factors “in situations where the purpose of the qualitative study is to generalize 

the findings”. Therefore, the data selection was based on a purposively predefined set 

of criteria in order to ensure that the data were representative of the types of media 

under scrutiny, namely mainstream and social media, and that the political discourses 

in these types of media were thematically comparable, i.e. the data collected from the 

different types of genres tackled the same political topics. Teddlie & Yu (2007: 80) 

maintain that purposive sampling can have two goals: 

● to find instances that are representative or typical of a particular type 

of case on a dimension of interest, and 

● to achieve comparability across different types of cases on a dimension 

of interest. 

Therefore the general data selection criteria were: 

1. The datasets that represented both mainstream media and social media 

had to be interactional, so that interlocutors‟ uptakes of each other‟s discursive 

behaviors could be observed in order to be able to analyze how the conflict for 

power in political discourse is perceived and evaluated (cf. Terkourafi, 2015: 

95).  

2. All the datasets had to include interactions that dealt with strictly 

political issues related to the political regime and process in Iraq rather than 

other general issues. 

3. Data triangulation had to be taken into consideration; each of the 

datasets should include interactions that took place in three different thematic 

contexts, i.e. political topics.    

4. All the datasets had to take place within the time span decided, i.e. 

from June 2013 to May 2014.  

 

These general data selection criteria were not enough to facilitate the data selection 

and collection processes. First, it was relatively difficult to decide what best 

represented the political discourses instantiated in mainstream and social media in 

Iraq. Second, the lack of standardized procedures for collecting data from the internet 

including social media (Hewson, 2008), made it even more difficult to collect the data 

that fit the purpose of this thesis. Prior to the data selection process, I surveyed the 
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Iraqi TV channels, different social media and several online platforms, and also 

consulted some activists with good experience in offline and online activism within 

the Iraqi context in order to identify the most commonly used and watched political 

platforms. Based on the personal survey and consultation, it was decided to exclude 

some of the social media sites and platforms, such as Twitter and YouTube, because 

they were not commonly used by Iraqis to discuss political views. The survey and 

consultation processes also resulted in more detailed selection criteria that were 

specifically relevant to the genre chosen. The criteria based on which the selection of 

the TV interviews was made are listed below: 

 

1. The selected interviews had to be taken from ostensibly cross-sectarian 

and non-partisan TV channels in order to ensure political inclusiveness in the 

policies of the TV channels selected.   

2. The key political rivals or parties related to the discussed political 

topics in each of the selected interviews had to be all represented to guarantee 

the exchange of diverse viewpoints.  

3. The selected TV interviews should not represent in any way a form of 

“confrontainment” (see for instance Garces-Conejos Blitvich et al., 2013). 

 

Facebook was chosen as a social media context for interaction, as it represented the 

most commonly used social media site in Iraq (Iraq Insights and Trends, 2011: 4). The 

criteria based on which the Facebook comment threads were selected included: 

1. The Facebook page had to be owned and administrated by key political 

commentators, journalists or civil activists. Facebook pages which were 

suspected to be administrated by others were ruled out.  

2. The Facebook page owner had to have relatively high number of 

followers (50000 followers and/or friends on average).  

3. The Facebook page owner had to interact actively with and respond to 

the commenters who engaged in the political discussions generated on their 

pages. 

4. The posts made by the authors had to attract relatively high numbers of 

comments (minimally 100 comments) generating relatively long comment 

threads.  
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The online news readers‟ response threads were selected as a point of contrast with 

both the mainstream news and Facebook interactions, for in this case both forms of 

mass media and social media were intertwined. The online news reports were 

professionally generated journalistic content posted on an online mass media outlet, 

whereas the online news readers‟ response threads represent user-generated content 

posted on interactive platforms, typically categorized as a social media outlet (see 

Walther and Jang, 2012). The criteria based on which the online news website was 

selected included: 

 

1. The selected online news website represents an online website of a 

leading and widely spread Arab news agency. 

2. The comment section of the selected news website generated relatively 

long comment threads in comparison to other websites (70 comments on 

average in comparison to 10 comments on average for other popular online 

news websites).   

 

4.2.2 Data Categories: generic categorization vs. thematic categorization  

Although these multiple criteria made the data collection a highly difficult and 

complicated process, these parameters aimed to ensure that the datasets analyzed in 

the thesis were representative of the political discourses produced in some genres of 

mainstream and social media and ultimately comparable. The data analyzed in this 

thesis can be categorized in terms of the genres in which they were produced and in 

terms of their thematic contexts, i.e. the main topics discussed. From a generic 

perspective, the data collected first included a set consisting of three TV interviews 

representing mainstream media. These TV interviews were taken from three popular 

TV shows taken from two cross-sectarian and ostensibly non-partisan TV channels; 

Alrasheed www.alrasheedmedia.com, and Alsumaria www.alsumaria.tv.  The second 

dataset consisted of three Facebook comment threads taken from three different 

Facebook pages. The first comment thread was taken from a Facebook page owned by 

the renowned journalist, author and activist Muhammad Al-Akhras. The second 

comment thread was taken from a Facebook page owned by the famous political talk 

show host, author and activist, Saadoun Muhsin Dhamad. The third comment thread 

http://www.alrasheedmedia.com/
http://www.alsumaria.tv/
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was taken from a Facebook page owned by well known political commentator 

Ibraheem Alsumydaie. The third dataset consisted of three online news readers‟ 

response threads   taken from the pan-Arab online news website www.alarabiya.net.  

 From a thematic perspective, the data collected can also be categorized into 

three different sets based on the main topics discussed by the interlocutors. The 

thematic categorization crosscut the generic categorization. The political themes 

discussed in the first TV interview, first Facebook comment thread and first online 

news readers‟ response thread were related to the 2012 political deadlock in the 

country, which was related to the opposition‟s demand to vote out the former Prime 

Minister, Al-Maliki, or push him to tender his resignation. In contrast, the second TV 

interview, second Facebook comment thread and second online news readers‟ 

response thread predominantly focused on a highly sensitive and potentially 

conflictive topic, namely the sectarian-based power-sharing process in post US-led 

invasion Iraq along with the concomitant Sunni claims of marginalization and 

victimhood. Lastly, the political themes tackled in the third TV interview, third 

Facebook comment thread and third online news readers‟ response thread were 

mainly associated with the results of the 2014 parliamentary election and the follow 

up negotiations to form a coalition government. The political interactions, from which 

all the dataset were collected, took place in the period from June 2013 to May 2014. 

Table 4.1 provides more information on the three datasets collected in this thesis. 

  

  

TV interviews FB comment thread 
Online news readers’ 

response threads   

Topic 

1 

Topic 

2 

Topic 

3 

Topic 

1 

Topic 

2 

Topic 

3 

Topic 

1 

Topic 

2 

Topic 

3 

No. of turns 214   196 316   100 122   175  62  42 129  

Words count 3912 4280 6175 2147 3653 2803 2614 2160 6520 

Sub-total word 

counts 
14367 8603 11294 

Total word count 34264 

Table 4.1 Dataset sizes and word counts 

  

As indicated in the table above, there is variation in terms of the sizes of the datasets. 

This was expected because of the different modularity in each dataset. It was decided 

http://www.alarabiya.net/


71 

 

to keep all the responses and comments (not to take a sample of comparable size) in 

order to ensure that the full discussions in each set are included. When doing 

quantitative analysis, I will normalize the results in relation to the total analytical 

tokens identified in each of the datasets. I will make sure to explain the normalization 

process I made in detail for each case within the analytical chapters.  

 

4.3 Ethical Issues and Anonymization 

The ethics of data collection from online outlets has been, and is still, a topic of 

heated debate within humanities and social sciences (e.g. Sharf, 1999; Eysenbach & 

Till, 2001; Bassett & O‟Riordan, 2002; Flicker et al.; 2004; De Costa, 2015). The 

center of this debate is generally related to the extent to which the data collected are 

considered public, and consequently whether or not the interlocutors‟ consent is 

needed (Page et al., 2014:64, Bassett & O‟Riordan, 2002; Eysenbach & Till, 2001). 

The TV interviews were considered public materials because they were broadcast by 

mass media and were made available online for public use, and as such required no 

consent to observe and transcribe.  The online news readers‟ response threads were 

also considered public discourses for several reasons, firstly because they represented 

discussions about public policies rather than friendships and private interests (Sellers, 

2004: 15). Secondly, they were made publically available to anyone with an internet 

connection at a website that requires no subscription; alarabiya.net. Finally, the offline 

identities of commenters on alarabiya.net were not observable in this context and thus 

were at no risk of being revealed (cf. Markham, & the AoIR ethics working 

committee, 2012).  

 As a potentially semi-public, semi-private or even private context, Facebook is 

a rather more complex context from which to collect data.  Here the question of who 

owns the interactions, their status as public or private, and the right to access the 

materials in the first place raise many questions.  Facebook‟s terms and conditions 

explicitly state that “[w]hen you publish content or information using the Public 

setting, it means that you are allowing everyone, including people off of Facebook, to 

access and use that information, and to associate it with you (i.e., your name and 

profile picture)”.
6
 More importantly, in contrast to many discourse-analytic studies of 

                                                           
6
 Facebook Statement of Rights and Responsibilities, section Two: Sharing Your Content and 

Information 

http://www.alarabiya.net/
http://www.alarabiya.net/
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Facebook interaction that focused on data extracted from private wall pages (e.g. Page 

2012, Maiz-Arevalo, 2015; Bolander and Locher, 2015; Theodoropoulou, 2015), here 

the Facebook pages were publically available. Therefore, the comments posted on 

public Facebook pages to debate public issues and made available to everybody, were 

considered public and, as such, ethically acceptable to use as part of the data for my 

analysis (cf. Markham, & the AoIR ethics working committee, 2012). However, the 

status updates made by the Facebook page owner needed informed consent from the 

owners, because they might have thought of their Facebook pages as an online private 

space (see Page et al., 2014:64-65; Markham, & the AoIR). To conform to the 

University of Leicester ethics regulations, I applied for ethical approval to collect 

online data for my research. A consent form was developed in order to obtain the 

permission of the Facebook page owners from which the data were collected. The 

consent form was originally developed in English and then translated into Arabic, 

because the people whose consents I sought were Arabic speaking (see Appendix I). 

In accordance with Data Protection Act 1998, the Facebook page owners received 

accurate, explicit, and detailed information about the purpose of the data collection, 

and they were also able to contact the researcher in case of questions or concerns. 

They all signed the consent forms and sent me electronic versions of these consent 

forms (see Appendix II).  

 The data collection for the thesis had to be anonymized.  Tilley & Woodthorpe 

(2011: 198) and Walford (2005: 85) define anonymization as the removal or 

obscuring of the interlocutors‟ names and any identifying details in order to ensure 

that interlocutors would not be identified. In qualitative research, anonymization is a 

desirable standard which primarily aims to minimize the risk of potential harm to 

interlocutors (Tilley & Woodthorpe, 2011: 199). Therefore, all information about the 

online commenters‟ names and locations were anonymized. Throughout the thesis, all 

interlocutors were referred to by their interactional roles, e.g. post-author, commenter 

1, and commenter 2. Only when there was a need to refer to specific commenters, 

initials system was developed to designate them. This system employed every two 

successive alphabetical letters as initial for the designated commenter (see examples 7 

and 5 in 6.2 below). Yet, the names of the interviewees in the TV interviews analyzed 

in this thesis were retained, because they were considered public figures discussing 

their political views publically on mass media. 
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4.4 Translation and transcription conventions 

All the data were originally produced in Arabic, both high and low varieties.  Arabic 

is a diglossic language that includes a high variety, modern standard Arabic, and a 

low variety, local Iraqi (colloquial) Arabic in the case of this thesis (Ferguson, 1959). 

However, some sociolinguistic studies seem to conceptualize standard and colloquial 

Arabic as “two extremes poles on a continuum” rather than completely distinct 

varieties with different functional and contextual usages (Albirini, 2016: 42). The data 

were mostly produced in the modern standard Arabic because of the settings and 

medium of the genre in question, but bidialectal code switching (ibid: 228) has 

occurred frequently. The data produced in local Iraqi (colloquial) Arabic were printed 

in red wherever analytically relevant. A semi-literal translation was used to present 

them in English in the thesis. The semi-literal translation aimed to exhibit, as 

accurately as possible, how the political topics, actions and actors were originally 

realized by the interlocutors. The English translation was on occasion slightly 

modified in case the original punctuation used by the interlocutors potentially gave 

rise to confusion as shown in the example below, which is a response posted by a 

reader of the online news website: 

 

 حًُٞض َٓ ًِٔخ حٗٞ رخُـ٘ٞد ٓٞحٙ ح٢ُِ ٗ٘ٞ ٛٞ ٤ُٖ حُٜخ٢ٌُ ط٘ظوذ ًِٜخ ٓٞ حُـ٘ٞد حَٛ كظ٠ ًٌد ًِٚ

رٌٌد ًٌد ًِٜخ رخُٔجش 40 ٓخٍ ٛخ١ ٝحُز٤خُٚ ٝحُٔخء ٝحٌَُٜرخء ٝحَُٔٝ ٝحُلوَ رخُظؼ٤ِْ ٍُِٞحءطوِق ٣َؿؼٕٞ . 

 

These are all lies. Not all the people of the south voted for the doomed one [a play 

with words to refer to Al-Maliki]. What has he accomplished in the south? It is getting 

worse as the time went by. [There are] deteriorating education ((system)), poverty, 

diseases, ((lack of)) electricity and ((running)) water and unemployment. The 40 

percent is all lies.  

 

The reader did not use any punctuation marks in his/her original response. Therefore, 

I had to use the proper punctuation marks to make the comment comprehensible to the 

English reader.  
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 As for the data extracted from spoken interactions, viz, the TV interviews, I 

personally transcribed them using a simplified version of the „Jefferson system‟ (cited 

in Hutchby and Wooffitt, 2002: vi-vii), which is shown below.  

 

(0.5)  Number in brackets indicates a time gap in tenths of a second. 

(.)  A dot enclosed in brackets indicates a pause in the talk of less than 

   two-tenths of a second. 

=  „Equals‟ sign indicates „latching‟ between utterances. 

[  ]  Square brackets between adjacent lines of concurrent speech indicate 

  the onset and end of a spate of overlapping talk. 

(( ))  A description enclosed in a double bracket indicates a non-verbal  

  activity. 

-  A dash indicates the sharp cut-off of the prior sound or word. 

:  Colons indicate that the speaker has stretched the preceding sound or 

  letter. 

(inaudible)  Indicates speech that is difficult to make out.  Details may also be  

  given with regards to the nature of this speech (eg. shouting).    

.  A full stop indicates a stopping fall in tone.  It does not necessarily  

  indicate the end of a sentence. 

?  A question mark indicates a rising inflection.  It does not necessarily 

  indicate a question. 

↑↓  Pointed arrows indicate a marked falling or rising intonational shift.  

  They are placed immediately before the onset of the shift. 

Under  Underlined fragments indicate speaker emphasis. 

CAPITALS Words in capitals mark a section of speech noticeably louder than that 

  surrounding it. 

°   °  Degree signs are used to indicate that the talk they encompass is  

  spoken noticeably quieter than the surrounding talk. 
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<   >             „Less than‟ and „More than‟ signs indicate that the talk they encompass      

was produced noticeable slower than the surrounding talk. 

[…]                 Lines omitted for the purpose of brevity 
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Chapter Five 

Interplay of (De)legitimization, Rapport and Impoliteness in Political TV 

Interviews 

5. Introduction 

The goal of this chapter is to examine the conflict for power in three TV interviews 

representing political discourses in mainstream media in terms of production and 

reception. To that end, I investigate how the production, reception and evaluations of 

the conflicts for power instantiated in the three TV interviews across thematically 

different contexts. Focusing on the first levels of positioning analysis, section 5.1 

examines how the interviewees pursed legitimacy and power when communicating 

their sociopolitical views through the use of different (de)legitimization topoi. Section 

5.2 concentrates on the second level of positioning analysis to unpack how the 

participants in these interviews could establish alignments and position themselves 

vis-à-vis each other. This section also explores the medium affordances that shaped 

the participation framework and determined the role-relations in the genre of the TV 

interview. With a focus on the third level of positioning analysis, section 5.3 

demonstrates how the interviewees discursively constructed their sociopolitical 

identities to elucidate the functions and social implications of these identities. Section 

5.4 deals with the how rapport was perceived and how particular political and 

interactional practices were attitudinally confronted and morally evaluated in terms of 

impoliteness in order to pinpoint the social and moral implications of the conflict for 

power that took place in these interviews. Finally, section 5.5 sums up the main 

argument in this chapter and sets out the findings of the analysis.  

 

5.1 Communicating sociopolitical stances through (de)legitimization   

In multi-participant political interviews, like the one analyzed in this chapter, the 

interviewees tend to compete for the legitimization of particular interpretations of the 

political scene in the eyes of their audience in order to serve their political interests. 

To that end, the interviewees recontextualize and (re)characterize particular political 

action and actors to communicate their sociopolitical stances over the issues discussed 

in the interviews. To analyze the interviewees‟ communication of their sociopolitical 

stances, the three TV interviews comprising the dataset of this chapter were 
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transcribed and subjected to an in-depth qualitative analysis to identify the utterances 

that have (de)legitimizing functions. At the first level of positioning analysis, lexico-

grammatical representations of the political actions and actors involved in these 

utterances were analyzed. Instances of actor-oriented (de)legitimization were 

analyzed by identifying who the (de)legitimized political actors were and how they 

were discursively represented in each of the interviews. In action-oriented 

(de)legitimization, however, there had to be an action involved; this action could 

involve a material, mental or verbal process (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004) for 

which the (de)legitimized actor was proven responsible and held accountable. 

Instances of action-oriented (de)legitimization were analyzed based on what political 

actions and actors were actually found in the text and how they were discursively 

represented. Examples 1 and 2 elucidate how instances of actor and action-oriented 

(de)legitimization could be analytically distinguished. 

 

Example 1: 

 ٣ٌٕٞ ٣ٌخى طويّ كون ك٤غ ٓخروخ ػ٤ِٚ ٓخًخٕ ح٠ُ ه٤خٓخ ًز٤َس ٗـخكخص كون ٫ٗٚ  (0.2)حٗظَٜ حُٔٞح١ٖ حثظ٬ف حٓخ

 .ح٠ُٔخػق ٖٓ كظ٠ ٝحًؼَ رَ ٫>  (.)حُٔخروش ٗظخثـٚ ح٠ُ ه٤خٓخ ٠ٓخػلخ

 

As for Citizen Coalition  (it) won (0.2) because (it) made successes in comparison to 

the past as it made a progress that might be a double in comparison to its previous 

results (.) <NO  it is rather  more than double.  

(Interview 3: interviewee 1) 

In example 1, the interviewee attempted to legitimize a particular interpretation of the 

political scene in the aftermath of the election in order to serve the interests of his 

political coalition. He employed the topos of authorization to empower his political 

coalition, i.e. Citizen Coalition, by referring to its increased popularity, which was 

proven by the result of the 2014 parliamentary election. Although he knew that his 

political coalition was the third or even the fourth in the number of parliamentary 

seats, he used authorization by virtue of popularity and representativeness to present 

his political coalition as making advances in comparison to the results in the previous 

election that took place in 2010, i.e. it made a progress that might be a double in 

comparison to its pervious results (.). In this example, the political actor being 
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legitimized was discursively represented by virtue of collectivization (van Leeuwen, 

2008: 37-8), using a noun denoting a political group, i.e.  Citizen Coalition. 

Example 2: 

 ٗلٔٚ رلَ رَُٔخٕحٍ ٣وّٞ حٕ ٛٞ حٍُُٞحء ٍث٤ْ ح٤ُٔي ٓزخىٍس حٗٞ ٛٞ (.)ح٠٣خ  رَٜحكش رَٜحكش، ُي ٓخهٍٞ حٗخ

   .ٝحهؼ٤ش كٌَس ٤ُْ ح٠٣خ ٌٛٙ=  ((٣ٔؼَ)) ٓزٌَس حٗظوخرخص ٫ؿَحء

                                                              

Frankly, I will tell you frankly (.) that Mr. Prime Minister‟s initiative IS THAT the 

parliament dissolves itself in order to hold an early election ((coughs)) = this is not a 

realistic idea either. 

(Interview 1: interviewee 1) 

Contrary to example 1 above, the interviewee in example 2 attempted to delegitimize 

the opponent‟s political interpretation of reality in order to advance the political 

agenda of his party. He irrationalized his opponent‟s action, i.e. Mr. Prime Minister‟s 

initiative, by appealing to effectiveness, arguing that this initiative was not practically 

viable, i.e. this is not a realistic idea either. In this example, the irrationalized 

political action was discursively represented by objectivation, which refers to, as 

argued by van Leeuwen (2008: 63-4), the substitution of the product, i.e. the initiative, 

for the action itself. The Prime Minister‟s responsibility for the action was 

communicated by possessivation using genitive phrase in Arabic that was functionally 

equivalent to possessive s in English.  

 In certain cases the interviewees combined actor-oriented with action-oriented 

topoi in order to reinforce the affect of the (de)legitimization as shown in the example 

below. 

Example 3: 

Interviewee: 

ٝحى ٣وٍٞ إٔ ٛخ١ ٍؿزش حَُٔؿؼ٤ش ٝحُ٘خّ ::ح٤َُِٓ ؽ .ٝى١ إٔ أػِن ػ٠ِ ٓخًًَٙد ).(١زؼخً هزَ إٔ أؿ٤زيأٜٛٚ 

أ٢٣  ).(ُظَٝف ٓؼ٤٘شٟ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخػيح ٛ٘خُي أٓظؼ٘خء حٍ،  ُْ طؼِٖ أ١ َٓؿؼ٤ش .ؿ٤َ ىه٤نأٗخ أػظوي إٔ ٌٛح ٬ًّ . ًٌٝح

ٝحُ٘ؼذ ػ٘يٓخ ٣٘ظوذ  .١ٌٛ أ٫ًٝ ٜٛٚ أ ).(ػٖ ٗوٚ ٓؼ٤ٖ الوشجؼٍحُْ طظليع  .ٛخكيع ػٖصٍرٔخ ك٢ ٣ٞٓخ ٓخ ٓؤ

 ((٣ظْ ٓوخ١ؼظٚ ٖٓ هزَ حُٔويّ)) -ٌٛح ٣ؼ٢٘  ًظِش أًزَ

 

Uhhh actually before I answer (.) I would like to comment on what he has mentioned. 

Colleague ((used honorifically)) Jawa::d said that this is the desire of Marjaiya 

((religious leaders)) and the people and so no. I think this is an inaccurate talk. No 
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Marjaiya ((religious leader)) has announced, I mean save one due to certain 

circumstances(.) and someday I may talk about them. No MARJAIYA has spoken 

about a person in specific(.) uhhh this is firstly. And when the people elect a bloc as 

majority this means-((gets interrupted by the interviewer))

 

(Interview 3: interviewee 2) 

In example 3 above, interviewee 2 aimed to delegitimize his opponent‟s argument as 

to why his political party refused a third term for the former Prime Minister Al-

Maliki. The reason for the refusal, as mentioned by interviewee 1 at some point 

during the interview, was that it was the desires of the Marjaiyas (Shiite religious 

leadership) and that of the people. Therefore, interviewee 2 in this example attempted 

to highlight the inconsistency in interviewee 1‟s argument in order to irrationalize it, 

i.e. this talk is not accurate. …… No MARJAIYA has spoken about a person in 

specific. The irrationalized action was discursively represented by abstraction, (van 

Leeuwen, 2008: 68). In order to strengthen his counterargument, interviewee 2 also 

used an actor-oriented legitimization topos, which was authorization via electoral 

representation, depicting his political party, which was impersonalized (van Leeuwen: 

46) as the majority in the parliament, and as such a legitimate claimant of 

premiership.   

 Broadly speaking, in each of the three TV interviews analyzed in this chapter, 

the interviewers and the interviewees were concerned about recontextualizing a 

limited number of political actors and actions in order to (de)legitimize particular 

interpretations of reality in a way that better served their political agenda and 

ideological preferences. Indeed, it was the interviewers, or the program managers, 

who were responsible for determining the topic of discussion in each interview, as 

they have privileged access to public discourse (cf. van Dijk, 2008: 67ff). The first 

discussed topic was the 2012 political crisis related to the opposition‟s demand to vote 

out the former Prime Minister in Iraq, i.e. Nouri Al-Maliki, or push him to tender his 

resignation. As was to be expected, the main actors who were delegitimized included 

the former Prime Minister and the opposition parties, while the main political actions 

(de)legitimized included the former Prime Minister‟s policies, behaviors towards his 

opponents, i.e. the opposition parties, and the opposition parties‟ political agendas and 

their behaviors towards the former Prime Minister and his cabinet (see examples 2 
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and 6). Since the interviewees represented the two sides of the crisis, i.e. the ruling 

coalition and the opposition, they were more concerned about representing their 

political parties and their political agendas more positively and representing their 

opponents and their own political actions negatively.  

 In the second TV interview, the main political actors and actions that were 

targeted by the process of (de)legitimization were related to the sectarian-based 

power-sharing process in the post-Saddam Hussein
7
 Iraq. The political actors who 

were (de)legitimized included Saddam Hussein‟s ousted regime, stereotypically 

described as Sunni-favoring , and the new regime, stereotypically described as Shiite-

favoring (see examples 7 and 8 below). Moreover, Sunnis and Shias were also 

(de)legitimized in this interview, because they were perceived as represented by the 

key actors in the political process. This was due to the consociational political system 

in the country. The interviewees, who were members of the main two communities, 

i.e. Sunnis and Shiites, frequently legitimized the communities they belonged to and 

delegitimized the other communities in pursuit of political support from their in-group 

members and domination over the out-group community. Alternatively, the political 

actions (de)legitimized were associated with the practices of the old and the new 

regimes and the practices of the ruling coalition and of the opposition parties. This 

interview dealt with the most sensitive aspect of Iraqi politics, which was related to 

the ethnic identities of the participants. This was evidently demonstrated by the 

frequent use of in-group victimization as a collective legitimization. The example 

below illustrates how the use of ethno-political terms and the victimization topos 

could be used for legitimization.  

 

Example 4: 

 حٗلْٔ ٣لٌٔٞح حٕ حٌُحص كٌْ ٣ؼ٢٘ ).(أأأٙ  حٍ ُلل٦ حُؼَحم، ٝكيس طلل٦ حُظ٢ أأأٙ حهخ٤ُْ ط٤ٌَ٘ ح٠ُ حُٔ٘ش ٣ِـت ىم

 .حهَ ىٕٝ رؼ٤٘ٚ ٌٕٓٞ ػ٠ِ ح٤ُّٞ ٓٞؿٞى ٥ِْٝ ٝط٤ٜٖٔ حهٜخء ٛ٘خى كو٤وش ٫ٕ. رخٗلْٜٔ

 

Sunnis may resort to forming (federal) regions uhhh that maintain the unity of Iraq, to 

maintain uhhh the (.) I mean self-ruling, to rule themselves by themselves. Because in 

                                                           
7
 Saddam Hussein was the longest serving president of Iraq who was deposed from power by the US-

led invasion of Iraq in 2003.  
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fact there are exclusion, marginalization and injustice today imposed on a particular 

(ethnic) component rather than the other.  

 

(Interview 2: interviewee 2) 

In example 4, the interviewee legitimized the formation of a federal region wherein 

Sunnis could enjoy semi-autonomous rule. He rationalized this demand, which was 

actually part of his political party agenda to maintain uhhh the (.) I mean self-ruling, 

to rule themselves by themselves. The political action rationalized in this example 

was represented by means of objectivation using the process noun forming (see van 

Leeuwen, 2008: 63). Moreover, the interviewee simultaneously legitimized his own 

ethno-political group, which was first referred to by collectivization i.e. Sunnis, and 

then by backgrounding (van Leeuwen, 2008: 29). He resorted to the collective 

legitimization topos of victimization to present them as marginalized and victimized 

by others, i.e. there are exclusion, marginalization and injustice today imposed on a 

particular (ethnic) component rather than the other. Due to the nature of the general 

topic discussed, the collective topos of victimization was used frequently as a 

legitimization technique in the second TV interview.  

 The third TV interview tackled the results of the 2014 parliamentary election 

and the political negotiations that followed to form a ruling majority coalition.  In this 

interview, the interviewees seemed to be more interested in strengthening their 

positions as legitimate representatives of the people and delegitimizing the previous 

political actions of their opponents (see examples 1 and 3 above). However, as the 

parliamentary elections failed to produce a decisive outcome for either party, the 

interviewees unanimously legitimize the recreation of the Iraqi National Alliance and 

its role in forming a unity government. Interestingly, the topoi of authorization and 

deauthorization were employed frequently in this interview (see also figure 3 below). 

This warrants the assumption that the interviewees in political interviews tend to be 

more concerned about the power potentials associated with the claims of being the 

legitimate representatives of the general public, and the comparative lack of their 

opponents‟ legitimacy around election time. Example 5 illustrates this tendency. 

Example 5: 

Interviewee: 
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 .حُ٘ؼذ رؤٛٞحص حؿٚ).(  ى٣ٌظخط٣ٍٞش ٛخ١ ٣وخٍ كظ٠ رؤٗو٬د ٣ؤص ُْ حٍُُٞحء ٍث٤ْ

 

The Prime Minister has not come (to power) by a coup d‟état in order to say it is a 

dictatorship(.) he has come (to power) by the votes of the people. 

(Interview 3: Interviewee 2) 

In the above example, the interviewee was attempting to establish the well deserved 

right of the former Prime Minister‟s, who was the interviewee‟s party leader, to 

premiership. He invoked the concept of the power of the people that can be invested 

in a representative elected through a democratic election. Thus, the interviewee used 

the topoi of authorization to empower the leader of his political party by means of the 

votes his party garnered in the election in order to depict him as a legitimate 

incumbent of the premiership, i.e. he has come (to power) by the votes of the people. 

The political actor authorized in this example, i.e. Al-Maliki, was functionalized (van 

Leeuwen, 2008: 42) by reference to his position as a Prime Minister.  

 Interestingly, in all three TV interviews analyzed in this chapter the decisions 

made by the interviewees regarding employing actor-oriented or action-oriented 

(de)legitimization tended to be motivated to a great extent by the interviewer‟s 

interactional moves. It seems that the argumentation process in TV interview was 

necessarily organized around the gate-keeper‟s, i.e. interviewer‟s, interactional moves 

that aimed to unravel the interviewees‟ stances on certain political issues. The 

interviewer‟s discursive practices could involve different speech acts. The most 

frequent of these speech acts included „directive‟ in the form of questions and 

„expressive‟ in the form of provocative statements (Searle, 1975). This could be 

intuitively attributed to the power over discourse (Fairclough, 1989) that the 

interviewers possess in such a genre. This indicates that the argumentation process in 

the TV interviews tends to be hierarchically, rather than rhizomatically, structured (cf. 

6.2 and 7.2). Consider the extract below which represented the first question raised by 

the interviewer that guided the direction of the interview and the way the 

interviewee‟s answer unfolded. 

Example 6: 

Interviewer: 
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ٌٛٙ حَُؿزش رخُو٬ٙ ٖٓ ( 0.3)حُٔئحٍ ٛ٘خ . ح٤ُّٞ ًَ حُٔزخىٍحص ؿخ١ طظـٚ ٗلٞ حُحكش حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٝ طـ٤٤َ حُلٌٞٓش

حّ حٌُِٔ٘ش ح٢ُ حُزؼٞ ٣ؼظزَٙ ٛٞ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء؟ حّ ٢ٛ ٍؿزش رخُحكش  ٤ٓخ٢ٓ ػ٘يٙ ٗؼز٤ش حػزظض ح٫ٗظوخرخص 

ًٙ حٌُٔٞٗخص حٝ ٌٛٙ حٌُظَ ٖٓ روخثٚ ٝحكظلخٟٚ رٌٜٙ ح٫ه٤َس حٗٞ ٓخُحٍ ػ٘يٙ ٗؼز٤ش ٝحهٌ حًَُِٔ ح٫ٍٝ؟ ٝطو٠٘ ٙ

 حُ٘ؼز٤ش ٝروخثٚ رٔٞهؼٚ ٝحكظلخ٥ٚ رخ٤ُِٔش ُيٍٝس ػخ٤ٗش؟            

 

Nowadays all the initiatives are directed towards removing Al-Maliki or changing the 

government. The question then is (0.3)  is it the desire to get rid of the SOURCE OF 

THE PROBLEM whom some consider is the Prime Minister? Or is it the desire to 

remove a politician with popularity who was proven popular still and was the first in 

the last election? And these components or blocs fear that he maintains and keeps this 

popularity and power for a second turn?

Interviewee: 

 ٓخًخٕ ٓٞحء ٗؼز٤ش ُي٣ٚ ٛٞ ٫؟ حّ ٗؼز٤ش ُٚ َٛ ٣ؼ٢٘( 4.0)ٗؼز٤ش  حٍُُٞحء َُث٤ْ حٕ حٌَٗ حٕ ح٣ٍي ٫ حٗخ ٛٞ

 ٓـخُْ حٗظوخرخص ك٢ ك٤ٔخ ٣ظؼِن حٝ رـيحى ك٢ ح٫ٛٞحص حػ٠ِ ػ٠ِ كَٜ ػ٘يٓخ حُٔخروش حُزَُٔخ٤ٗش ح٫ٗظوخرخص حػزظظٚ

 ٓـخُْ حٗظوخرخص ك٢ حُوخٕٗٞ ىُٝش ػ٤ِٚ ٓخكِٜض ه٤ٔش ٖٓ حهَِ حٕ ٫ح٣ٍي حٗخ .ح٣خّ هزَ ؿَص حُظ٢ حُٔلخكظخص

 ٓؼظْ ك٢ أٛٚ .ه٤َِ ٤ُْ كي ح٠ُ طَحؿؼض حٜٗخ ػٖ ػ٢٘٤ حؿٔٞ حٕ ٫ح٣ٍي ح٠٣خ ٌُٖٝ (3.0)حُٔلخكظخص 

 ح٠ُ طخػَص هي (0.1) ُـٍٜٔٞٛخ ٬ًٓح حٝ ُٜخ رخُ٘ٔزش ه٬ػخ طؼظزَ ًخٗض حُظ٢ حُٔلخكظخص ك٢ ٝكظ٠ رَ حُٔلخكظخص

 –حُٔٞح١ٖ ٝ  ًظِش( 0.3)ح٫ه٣َٖ  حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝٓ٘خك٢ٔ ًٍخءٕ ُٜخُق ًز٤َ كي

 

I do not want to deny the Prime Minister‟s popularity (0.4) I mean is he popular or 

not? He is popular and this was proven in the last parliamentary election when he 

garnered the highest number of votes in Baghdad and in the provincial election held 

few days ago. I do not want to underestimate what the State of Law coalition has 

garnered in the provincial election (0.3) Yet I do not want to close my eye about (the 

fact that) it has declined noticeably.

Uhh in most of the provinces even in the provinces which were considered its ((Al-

Maliki‟s coalition)) strongholds (0.1)  it retreated in favor of other competitors of Al-

Maliki‟s (0.3)  Citizen Coalition and -

 (Interview 1: interviewer, interviewee 1)

Example 6 illustrates how the interviewer‟s power over discourse could influence the 

interviewee‟s choice of the (de)legitimization topos used in the response. The 

interviewer‟s utterance gave emphasis to the characterization of a political actor, viz. 
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Al-Maliki, rather than his political actions describing him once as the source of the 

problem and once as a politician with popularity without any reference to a specific 

action. This motivated the interviewee to focus on delegitimizing Al-Maliki‟s public 

image, rather than his actions and policies, using the actor-oriented delegitimization 

topoi of deauthorization. The interviewee attempted to deauthorize Al-Maliki by 

referring to the results of the provincial election that took place a few days before the 

interview took place, i.e. i.e. Uhh in most of the provinces even in the provinces which 

were considered its ((Al-Maliki‟s coalition)) strongholds (0.1)  it retreated in favor of 

other competitors of Al-Maliki‟s. The results, as argued by the interviewee, 

represented a decline in Al-Maliki‟s popularity, and as such his authority and 

legitimacy. The interviewee deauthorized Al-Maliki in his capacities as a statesman 

and as a political leader as well. This was adroitly achieved by firstly referring to Al-

Maliki‟s position as the Prime Minister by means of functionalization (van Leeuwen, 

2008: 42), and secondly by referring to his political coalition by means of 

collectivization using a noun denoting a political group, i.e.  State of Law Coalition. 

Depicting Al-Maliki losing in the election highlighted his insufficiency as Prime 

Minister and his failure as a political leader of his political Coalition.  

 Example 7 below showed how the action-oriented legitimization in the 

interviewee‟s answer was motivated by the interviewer‟s question.  

Example 7: 

Interviewer:  

 ٣٘ٚ ُْ ٝحٕ كظ٠ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ػ٠ِ كٌَ ٛٞ حٍُُٞحء ٍثخٓش ٜٓ٘ذ حٗٚ ٓؼ٬ رخٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٣ظليع ح٫ (.)ٓخ٢ٓ حٓظخً

 حُيٓظٍٞ؟ ك٢ ًُي ػ٠ِ

Mr. Sami (.) do not Shiites for instance say that the premiership is the monopoly of the 

Shiites even though it is not stated in the constitution?    

 

Interviewee:

 .ػَر٤خ حٝ ًَى٣خ ).( ٤ٗؼ٤خ حٝ ًخٕ ٤٘ٓخ حُيٓظٍٞ، كٔذ ح٫ًزَ حٌُظِش طوٍَٙ حٍُُٞحء ٍثخٓش ٜٓ٘ذ ٫ٗٚ (0.5)٫ 

 حٌُظِش ٣ٌِٕ٘ٞ ًخٗٞح حًؼ٣َش ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٫ٕ حُوخىٓظ٤ٖ، حُيٍٝط٤٤ٖ ػْ ح٤٘١ُٞش حُـٔؼ٤ش حُٔخروش، حُيٍٝحص ه٬ٍ ٖٓ

 .]حُزَُٔخٕ[ ىحهَ ك٢ ح٫ًزَ

No(0.5) because the premiership is decided by the biggest bloc according to the 

constitution, whether for a  Sunni or Shiite (.) Kurdish or Arab. In the previous 
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)parliamentary( terms, the National Assembly and the following two terms, the Shias 

were the majority in [the parliament].

 

Interviewer:

 ]٤١ذ[

[ok] 

 

Interviewee:  

 .٣٘خثٕٞ ٖٓ ٣َٗلٞح حٕ كوْٜ ٖٓ ٝىٓظ٣ٍٞخ

Constitutionally they have the right to nominate whoever they want. 

 

(Interview 2: interviewee 1, interviewer) 

The speech act performed by the interviewer was an indirect assertion (Searle, 1975) 

that communicated a provocative statement about the Shiite monopoly of the 

premiership, i.e. do not Shiites say, for instance, that the premiership is a monopoly of 

Shiites even though it is not stated in the constitution?  The interviewee interpreted 

this speech act as a potential delegitimization of the way Shiite political parties act, 

because it depicted them as making unconstitutional decisions. The political action in 

question was discursively represented by distillation, which highlights the quality and 

value of the action (van Leeuwen, 2008: 69-70); so it was represented as a monopoly.  

In doing so, the interviewee attempted to justify the way the Shiite political parties 

act, rationalizing their monopoly of the premiership. This was done by providing 

constitutional evidence that established the Shiite politicians‟ right to nominate the 

Prime Minister. He indicated that the Shiite political parties represented the majority 

in the parliament, and thus they have the constitutional right to nominate whoever 

they want. The interviewee represented the action differently in his response in order 

to neutralize the negative valence of monopoly. In the response, it was discursively 

represented as agentialized action (van Leeuwen, 2008: 66), that is, the right to 

nominate, to emphasize agency which, in turn, established the Shiite politicians‟ right 

to nominate the Prime Minister.  
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 Furthermore, example 8 highlights the interviewer‟s powerful role that entitled 

him to reorient the argumentation process towards serving his interactional goal 

through resisting the interviewee‟s deviation from answering his question directly. 

The interviewer‟s question was about the ruling coalition‟s failure to build 

functioning state institutions in the aftermath of the US-led invasion, which was 

action-oriented question, but the interviewee attempted to eschew the question 

focusing instead on blaming the ousted regime.  

Example 8: 

 

Interviewer: 

 حُز٘خء؟ ٌٛٙ ػ٤َ ٓخح١ٌُ

What delayed this building (of the state)?  

 

Interviewee: 

 ٤ٗٔخٕ 9 ٣ّٞ (0.3)حُؼَحه٤ش حُيُٝش ٗوَص حُظ٢ ح٬ٌُ٘ٔص ٝٓخ حُٔخرن حُ٘ظخّ هِلٜخ حُظ٢ ح٬ٌُ٘ٔص طيٍى ٢ٌُ

 ػ٤٤٘٣َ٘خص ك٢ حٓٔض رٌخِٜٓخ سىٍٝ حٜٗخٍص حٗٔخ ).(كو٢  رخُيًظخطٍٞ ٤٣ق ُْ ٝٝٝ ).(كو٢  حُ٘ظخّ ٣ظـ٤َ ُْ 2033

 .حُٔخ٢ٟ حُوَٕ

 

To understand the problems caused by the former regime and the problems that 

corrupt the Iraqi State (0.3) On April the 9
th

 it is not only the regime that was 

changed (.) and the dictator was overthrown (.) but it is the entire state (which was) 

established in the twenties (of the last century) that has collapsed.

           

Interviewer: 

 أْٓٔٔ

hummm 

 

Interviewee: 

ٟ ػَ ٓز٤٘ش ىُٝش. حُ٘ؼذ ٌٛح ػ٠ِ ٓلَٟٝش ٌُٜ٘خ، حُؼَحه٢ حُ٘ؼذ ؿخُز٤ش ٙ ٖٓٙٝ أٙ (.) َٓكٟٞش أٛٚ ًخٗض ىُٝش

 ح٤ُٚ ٓخِٝٛض ح٠ُ ِٝٝٛض ).(حُؼَحه٢   حُ٘ؼذ ؿخُز٤ش ِٟٜخ ك٢ ػخ٠ٗ).( ١خثل٢ حٓخّ ػ٠ِ ػ١َٜ٘، حٓخّ

 .ك٤ٖٔ ٛيحّ ٣ي ػ٠ِ كخ٫طٜخ حٓٞء ك٢



87 

 

A state uhh that was rejected (.) and uhhh by the majority of the Iraqi people, but it 

was imposed on this people. A state built on racist basis, sectarianist basis (.)Under 

which the majority of the Iraqi people had suffered (.)and it reached its worst 

conditions at the hand of Saddam Hussein.

Interviewer: 

 حُو٤٠ش؟ ٌٛٙ حُؼ٤َ ٓخح١ٌُ

What delayed this issue? 

 

(Interview 2: interviewee 1, interviewer) 

At the beginning of the extract in example 8, the interviewer raised a question, namely 

What delayed this building (of the state)?. This question was action-oriented in nature 

because it concentrated on material process, which was the process of a state building. 

In a bid to eschew the question, the interviewee delegitimized the former regime using 

an actor-oriented technique. The interviewee described the former regime as being 

racist and sectarianist
8
 and illegitimately imposed on the people, i.e. it was imposed 

on this people. A state built on racist basis, sectarianist basis. When the interviewer 

realized that the interviewee was deviating, he urged the interviewee to commit to the 

line of the argument in his original question by raising the same question again at the 

end of the extract, i.e. What delayed this issue?. 

 To hold a cross thematic comparison between the three TV interviews 

analyzed in this chapter, the utterances identified as having (de)legitimizing functions 

were analyzed quantitatively. The quantitative analysis makes it possible to draw a 

general conclusion as to how the different (de)legitimization topoi were utilized 

strategically in the different thematic contexts. The numbers of (de)legitimization 

instances identified were 83, 76 and 102 in the first, second and third interviews 

respectively. These 261 instances were coded for the eight (de)legitimization topoi 

listed in table 2.1. As mentioned in examples 3, 4 and 6, some of the utterances with 

(de)legitimizing functions involved more than a single topois. These utterances were 

accommodated in the analysis by quantifying each single occurrence of the different 

                                                           
8
 A distinction is made here between the terms „sectarianist‟ and „sectarian‟. The term sectarianist is 

used to refer to the political practices that have sectarian-based exclusionary effect; the use of the 

adjective „sectarian‟ does not necessarily involve such an exclusionary implication.  
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topoi in the utterance; this means that the utterances that included two 

(de)legitimization topoi were coded twice. The results were then normalized in 

relation to the total number of (de)legitimization topoi occurrences in each interview. 

Coding decisions regarding ambiguous cases of (de)legitimization were made by 

using the interactional responses that followed as evidence of the emic interpretation 

of the participants. The quantitative analysis shows that the (de)legitimization patterns 

varied in accordance with the main topic discussed in each of the TV interviews. This 

suggests that the thematic context had the greatest impact on how the 

(de)legitimization patterns emerged.  

 Figure 5.1 (below) shows the percentages of the different (de)legitimization 

topoi used in the first interview. 

 

 

Figure 5.1 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in the first interview 
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The most striking observation in Figure 5.1 was that the negative representation of 

others was the most commonly used topos (N=17) followed by the positive 

representation of self (N=15) with a narrow margin difference between the two. 

Authorization (N=3) and deauthorization (N=7) were the least used of all topoi. In 

terms of the action-oriented (de)legitimization, the figure indicates that the 

frequencies of the action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi were obviously less 

polarized, which means that all the action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi were used 

almost evenly. The topoi of negative evaluation of actions (N=11) and positive 

evaluation of actions (N=11) were the most commonly used action-oriented topoi.  

 Figure 5.2 below shows the percentages of the different (de)legitimization 

topoi used in the second interview. 
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Figure 5.2 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in the second interview 
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This is due to the interviewees‟ frequent use of victimization to present in-group 

members positively (see example 4 above), which seems to be related to the 

sectarianly sensitive nature of the topic discussed. The common use of victimization 

could be attributed to the fact it was the most tolerable collective topoi. Due to 

institutional settings of the TV interviews the use of explicitly inflammatory 

discourse, typically associated with the collective topoi of criminalization and 

sectarianist exclusion (cf. figures 6.2 and 7.3 below), were neither tolerated nor 

beneficial to the interviewees in this public context. Therefore, use of victimization 

instead of criminalization may be also deemed a manifestation of political correctness 

in the political discourses produced in the mainstream media. The second most 

commonly used topos was the negative evaluation of actions (N= 15). The results 

highlight how polarized the use of the different (de)legitimization topoi was. The least 

used topoi were authorization (N= 3). 

 Figure 5.3 below demonstrates the percentages of the different 

(de)legitimization topoi used in the third interview. 

Figure 5.3 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in the third interview 
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Unlike the results in the other interviews, the frequent use of authorization (N= 21) 

and deauthorization (N= 14) seems very salient in the third TV interview as shown by 

Figure 5.3. In light of the topic of the interview and with reference to examples 3 and 

5, this seems be to be motivated by interviewees‟ interests in the power potentials 

associated with the claims of being the legitimate representatives of the general 

public, and the lack of their opponents‟ legitimacy around election time. The second 

commonly used actor-oriented topoi was the positive representation of self (N=16). In 

regards to the action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi, the positive evaluation of 

actions represented the most commonly used topoi (N=14) followed by the topoi of 

irrationality (N= 13). 

 Interestingly, the interviewees in the three TV interviews persistently served 

their predefined goals in ways that were commensurate with their political 

institutions‟ agendas. They tended to legitimize the political views institutionally 

endorsed by their political parties and to delegitimize the ones institutionally endorsed 

by the opponent parties. This was evident in the interviewees‟ frequent indexing their 

institutional affiliations (also see example 17 below) when using (de)legitimization. 

Even in ethno-sectarianly polarized interactions, e.g. the second TV interview, in 

which they might be expected to advance the goals of the ethno-sectarian community 

they belonged to, the interviewees tended to employ ethno-sectarian topoi to covertly 

legitimize their political institutions‟ agendas in securing bigger shares in the 

government, which was in fact based on ethno-sectarian quotas (see examples 4, 14 

and 21). This highlights how manipulative the interviewees‟ practices could be and 

ultimately suggests that these practices were motivated by instrumental (or goal-

oriented) rationality (Mueller, 1989). 

 When presenting the quantitative results in term of the dichotomy of actor-

oriented vs. action-oriented (de)legitimization in each interview, as shown in figure 

5.4 (below), it becomes clear that that actor-oriented (de)legitimization topoi were 

slightly more commonly used than action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi in all the 

interviews.  
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Figure 5.4 Percentages of actor-oriented and action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi 

in the three TV interviews 

 

Figure 5.4 can be a bit misleading because in many cases in the TV interviews 

analyzed here both action and actor-oriented topoi were used in a single utterance to 

reinforce the effect of the (de)legitimization process. The utterances in which both 

action and actor-oriented topoi were used represented 15% of the total utterances with 

(de)legitimizing functions in the first interview, 28% of the total in the second 

interview and 14% of the total in the third interview. Indeed, this makes the utterances 

with (de)legitimizing functions that concentrated on (de)legitimizing actions more 

common than the ones that concentrated on (de)legitimizing actors exclusively. 

Focusing on (de)legitimizing political actions rather than political actors in the TV 

interviews could be attributed to the political actors‟ persistence to justify the political 

practices of their political parties and to promote their agenda.  

 

5.2 Interactional practices and alignments in political TV interviews 

Analyzing participants‟ interactional practices at the second level of positioning 

analysis has two advantages: it firstly unpacks how the interviewees flesh out their 

generalized interactional identities, i.e. genre-sectioned roles along with their 

entitlements, and turn them into particularized interactional identities (Sluss & 

Ashforth, 2007) based on the politically defined alignments made by the participants. 

In the genre of TV interview, the genre-specific roles in the interview, e.g. interviewer 

vis-à-vis interviewee, are known by virtue of the generic structure of the interaction 

and made recurrently salient during the interview according to the participants‟ 
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emerging needs. These genre-sanctioned roles can evolve into political roles of 

supporters or antagonists in regards to the topic in question. These political roles form 

the participants‟ enriched particularized interactional identities. Secondly, the second 

level of positioning analysis can also elucidate how the politically defined alignments 

concurrently effect and affect the participants‟ perception of rapport in the interview. 

Example 9 below shows how the participants could attend to their genre-sanctioned 

roles as the need emerged.  

Example 9: 

Interviewer:  

 حُٞهض ٗٔظؼَٔ كظ٠ حهخ١ؼي ه٢٘٤ِ ؿٞحى، حٓظخً

(Formal term of address) Jawad, let me interrupt you to save time.

 

 

Interviewee:

 ٗؼْ

Yes 

 

Interviewer:  

 حٛيحف ١٫ٝ ؟ ه٤٤ٌْ ٢ٛ ٗ٘ٞ ٣ؼ٢٘؟ ٓظـ٤ٜٖ ٣ٖٝٝ طظٞهؼٞٛخ؟ ِٕٗٞ ).(ٗظخثـٌْ  (0.5)ٓئح٢ُ ػ٠ِ ؿخٝر٢٘

 ؟طِٕٞٛٞ ٍح٣ي٣ٖ

 

Answer my question (0.5) your results (.) how do you expect them? I mean, where are 

you heading? What are your plans? What the goals you seek to achieve?

(Interview 3: Interviewer, Interviewee 3) 

In example 9 above, the interviewer‟s interactional move highlighted his genre-

specific role positioning the other participant in the role of the interviewee. The 

interviewer comfortably interrupted the interviewee to steer the interview in the 

direction that best served his interactional wants, which revolve around eliciting as 

much information as possible from the interviewees. This interruption did not violate 

the behavioral expectations in this genre, because the deontic power associated with 

the interviewer‟s genre-sanctioned role entitled him to interrupt the interviewee 

without repercussions.  
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 In the three interviews analyzed here, after a few interactional moves the 

participants‟ genre-sanctioned roles evolved into politically defined alignments that 

positioned them vis-à-vis each other by virtue of the stances they took towards the 

topic in question. The politically defined alignments could be established by virtue of 

(de)legitimizing particular political actors and actions. Due to the antagonistic debate-

like nature of the interviews analyzed in this chapter, the interviewees‟ politically 

defined alignments were often in direct contrast to each other. Example 10 

demonstrates how two interviewees in the third interview communicated their 

opposing political stances over forming a majority government in the aftermath of the 

parliamentary election in 2014, which consequently positioned them in contrast to 

each other.  

Example 10: 

Interviewee 2:  

 ح٫ؿِز٤ش ؿَٞٛ كظ٠ ).(ؿَٞٛ. حُٔخروش حُظـَرش ح٠ُ ٫َٗؿغ حٗٚ حُـَٞٛ (0.4)حٌُِٔخص ٛخ١ ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤ٓ ح٢ٗ حًٍٞ

 ٗـلض، هي حَُ٘حًش حٝ ح٤٘١ُٞش حُٞكيس كٌٞٓش ًخٗض ُٞ حهَ، رٔؼ٠٘. حٍُٞحء ح٠ُ ٫َٗؿغ حٕ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٢ٛ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

 .ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٗؼخٍ ٍكؼ٘خ ٓخً٘خ

I say I do not care about these words (0.4) the essence is that we do not go back to the 

previous experience. The essence (.) even the essence of political majority is that we 

do not fall back.

In other words, if the national unity or the partnership government had succeeded we 

would not have raised the slogan of political majority.

 

Interviewee 1: 

 حٕ ٣٘زـ٢ ط٣ٝ٬ٖ ٝك٤ٚ ٌٓٞٗخص ك٤ٚ حُؼَحم ٫ٕ حُؼَحم،  ٣لٌْ حٕ ٣٫ٌٖٔ ٝحكي ُحثي ٜٗق حٕ ٝهِ٘خ طليػ٘خ ك٤ٜ٘خ

 ٗلٜٔخ ػٖ ٓؼزَس طٌٕٞ ٝحٕ كخَٟس طٌٕٞ

When we talked (about this), and said that a half +1 cannot rule Iraq, because Iraqi 

is composed of different colors (ethnicities) that should be represented. 

 (Interview 3: Interviewee 1, Interviewee 2) 

 

In example 10, interviewee 2 asserted his support for a majority government, which 

would challenge the consociational system in the county. He irrationalized the 

formation of a national unity government highlighting its ineffectiveness, and 

rationalized the formation of a majority government highlighting its ability to 
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overcome the difficulties encountered by the former government, which was a 

national unity government.
9
  On the other hand, interviewee 1, in his later response to 

interviewee 2, communicated a completely opposite stance. He irrationalized the 

majority government representing it as inapplicable in an ethnically diverse country 

like Iraq, where each ethnic group would want to be represented in the government. 

Communicating such oppositional stances positioned the interviewees as rivals and 

opponents over the topic in question, which in certain cases could orient rapport 

towards challenge between them.  

 Unlike the interviewees, the interviewers‟ political stances could oscillate 

between two opposite poles. By virtue of the social entitlements associated with their 

roles, the interviewers might change their alignments over the issue under discussion 

as the interviews would unfold based on their interactional need without violating any 

behavioral expectations. An interviewer could take an opposite alignment against the 

interviewee to whom the question was directed in what seems to be an attempt to 

provoke the interviewee to provide a desired answer or more information. The 

interviewers as the animators and authors, but rarely the principals (Gofman, 1981), 

were often perceived by the interviewees as less committed to the opinions expressed 

in their utterances, and as such less accountable and morally responsible for them. 

Example 11 explains how the interviewer in the third TV interview changed his 

alignments as the interview unfolded when discussing the results of the parliamentary 

elections. The interviewer first aligned with the interviewee from the State of Law 

coalition when directing a question to the interviewee representing the oppositional 

side, which was Citizen Coalition, and then he shifted his stance to align with the 

interviewee from Citizen Coalition when directing a question to the interviewee from 

the State of Law Coalition.  

Example 11:  

Interviewer: 

First question 

 ح٤ُٔي ًُي ػٖ حػِٖ ًٔخ حُٔلخكظخص، حؿِذ ك٢ حُٔظويّ ٛٞ حٝ حُٔ٘ظَٜ ٛٞ حُٔٞح١ٖ حثظ٬ف ِٕٗٞ ٌٓظ٢ِ ٣نٕ

 .حُوخٕٗٞ ىُٝش طويّ ح٠ُ ط٤َ٘ ىٗٔٔؼٜخ ح٢ُ حُ٘ظخثؾ .....حُل٤ٌْ؟

                                                           
9
 In the context of Iraqi politics, the term National Unity Government indicates that all the political 

parties in the parliament are represented in the government with no parliamentary opposition what 

soever.  
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Sheikh ((religious term of address used honorifically here)) can you tell me how 

Citizen Coalition is winning in most the provinces, as declared by (term of address) 

Hakeem ((who was the head of the coalition))?….. The results we have been hearing 

indicate that the State of Law ((coalition)) is in advance.

Second question 

 ٖٓ هيٍطٚ، ٖٓ ٝحػن حُٔٞح١ٖ حثظ٬ف حٕ ٣زيٝ رْ ).( حُٔظويّ ٛٞ حُوخٕٗٞ ُشىٝ حثظ٬ف حٕ ٍؿْ ًُي، هزَ رْ

 .حُوخىٓش حُلٌٞٓش ط٤ٌَ٘ روٜٞٙ كظ٥ٞٚ

But before all that, although the State of Law (coalition) is at the top (.) but it seems 

that Citizen Coalition is confident of his competence as well as his odds regarding the 

formation of the coming government. 

 (Interview 3: Interviewer) 

In the first stance, when addressing the representative of the Citizen Coalition, the 

interviewer deauthorized the coalition which the addressed interviewee was 

representing and authorized its traditional rival State of Law coalition by invoking the 

result of the election. By so doing, the interviewer in the first question positioned 

himself in an opposite alignment with the addressed interviewee. Yet, when 

addressing the representative of the State of Law Coalition in the second question, the 

interviewer aligned himself with the traditional rival of the State of Law, i.e. Citizen 

Coalition, presenting it as more able to form the new government using authorization 

in terms of expertise and competence. Communicating such oppositional stances did 

not orient rapport towards challenge between the interviewer and either of the 

interviewees, because his interactional practices fell within the behavioral 

expectations associated with his genre-sanctioned role.   

 In particular cases, the politically defined alignments that evolved as the 

interaction unfolded could orient rapport between the interviewees toward challenge 

and in extreme case towards confrontation. Example 12 below is an extract taken 

from the second interview in which the interviewees established oppositional 

alignments when voicing their opinions over the issue discussed; these alignments 

interactionally positioned them in direct contrast to each other.  Interviewee 1 

attempted to refute a previous argument provided by interviewee 2 about the policies 

of the former regime, ousted by the US-led coalition in 2003. To that effect, 
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Interviewee 1 irrationalized the argument, highlighting its inconsistencies. 

Interviewee 2 challenged this counterargument establishing an antithetical alignment 

that consequently resulted in impairing the harmony of the interview.   

Example 12: 

Interviewee 1:  

 حٓخّ ػ٠ِ ٝحٗٔخ ٤ٗؼ٢ أٜٛٚ حٓخّ ػ٠ِ ٤ٔ٣ِ ٓخًخٕ حُٔخرن حُ٘ظخّ رخٕ حُظ٤ٛٞق( 0.5)ح٫هَ ح٫َٓ أٜٛٚ حٍ

٣ظْ ٓوخ١ؼظٚ ٖٓ هزَ ح٤٠ُق ))-٫ٝٝحكي ح٤ُ٘ؼش؟ ٖٓ ك٤ٚ ًْ ).(حُؼٍٞس  ه٤خىس ٓـِْ ح٠ُ حٗظَ (0.5)كِر٢

 ((حُؼخ٢ٗ

 

Uhhh, the other issue is (0.5) the description that the former regime was not 

discriminating based on uhhh was (not discriminatory against) Shiite but on partisan 

bases (0.5) Look at the Revolutionary Command Council (.) How many Shiite 

members were there? None-  ((get interrupted by the other interviewee))

 

Interviewee 2: 

 !٤ًق؟>

<How?! 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 .ػيى٢ُ ).(حٗظَ

Look (.) list [them] for me.

 

Interviewee 2: 

  .ح١ ػيى٤ُخْٛ،

List (them) for me, yes. 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 ػيى حٗض ٫

No, you list (them) 

 

Interviewee 2: 

 Saadoon Hamadi كٔخى١ ٓؼيٕٝ
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Interviewee 1: 

 .حُؼٍٞس ه٤خىس ّرٔـَ ٓخًخٕ

He was not in the Revolutionary Command Council.

 

Interviewee 2: 

 كِٔسحُِر٤ي١ ٓلٔي

Muhammad Hamza Az-Zubaidi 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 [(…)]د ٓخًخٕ ٓخ

He was not [in (…)] 

 

Interviewee 2: 

 .٤ٗؼش ًخٗٞ ٛئ٫ء ]ًِْٜ[

[All of them] were Shiite. 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 حٗظَ ).(ٝحكي ٫ٝ حُؼٍٞس، ه٤خىس رٔـِْ ٤ٗؼ٢ ًْ ٗٞك٢ِ ).(٤ٗٔخٕ 9 ٣ّٞ حُ٘ظخّ ٓو٢ ٣ّٞ ).(حُ٘ظخّ ٓو٢ ٣ّٞ ٝ

 ٛل٤ق. ٤ٗؼ٢ ٫ٝٝحكي حُلَم، هخىس ٗٞك٢ِ (0.5) ٤ٗؼ٢ ٝحكي ٫ٝ حُل٤خُن ه٤خىحص أٜٛٚ ٗٞك٢ِ حُـ٤ٖ، ح٠ُ

 ٖٓ ٓٔظ٣ٞخص ٛ٘خى ٌُٖ حُؼ٣ٌَٔش، إٝٓٔخصحُْ ىهٍٞ ُْٜ ٣ٔٔق ٛل٤ق حُزؼغ، كِد ك٢ ٓٞؿٞى٣ٖ ح٤ُ٘ؼش

 .رؼؼ٤خ ًخٕ ُٞ كظ٠ ٤ٗؼ٢ ٣ِٜٜخ ٫ ح٥ُٞخثق ٖٓ ٓٔظ٣ٞخص حُو٤خىس

 

On the day the regime was overthrown (.) on the day the regime was overthrown on 

April the 9
th

 (.) tell me how many Shiite in the Revolutionary Command Council, no 

one (.) Look at the army, look at uhhh the divisions‟ commanders, none was Shiite 

(0.5) look at uhhh the brigade commanders, none was Shiite. (It is) correct (that) 

there was Shiite (members) in Ba‟ath Party, (it is) correct (that) they were allowed to 

join the military establishments, but there were levels of command, levels of positions 

that no Shiite could occupy even if he was Ba‟athist.

  

 

Interviewer: 

 .ٌٛح ػ٠ِ ٓؼ٬ حػ٢٤ ٗؼْ،
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Yes, give me an example for that.   

 

(Interview 2: Interviewee 1, Interviewee 2, Interviewer) 

At the beginning of the extract in the example, the interviewee 1 refuted the argument 

presented by the interviewee 2 in earlier turns; this refutation was considered a 

challenge because it was endorsed by the interviewee‟s role as representative of his 

political party (Weizman, 2008: 36). This challenge was represented by the first 

interviewee‟s attempt to irrationalize the argument by invoking its inconsistency, i.e. 

the description that the former regime was not discriminating based on uhhh was (not 

discriminatory against) Shiite but on partisan bases (0.5) Look at the Revolutionary 

Command Council, how many Shiite members are there? None. This delegitimization 

process triggered a series of challenges made by the two interviewees to fault each 

other‟s argument. These series of challenges triggered intense emotive response, 

which made this interaction rapport sensitive. The intense emotive responses were 

indexed by certain contextualization cues (Gumperz, 1982), such as intonation, 

directive speech acts including a question, i.e. how, and an order, i.e. No, you list 

(them), successive overlapping and interruptions. At the end of the extract, however, 

the interviewer employed his gate-keeping rights to moderate the standoff between 

the two interviewees. He took over by raising a question to interviewee 1 to end the 

standoff. 

 Conversely, the interviewees might also position each other in more rapport 

enhancing ways referring to them as colleagues or brothers.
10

 Such interactional 

moves aimed to disaffiliate the rival interviewees from the practices of their political 

parties in order to mitigate the potential face attacks associated with delegitimizing 

these political practices. Such rapport enhancing interactional moves were used to 

maintain the harmony of the interview. Example 13 taken from the first interview 

illustrates a rapport enhancing move made by one of the interviewees from United 

Coalition to take a supportive position with the other interviewee, who was from the 

State of Law Coalition to mitigate the delegitimizing of the State of Law political 

rhetoric.  

 

                                                           
10

 The use of „brother‟ as a rapport enhancing term of address is very common in the Arab and Muslim 

worlds. 



100 

 

Example 13:  

 حٓظويٓض حُوخٕٗٞ ىُٝش حٗٞ ٓؼ٢، ٣ظلن ػِص حه٢ حٕ ٝح٥ٖ حُٔلخكظخص، ٓـخُْ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٌٛح ك٢ حُوخٕٗٞ ىُٝش

 .كَر٢ ١خرغ ًٝ ه٤خرخ

The State of Law in the last provincial election, and I believe my brother Izat agrees 

with me, used war-styled rhetoric.

(Interview 1: interviewee 1) 

In example 13, the interviewee was negatively representing the rival coalition, i.e. 

State of Law, accusing it of using a provocative rhetoric, i.e. war-styled rhetoric, 

against its opponents. However, he positioned the other interviewee who was a 

member in the State of Law Coalition as a brother, i.e. my brother Izat. In this 

example, the interviewer‟s interactional move seems to have two advantages. He 

firstly wanted to mitigate his attack on the other interviewee‟s political coalition by 

implying that he did not target the other interviewee in person, and in so doing he 

saved the personal aspects associated with his face. Secondly, disaffiliating the other 

interviewee from the political practices of his own political coalition rendered him a 

witness to this practice, which in turn made this delegitimization attempt more 

credible.  

 The interviewees in each of the interviews analyzed did not only position 

themselves in relation to the other interviewees, whom was purportedly viewed as an 

opponent, and the interviewer, but also in relation to the audience, who were 

metaparticipants (Kádár & Haugh, 2013: 84) at the second-frame (Fetzer, 2007: 

1343). Interviewees could attend to the audience by referring to their interests within 

the argumentation process. Example 14 demonstrates how an interviewee legitimized 

his political party by depicting himself and his party as very attentive to their people‟s 

needs.  

Example 14: 

 ٣ؼ٢٘ ).(٤ٓٝخُز٘خ ؿٍٜٔٞٗخ ٟٝي ٓلخكظخط٘خ، ٟٝي ٝؿٞىٗخ، ٟٝي ٜٓخُل٘خ، ٟي ٢ٗ ٛ٘خى رخٕ ٗؼَٗخ حًح

 .ٓٞهق ُ٘خ ٤ٌٕٓٞ

If we feel there is anything against our interests, our existence, our provinces, our 

people and our demands (.) we will take a stand.  

(Interview 1: Interviewee 1) 

In this example, the interviewee attempted to characterize his political party positively 

by presenting it as the defender of the interests of the ethnic constituency his party 
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aimed to politically represent in order to enhance the legitimacy of this political party. 

This type of interactional practice highlights how the interviewees could attend to the 

second-frame of participation.  Involving the audience in the interaction often aimed 

to win the audience‟s sympathy and consequently guarantee greater rhetorical effect. 

 Alternatively, interviewees sometimes attempted to justify particular political 

actions by depicting them as being demanded by the people themselves, as shown in 

example 15.  

Example 15: 

 َٓؿؼ٤خص أٍحىس ٝأٍحىس ػخٓش أٍحىس ٝٓٔؤُش ػ٤ِٔش ٝٓٔؤُش ٜٓ٘ـ٤ش ٓؤُشّٝ ٓٔؤُش ٖٓ ٣ظؤط٠ ١زؼخً  ٍك٠٘خ ٌٛح ٫

 إٔ أٝأٝ ح٧كظٌخ٣ٍش حٍ حَُ ٝػوخكش أٝ ح٧كظٌخٍ ُؼوخكش حُظؤ٤ْٓ ٝػيّ ٤ُِِٔش ح٢ُِٔٔ حُظيحٍٝ ٍَٟٝس ك٢ ).(حُي٣ٖ

 ؿٍٜٔٞ ٌٓحم ٠ُع ٫ٝ ح٢٘١ُٞ حُظلخُق ٌٓحم ٓغ طظٔخ٠ٗ ٫ حُٜلش ).(٣ؼ٢٘  أٜٛٚ ٌٛح. حُي٣ٌظخط٣ٍٞش حُظؼز٤َ ٛق

 ......ح٢٘١ُٞ حُظلخُق

No our objection is actually derived from a methodological and scientific issue and 

an issue related to a public demand and Marjai‟ayas‟ ((the religious leaders)) 

demand (.) (which) emphasizes on a peaceful handover of power and not to establish 

a culture of monopoly or uh or a culture of monopoly, or dictatorship so to speak.  

This means uhhh (.) it does not fit the National Alliance taste and that of the 

constituency of the national alliance….  

 (Interview 3: Interviewee 3) 

Attempting to substantiate his objection to nominating the former Prime Minister for a 

third term, the interviewee rationalized his political stance by providing different 

reasons for this objection, of which the religious leaders‟ and the people‟s desire was 

the most important, i.e. issue related to a public demand and Marjai‟ayas‟ ((the 

religious leaders))  demand. 

 In the TV interviews analyzed, there was no audience present; thus the 

audience included the metaparticipants at the second-frame who could be addressed 

indirectly as in examples 14 and 15.  At the first-frame participation, the situation was 

more complicated, because it involved different “interactional orders” (Langlotz and 

Locher, 2012). The interactional order refers to the participation framework in 

interaction; it indicates to whom an interactional move could be addressed, and as 

such clarifies the dynamics of the argumentation process in the interaction. 

Employing the insights of Langlotz and Locher (2012), figure 5.5 (below) sets outs 

the interactional orders and the dynamics of argumentation in the genre of multi-
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participant TV interview. The interviewer could address the interviewees (A) or refer 

to a world reported in his utterances (B), which motivates how the argumentation 

process unfolds (see examples 8 and 9).  The interviewees could address each other 

(C) (this often takes place if a rapport sensitive issue emerges (examples 24, 25, and 

26), and they could refer to the world reported in the interviewer‟s utterances (D) or 

the world in general (E). The utterances that might have a (de)legitimizing function 

could only be generated when they referred to at least to one of the worlds indicated 

in the figure (see the line in bold), because (de)legitimization presupposes a 

worldview that needs to be supported or refuted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.5 Participation frameworks in TV interview 
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5.3 Unpacking the construction of sociopolitical identities    

A participant‟s sociopolitical identity may include different social attributes related to 

his/her personal and collective aspects of self. This is mainly due to the fact that 

identity is not unitary but rather a versatile and multifaceted entity comprising 

different beliefs about ones‟ own attributes and characteristics (Campbell et al., 2000: 

67). Mole (2007:15) argues that sociopolitical identities derive “from the 

establishment of rules and the fixing of meanings which condition and constrain 

political action by legitimizing certain agents and policies and delegitimizing certain 

others”. In the context of this chapter, participants‟ indexing of their enregistered, i.e. 

stereotyped, and emergent sociopolitical identities (Agha, 2009; De Fina, 2015) were 

examined by focusing on the third level of positioning analysis, as it could clarify the 

link between the participants‟ use of (de)legitimization topoi with their construction 

of sociopolitical vis-à-vis the contesting dominant discourses that framed the 

interview in its “temporal and spatial locality” (Moissinac, 2007: 236).  

 Example 16 below elucidates how an interviewee constructed a sociopolitical 

identity that did not only index his political affiliation but also his personal attributes 

that emphatically established his ostensible uniqueness as a man of principle, not one 

that sought power.  

Example 16:  

Interviewer: 

ٝط٣َي طو٘غ حُٔ٘خٛي٣ٖ حٗٞ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛخٍُٚ ٣ٌٖٔ ٓ٘ش ٣لـ٢ رلٌٞٓش ).( ٣ؼ٢٘ ط٣َي طو٘غ ىًظٍٞ ٥خكَ

 ...]٤ٜ٣َ ر٘خء حًح ٛٞ ٓٞ رخٍ[ ، أٛٚ ٟٓٞٞع ػ٤َٔ ؿيحٝٗخ١ٝ ػ٠ِ حُيٍٝس حُـخ٣شح٫ؿِز٤ش، 

Do you want to convince Dr. Dhafir (.) and the audience that Mr. Al-Maliki, ((who)) 

spent almost a year talking about the majority government, is willing in the next term 

to! uhhh it is hard [to accomplish anything if he is not in the]…. 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 ]ٍُٝحثٜخ؟[ٛٞ ٣وزَ رخؿِز٤ش ٖٓ ىٕٝ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛٞ ٍث٤ْ  ]).(ٛٞ ٛٞ[

[He, he (.)] does he accept a majority ((government)) without him being its Prime 

[Minister?]

   

Interviewer: 

]
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 .ٌٛٞٛح ٓئح٢ُ).(  ]ٛٞ).(  ٛٞ

[This (.) this] (.) This is my question. 

Interviewee 2: 

ح٢ٗ ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤ٓ . ػ٘يٝ حػظوخىٙ ٛٞ).(ػ٘يٝ ١ٔٞكٞ ).( ٛٞ ٍؿَ ػ٘يٝ ٗو٤ٜظٞ . حٗخ ح٫ٕ ٓخحٗٞد ػ٘ٚ ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُوٜش

رؼي ًل٠ ( 0.4)ح٢ٗ حكٌَ حٗٞ ٫ُّ ٤ٜ٣َأٛٚ. ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤َٓٛ ٣لٌَ حٗٞ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ريٝٗٚ حؿِز٤ش حٝ ٫، . حٗٞ ٛٞ ِٕٗٞ ٣لٌَ

ٝهَ ٌٕٗٞ . ٣ـذ حٕ ٌٗٛذ ح٠ُ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش ٝحه٤ِش. َٝٗحًش ٝٝكيس ٝٓي١ٍ ٖٗ( 0.3)ٌٛح ح٠ُلي ػ٠ِ حٌُهٕٞ

ٓٞ ْٜٓ؟ . ُي ٛخٍى ُي كظ٠ ُٞ هَٔٗخٓٞ ًض. حك٘خ ح٫ه٤ِش

Now I am not talking on his behalf on this issue. He is man of a character (.)  of an 

ambition(.) of a belief. I do not care how he thinks. Does he think that a majority 

without him is a majority or not? I do not care. I think that there must be uhhh (0.4)  

Enough with this comedy(0.3) partnership ((government)) and unity ((government)) 

and whatever. We must opt for a majority and minority. Let it be (that) we are the 

minority. Didn‟t I tell you hard luck for us even if we lost? It is not important.

 

Interviewee 2: 

 …أٛٚ ه٢ِ

Uhh let… 

 

Interviewer 

 رْ ًؼَس حُيػٞحص طزيٝ ٖٓ ٬ًّ ٝحػن؟

But numerous calls (for a majority government) seem to be out of confidence? 

 

Interviewee 2: 

 .…ٖٓ كوٚ ُٞ ٓٞ ٖٓ كوٚ؟ حًح ٛٞ ٛٞ ٣ٌيٍ حًح ح٢ٗ

That‟s his right, isn‟t it? If he, he can, if ….. 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 ] ٤ُٖ ٫؟[).( ٖٓ كوٚ ١ٞٔ٣ رَٝرٞگخٗيح

It is his right to make propaganda (.) [why not?] 

 

 

Interviewee 2: 
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 ٛٔٚ ٛٞ ٓٞ ٍهْ ٖٓ حٍهخّ حُٔخكش؟. ]٫ ٫[>

[>No no]. Isn‟t he one of the key figures in the ((political)) arena? 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 .٫رَ ٛٞ حَُهْ ٛٞٝح٫ٕ ح٫ٕ ح٫ٍٝ ك٢ رـيحى (.)ٗؼْ ٫ٗي

Yes no doubt (.) He is even the main figure in Baghdad now. 

 

Interviewee 2:  

 

 . َٓ٘ٝػٚ ٛق حُْٜٔ ػ٘ي١. ٣ظٞكن ٓخ ٣ظٞكن ٓٞ ٛٞح١ ْٜٓ ػ٘ي١. ٖٓ كوٚ .ٖٓ كوٚ ٛٞ ٤٣َف َٓ٘ٝع ٣ٝظز٘خٙ

It is his right to propose a project and adopt it. It is his right. ((Whether)) he succeeds 

or not does not significantly matter to me. What matters to me is that his project is 

correct. 

(Interview 1: Interviewer, Interviewee 1, Interviewee 2) 

At the opening of the example the interviewer and interviewee 1 attempted to 

delegitimize the calls for majority government often made by the leader of State of 

Law Coalition, i.e. Al-Maliki, by irrationalizing the majority government, 

highlighting its detrimental consequences as it would concentrate power in the hands 

of Al-Maliki, whose coalition had the majority seats in the parliament. In response to 

this delegitimization attempt, the addressed interviewee (interviewee 2), who 

represented the State of Law Coalition in the interview, provided a counterargument 

that aimed to legitimize the majority government. The legitimization of the majority 

government was achieved by highlighting its  beneficial outcomes depicting it as the 

possible reform to the dysfunctional ethno-sectarianly based power sharing 

government, i.e. Enough with this comedy (0.3) partnership ((government)) and  unity 

((government)) and whatever.  

 As part of his counterargument to the original delegitimization bids made by 

the interviewer and interviewee 1 at the beginning of the extract in example 16 above, 

interviewee 2 made sure to convey an implication that he was a man of a vision who 

aimed to improve the political system, not a merely blind follower of his political 

party leader, e.g. We must opt for a majority and minority. Let it be (that) we are the 

minority. ((Whether)) he succeeds or not does not significantly matter to me. 

Legitimizing the majority government did not only construct interviewee 2‟s political 
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alignments in regards to the issue in questions here, but it also constructed his 

personal identity as a political reformist and a non-conformist State of Law member. 

His sociopolitical identity as reformist was discursively indexed by a positive stance 

he took towards the political action of calling for majority government. Furthermore, 

his personal identity as a non-conformist State of Law member was indexed by taking 

an ostensibly indifferent stance to his political party‟s eagerness for power, e.g. I do 

not care.  

 In the interviews analyzed here, the interviewees‟ sociopolitical identities did 

not only include personal attributes but also collective ones. Collective attributes 

indicated the interviewees‟ membership in certain political institutions or ethno-

sectarian communities. The institutional identities were strongly associated with the 

political institutions active in the Iraqi political arena. From a sociological viewpoint, 

an institution is a “complex of positions and roles” that has the social function of 

modeling human behaviors according to sets of rules, norms and values (Turner, 

1997: 6). Renkema (2004: 253) points out that an institution can be viewed as an 

intermediary level between the individual and society. Due to the nature of the 

interviews, the interviewees frequently indexed their institutional identities to reaffirm 

their roles as representatives of their political parties and coalition in the interviews. 

Yet, this was slightly less evident in the second TV interview because the interviewee 

were more concerned about their image as representative of their ethno-sectarian 

communities due to the ethno-sectarianly nature of the topic discussed. Example 17 

below demonstrates how the interviewees could index their institutional political 

identities. 

Example 17: 

 .ٌٛح ط٘ظ٤َٗٚ ًيُٝش هخٕٗٞ

 

This is what we think as State of Law ((members)) 

(Interview 1: Interviewee 2) 

 

 .هيٓض َٓٗل٤ٖ حه٣َٖ  حًح حُؼَحه٤ش .....٤ُٝٔض حُؼَحه٤ش حُظ٢ ٓلزض حُظ٤َٗق

It was not Iraqia ((coalition)) that withdrew the nomination…… that means Iraqia 

((coalition)) has ((in fact)) nominated others.

 (Interview 2: Interviewee 2) 
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٫ُُٝ٘خ كؼ٬ ٓظوي٤ٖٓ  ……ٓخروخ ػ٤ِٚ ٓخًخٕ ح٠ُ ه٤خٓخ ًز٤َس ٗـخكخص كون ٫ٗٚ  (0.2)حٗظَٜ حُٔٞح١ٖ حثظ٬ف

 .ك٢ حؿِذ حُٔلخكظخص

Citizen Coalition (it) won (0.2) because (it) achieved successes in comparison to the 

past…… we are still in fact at the top in most of the provinces.  

(Interview 3: interviewee 1) 

Example 17 shows how the institutional political identities can be indexed by the 

interviewees in the three interviews. In the first interview the interviewee explicitly 

indexed his representation of the State of Law Coalition using the expression This is 

what we think as State of Law ((members)). In the second interview, the interviewee 

indexed his membership in his political institutions, i.e. Iraqia coalition, by virtue of a 

political stance, which was an attempt to defend the political policies of that political 

institution. The interviewee in the third interview, explicitly referred to his political 

institution, i.e. Citizen Coalition, and then indexed his membership in it by using the 

collective pronoun „we‟.  

 In a fragile, consociational democracy like Iraq, it was typical for the 

interviewees‟ to interweave their political affiliations with their ethno-sectarian 

attributes that defined their memberships in certain ethnic or sectarian groups to 

foreground particular sub-national identities. In the interviews that discussed less 

ethno-sectarianly sensitive topics, i.e. the first and third interviews, the interviewees 

tended to construct their ethno-sectarian based political identities in a way that 

enhances nationalistic ethos or inter-communal rapprochement in order to present 

themselves as nationalistic, non-sectarianist or tolerant with other communities. 

Consider examples 18 and 19 taken from interview 1, in which the constructed 

sociopolitical identities comprised both political and ethnic concepts of self. In 

example 18, the interviewee‟ sociopolitical identity was constructed by means of 

legitimizing a political action, whereas in example 19, the interviewee constructed his 

sociopolitical identity though legitimizing a political actor. 

Example 18: 

Interviewee 2: 

 .ٓٔظل٤َ (0.3)ح٫هَ حٌُٕٔٞ كٔخد ػ٠ِ ٤ُْ حريح ٌُٖٝ ٣لَٜ، حٕ ٣ـذ حٌٍُٞى ح٫هٞحٕ ٓغ طلخُل٘خ
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Our alliance with the Kurdish brothers should be maintained, but never at the 

expense of ((losing)) the other ((ethnic)) component  (0.3) impossible.

 

(Interview 1: Interviewee 2) 

The interviewee in example 18 legitimized the political action of making an alliance 

with the Kurds by indicating that this political alliance was not at the expense of other 

communities‟ fundamental interests, i.e. the Sunnis. By so doing, the interviewee 

indexed his political affiliation with the State of Law Coalition, which was 

backgrounded in the extract (van Leeuwen, 2008), and simultaneously indexed his 

membership in a sectarian group, i.e. Shia, through differentiation (van Leeuwen, 

ibid: 40), where his ethno-sectarian community was explicitly distinguished from the 

other communities, i.e. the Kurdish brothers, the other ((ethnic)) component, i.e. the 

Sunnis, to index difference between in-group and out-groups. In the example above, 

the interviewee constructed his ethno-sectarian based sociopolitical identity in a way 

that resisted the political stereotype associated with his enregistered identity (Agha, 

2009; De Fina, 2015) and enhanced inter-communal rapprochement in order to 

disperse any possible Sunni suspicion about the Shiite-Kurdish political alliance. This 

inter-communal rapprochement was meant to be interpreted as a rapport enhancing 

move, especially by the metaparticipants at the second-frame, i.e. the audience.  

 In the same vein, the interviewee in example 19 below attempted to ease any 

tension engendered by the rival interviewee‟s accusation for his political coalition to 

ignite animosity with the Kurds in order to win the votes of the sectarianist Sunni in 

election, e.g. his problems with the Kurds were the same issues Usama Al-Nujaifi 

made use of to win the election.   

Example 19: 

Interviewee 1:  

 .حٌٍُٞى ٝح٫هٞس حُٔلخكظخص ٌٛٙ ك٢ حهٞحٗٚ ر٤ٖ ػيحء ٣ظ٠٘ٔ ى٣خ٠ُ ك٢ ٫ٝ ًًَٞى ك٢ ٫ٝ حَُٔٞٛ ك٢ حكي ٫ٝ

No one in Mosul or Kirkuk or Diyala wishes for animosity between his brothers in 

these provinces and the Kurdish brothers. 

(Interview 1: Interviewee 1) 

In response to this accusation, the interviewee in example 19 legitimized his sectarian 

community, i.e. Sunnis, using positive in-group representation topos by showing 

positive intentions towards the Kurds. Communicating this political stance indexed 
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the interviewee‟s sectarian identity as a Sunni, and concurrently indexed his 

sociopolitical identity. The sectarian affiliation of his political party was discursively 

indexed in terms of spatialization, “in which social actors are represented by means of 

reference to a place with which they are, in the given context, closely associated” (van 

Leeuwen, 2008: 46). The spatialization in this example was established by referring to 

the Sunnis via the cities in which they form the majority, i.e. Mosul or Kirkuk or 

Diyala. Similar to example 18, the interviewee in example 19 attempted to use this 

collective legitimization to depict himself, his political party and ethnic community as 

tolerant actors who were looking for peaceful coexistence with the Kurds, which 

could be perceived as a rapport enhancing attempt targeting part of the audience, i.e. 

the Kurds in this case.    

 As in interview 1, indexing sectarian affiliation in the third interview often 

aimed to disperse any possible inter-communal tension triggered by political actions 

as demonstrated in example 20 below. 

Example 20: 

Interviewee 1: 

 ٍَٟٝس ).(ٍَٟٝس ٣ٌَ٘ حُٔخػي١، ح٫ٓظخً ًًَ ًٝٔخ ٣ؼ٢٘ ًٝٔخًًَص ).(ح٢٘١ُٞ حُظلخُق ػ٠ِ ح٫َٛحٍ ح٫ٝ

 ٣٫ؼ٢٘ ٌٛح. ٝحٓظو٬ُٚ ٝكيطٚ ػ٠ِ ٝحُللخ٥ حُزِي ٝكيس ُِٔش ك٢ ٝكو٤و٤خ ٍث٤ٔخ ىٍٝح حُظلخُق ٌٛح ُؼذ ُٝوي ٤٘١ٝش

 ٣ؼ٢٘ ٫ حُظلخُق ػ٠ِ ح٫َٛحٍ.ٝحكي ٌٛح (.)ُقحُظلخ ٌٛح رٜخ طٔظغ حُظ٢ ح٫ىحءحص ػ٠ِ ٬ٓكظخص طٞؿي ٫ حٗٚ

 حُو٘ٞحص رؼٞ ُيٟ ح٫َٓ ٌٛح حٓظَٔحٍ ٖٓ ٗٔظـَد ٝحهؼخ ٗلٖ. حُؼ٣َٜ٘ش حٝ ح٤ُخثل٤ش ح٤ٛ٫لخكخص حروخء ح٬١هخ

 طلخُلخ ٌٛح حٕ ).(٤ٗؼش ػ٘خَٛٙ حًؼَ ك٤ٚ ٣ٞؿي طلخُق ٛ٘خُي حٕ طوٍٞ ك٤٘ٔخ حَٛحٍٛخ، ُٔخًح حى١ٍ ٫ٝ. ح٫ػ٤ٓ٬ش

 طًَٔخٕ حٝ حًَحى حؿِزٚ ط٤ٌَ٘ ٛ٘خى ًخٕ ٝحًح. ١خثل٤خ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓ٘ش حًؼَٙ ٣وخرِٚ حهَ طٌَ٘ ٛ٘خى ًخٕ حًحٝ. ١خثل٤خ

 ح١ ٣٫ٝٞؿي حُظ٣ٝ٬ٖ، ٌٛٙ ًَ ٣ـٔغ ح١ُٖٞ. ىه٤ن ؿ٤َ رخ٬٤ٛ٫كخص ط٬ػذ كَى ٌٛح حػظوي. ػ٣َٜ٘خ ك٤ٌٕٔٞ

 حٝ ).(١خثلش  ح٠ُ ط٘ظٔذ حٝ ).(ٌٓٛذ  ح٠ُ ط٘ظٔذ ر٣َ٘ش ًظَ ٓـٔٞع ػٖ ٓؼزَٙ ًظَ ٛ٘خى طٌٕٞ حٕ ك٢ ط٘خهٞ

 .ػَٜ٘ ح٠ُ ط٘ظٔذ

 

First of all the insistence on the National Alliance (.) as Mr. Al-Sa‟idi and I 

mentioned, represents a necessity (.) a national necessity. And this alliance has 

played a fundamental and actual role in preserving the unity of the country and 

maintaining its independence. This does not mean that there are some remarks on the 

performance of this alliance (.) this is firstly. The insistence on the alliance does not 

mean at all keeping the sectarian and racial alignments. We are in fact surprised by 

the continuation of this issue on some media channels. I do not know why this 
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insistence when sometimes they say there is a new alliance which most of its members 

are Shiites (.) this is a sectarian alliance. And if there is another formation that 

confronts it, most of it((s members are) Sunnis, it is sectarian ((alliance)). And if there 

is a formation most of it((s members are) Kurds or Turkomen it would be racial 

((alliance)).I think is a kind of inaccurate manipulation of terms [playing with words]. 

The homeland gathers all these colors, and there is no contradiction when there are 

blocs that represent human groups that belong to a sect (.) or denomination (.) or a 

race.

 

 (Interview 3: Interviewee 1) 

In the above example, the interviewee sought to legitimize his political party‟s 

insistence on recreating the broad Shiite political alliance in the parliament, i.e. the 

National Alliance, and simultaneously to refute the political and media debate about 

how the recreation of such an alliance would sustain the sectarian and ethnic 

alignments in the new government, which indeed hampered reforms and negatively 

affected the performance of the previous government. The legitimization process in 

this example was achieved by rationalizing the recreation of the National Alliance 

through highlighting its beneficial outcomes on the political arena in the country, e.g., 

this alliance has played a fundamental and actual role in preserving the unity of the 

country and maintaining its independence. By rationalizing the Shiite alliance, the 

interviewee positioned himself as a Shiite consociationalist ready to share power with 

other ethno-sectarian communities. Such a sociopolitical identity was indexed by 

virtue of the stance he took towards the recreation of the alliance. The interviewee 

concurrently asserted that this alliance was not sectarianist and did not target any 

other ethnic or sectarian group.  Communicating such a stance was meant to disperse 

the threat that the recreation of the Shiite alliance might pose to the other communities 

which were often described as minorities. Taking this stance aimed to function as 

rapport enhancing and inter-communal rapprochement towards these minority groups.    

 Unlike the tendencies in the first and the third interviews, the interviewees in 

the second interview were prone to identify themselves with particular ethno-sectarian 

communities in order to highlight difference and provoke tensions between the 

communities to which they belong. The interviewees in the third interview aimed to 

attain their political goals as representatives of ethno-sectarian communities looking 
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for more administrative positions in the power sharing government. This was mainly 

due to the nature of the topic discussed, which was characteristically sensitive from an 

ethno-sectarian point of view. Examples 21 and 22 below show how the interviewees 

underscored their different sociopolitical identities as part of their pursuit of ethno-

sectarian power. 

Example 21: 

Interviewee 1: 

٫ٕ . حٕ ػيى حُ٘ٞحد حُٔ٘ش ٣ٌٕٞٗٞ ك٢ ىحهَ حُزَُٔخٕ ْٛ ح٫ًؼ٣َش).( ٣٫ٌٖٔ حٕ طظٞهغ حٕ حُٔ٘ش).( ٫ ٣ٌٖٔ حٕ

ٌُُي ٓؼ٠ِش حُظ٤ٜٖٔ ٓخُٜخ . حُزَُٔخٕ ٛٞ حٗؼٌخّ ػٖ ٝحهغ حُ٘خٍع ًٔخ ٛٞ، ٓٞ ًٔخ ٗ٘ظ٢ٜ ًٝٔخ ٣و٢٤ حُزؼٞ

 ...]حًٞ ٝحكي[! حُظ٤ٜٖٔ ٣ٖٝ؟. ٓؼ٠٘ ٓخُٜخ ه٤ٔش

It is not possible that (.) not possible that you expect that Sunnis (.) that the number of 

Sunni representatives in the parliament is a majority. Because the parliament is a 

reflection of the reality on the ground as it is, not as we desire or as some plans. 

Therefore the dilemma of marginalization has no value. Where is the 

marginalization?! [Is there anyone]… 

 

Interviewer: 

]

 . هخُٜخ رٟٞٞف).( ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ هخٍ حُٔ٘ش حؿِز٤ش! حُٔ٘ش حؿِز٤ش؟ ]كظ٠ ٝحٕ ًخٕ

[Even though] the Sunnis are a majority?! Mr. Al-Nujaifi said Sunnis are a majority 

(.) he said it clearly. 

 

 

Interviewee 1: 

 !ع ىٍٝحص رَُٔخ٤ٗش؟ػ٬>ٓٞ ٣ٞٓ٘خ حٗظوخرخص؟ ! ٓخرخٗض؟).( ٣ٖٝ ح٫ؿِز٤ش؟ ٣ٖٝ

Where is the majority?! Where  (.) why not obvious?! Haven‟t we held an election? 

>Three parliamentary terms?! 

(Interview 2: Interviewer, Interviewee 2) 

In example 21 above, the interviewee was responding to an argument made by his 

opponent, i.e. the other interviewee, which indicated that the Sunni political parties‟ 

share of government positions was not fair as it was not commensurate with the size 

of the community they politically represented. He deauthorized the Sunnis, presenting 

them as a minority, in order to refute his opponent‟s argument, e.g. Where is the 
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majority? Where  (.) why not obvious?! Haven‟t we held an election? >Three 

parliamentary terms?!. In doing so, the interviewee positioned the opponent in a role 

of minority representative, which seemed to be interpreted as a rapport challenging 

act by the opponent (see example 21 below). This positioning process was 

discursively represented by means of collectivization (van Leeuwen, 2008: 37-8) 

using a noun denoting a sectarian community to refer to the political actor, i.e. Sunnis. 

By taking such a stance, the interviewee oriented rapport towards challenge and also 

implicitly constructed his sociopolitical identity as a politician representing the 

majority, i.e. Shiites. Indexing such a sociopolitical identity reinforced his 

enregistered identity as a Shiite hardliner State of Law member.  

 In example 22, the interviewee challenged the other interviewee‟s bid to 

position him and the sect he politically represented as a minority. 

Example 22: 

ٌٝٛٙ حُوٞس طؼَٔ ك٢ ًَ حُظَٝف، ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٝ رؼي . طلخٍٝ حٕ طظَٜ ٌٛح حٌُٕٔٞ ػ٠ِ حٗٚ حه٤ِش حًٞ هٞسح٤ُّٞ 

ٝطٌِْ ح٫م حرٞ ٣خَٓ ػٖ حٗٚ ح٤ُّٞ حٍ أٜٛٚ حٍ حُزَُٔخٕ ٓٞؿٞى ٝحٕ حُزَُٔخٕ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٣وّٞ رٜ٘غ . ح٫ٗظوخرخص

ٝحُي٤َُ ػ٠ِ ًُي حُِٔق ).( ٕ ح٤ُّٞ ُٔ٘خ ٓ٘خ٤ًٍٖٗق ).(٫ حه٢ ).().(ْٝٛ ٓ٘خًٍٕٞ ك٢ أٜٛٚ ).( حُلٌٞٓش

ٖٓ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ ػٖ حٌُٕٔٞ % 8حُيٝحثَ ح٤٘ٓ٫ش طٌخى طٌٕٞ هخ٤ُش، ٝٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش طٌخى طوَ ػٖ . ح٢٘ٓ٫

 .ٌٝٛح حَٓ ٝحٟق ر٤ٚ ح٫هٜخء ٝحُظ٤ٜٖٔ. ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢

Today there is a force that tries to present this ((sectarian)) component as a minority. 

And this force functions in all circumstances, in the election and after the election. 

Brother Abu Yasir has talked about the uhhh there is a parliament and it forms the 

government(.) and they are participating in the uhhh(.)No brother (.) we aren‟t 

participating and the evidence is the security issue. The security departments are 

almost empty ((of Sunni participation)), and the participation rate is almost less than 

8% for the Sunni component. This is an issue in which marginalization and 

exclusiveness are obvious. 

 (Interview 2: Interviewee 2) 

The interviewee, in the example above, positioned himself as representative of Sunnis 

through collectivization using a collective pronoun, i.e. we. He also positioned the 

sect he represented, i.e. Sunnis, as marginalized by an unnamed force, which by 

implication referred to the government predominantly controlled by the Shiite 

political parties. Such a positioning process had two rhetorical advantages; it firstly 

legitimized the interviewee‟s political party, which was assumed to represent Sunnis, 
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by characterizing it positively as a victimized political actor. Secondly, it 

delegitimized the government (discriminatory) policies, and by so doing the 

interviewee constructed his identity as a Sunni politician defending his community‟s 

rights.  

 An in-depth look at how the participants employed (de)legitimization to 

position themselves in relation to each other and to themselves revealed that there 

were two discursive patterns the participants employed to identify themselves as 

members in certain sociopolitical groups. These patterns resonate with the 

identification practices observed by Bucholtz (1999) in a community of female 

„nerds‟ at a US high school.  Bucholtz (ibid: 211-12) maintains that identities are 

constructed and projected by two identification practices, these are: 

 

NEGATIVE IDENTITY PRACTICES are those that individuals 

employ to distance themselves from a rejected identity, while 

POSITIVE IDENTITY PRACTICES are those in which 

individuals engage in order actively to construct a chosen identity. 

In other words, negative identity practices define what their users 

are NOT, and hence emphasize identity as an intergroup 

phenomenon; positive identity practices define what their users 

ARE, and thus emphasize the intragroup aspects of social identity. 

  

 Calculating the frequencies of legitimization versus delegitimization in each 

interview highlights the different discursive patterns the participants used to index 

their sociopolitical identities as shown in figure 5.6 (below). 
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Paying special attention to identity construction, figure 5.6 exhibits how differently 

the interviewees‟ sociopolitical identities were constructed in the different thematic 

contexts. Unlike the participants in the third interview, the participants in the first two 

interviews tended to construct their sociopolitical identities via negative 

identification; that is, defining self by negatively recontextualizing particular political 

actions and negatively characterizing particular political actors, i.e. through 

delegitimization which dissociated them from these disproved political actions and 

disfavorable political actors. Nevertheless, in the third interview, which dealt with 

2014 election results, the participants tended to construct their sociopolitical identities 

via positive identification; that is, defining self through promoting self image and 

justifying self actions. Due to the lack of a decisive winner in the election, the 

interviewees tended to use the legitimization topoi of authorization and positive 

representation of self more frequently (see figure 5.2) to emphasize the electoral 

representativeness of their respective parties and their positive traits.  

 Negative identification practices seem to be motivated by two different 

reasons. On the one hand, negative identification can be triggered by a general 

cognitive tendency identified by several researchers including Messick & Mackie 

(1989, 55–9) who argue that people tend to perceive out-groups to be more 

homogenous than in-groups. On the other hand, and from a rhetorical viewpoint, 

employing negative identification in the first two interviews was less committal and 

more equivocal. The use of negative identification practices was a good diversionary 

technique, because it made it easy for the interviewees to avoid discussing their own 

political performance, agenda and plans, which might require them to commit to a 

certain course of action, and offered them the chance to indulge in the effortless 

attacks of opponents.  

   

5.4 Rapport and impoliteness in political TV interviews: attitudinal and moral 

implications   

As argued in 3.4 above, analyzing the impoliteness assessments and how they could 

be triggered in the TV interviews under scrutiny is advantageous in two respects. 

First, it can pinpoint the attitudinal and affective consequences, and moral 

implications of the interviewees‟ practices. Secondly, it accounts for how the 

evaluations of impoliteness can be functionally employed in these interviews, that is, 



115 

 

how the evaluations of impoliteness in these TV interviews might have delegitimizing 

functions and, thus, be employed argumentatively. Ultimately, these two analytical 

advantages unpack the interactional, social and normative underpinnings of the TV 

interviews in which these evaluations of impoliteness were made and account for how 

the interviewees‟ discursive conflict for power and legitimacy was perceived and 

evaluated in situ. In the context of this thesis, the outcomes of multilayered 

positioning analysis could elucidate how rapport was perceived by the interlocutors 

and how the evaluations of impoliteness were made in interaction.  

 There are three important aspects that seem very relevant to the analysis of the 

impoliteness assessments in mediatized political interactions like the TV interviews 

analyzed in this chapter; these aspects include the source, type and directionality of 

impoliteness. Firstly, the source of impoliteness refers to the spatiotemporal context in 

which the action perceived as impolite took place, whether endogenous or exogenous 

to the interview in which the impoliteness evaluations were made. Secondly, types of 

impoliteness are related to the connection between impoliteness and the interviewee‟s 

sociopolitical identity and the aspects of face associated with it (cf. Bull et al., 1996). 

In this sense, instances of personal, institutional or communal impoliteness, identified 

in the dataset analyzed in this chapter, could show how the moral and the social 

implications of the conflict for power are linked to macro social categories such as 

ideologies, political institutions, or ethno-sectarian communities. Thirdly, the 

directionality of impoliteness refers to the multitude of targets at which the practices 

perceived as offensive and impolite can be directed. Impoliteness can be directed at 

single or multiple participants at different levels of participations (Kaul de 

Marlangeon, 2008); personal impoliteness, for instance, is often unidirectional in 

nature as it only targets the participant whose practices or character is described in 

terms of impoliteness. Alternatively, institutional and collective assessments of 

impoliteness are multi-directional, targeting numerous participants at different levels 

of participation.  

 The relation between (de)legitimization and the evaluations of impoliteness 

seems to be intricately versatile and complex in mediatized political interactions. This 

is mainly due to the fact that (de)legitimization can be both morally based and 

attitudinally implicative. Nevertheless, this complexity and versatility can be 

accounted for by the various levels of positioning analysis, for each of these 
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positioning levels has a different analytical focus that can deal with a different aspect 

of impoliteness. In the TV interviews analyzed here, impoliteness could arise because 

certain practices performed within the interaction were perceived as emotionally 

offensive. Yet, the interviewees might also appeal to the moral order to evaluate some 

political actions that were performed outside the interaction. The aim of these morally 

based assessments was to delegitimize others‟s or out-groups‟ political actions (see 

figure 3.1). Evaluating political actions negatively based on moral grounds might 

amount to evaluations of impoliteness, because these evaluations were made in 

response to actions that triggered negative attitudes. However, these evaluations 

differed from typical evaluations of impoliteness in two respects. First, they were 

employed argumentatively as part of the interviewees‟ efforts to delegitimize the 

political actions performed by their rivals. Second, the actions evaluated in terms of 

impoliteness did not take place within the same spatiotemporal level of the interaction 

in which the evaluations were made. The actions evaluated occurred in the there-and-

then moment of the reported events, but they were recontextualized in the here-and-

now moment of the interview, highlighting the intertextual link between the two 

moments. This means that actions were exogenous to the interaction in which they 

were evaluated negatively and, thus, considered impolite. Instances of exogenous 

impoliteness were analytically captured by the first levels of positioning analysis, 

whereas instances of endogenous impoliteness were analytically captured at the 

second and third levels of positioning levels. Consider the examples 23 and 24 

(below), which highlight the difference between these two evaluations of 

impoliteness.  

Example 23: 

Interviewee 1  

كظ٠ حًح ًخٕ ١خٓق رخُظٔي٣ي ٝح٫ٓظَٔحٍ، ).( ٓٞ ٖٓ ِٜٓلش ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ٣َ٣ي حٕ ٢٘ٔ٣ رلٌٞٓش ٤ِٓٔش ٣ٝٔظَٔ 

ح٤ُ٘ٔن كظ٠ ٖٓ ).(  رخُؼٌْ).(٣ٔظَٔ ك٢ ٌٛح حُٔٞهغ، حُٔلَٝٝ ٢َٟ٣ ٛئ٫ء حًَُ٘خء . ٝٛٞ ٣ؼخى١ ًَٗخثٚ

أٜٛٚ هَ ٌٍٗٞ ٛٞ ٍؿَ ٤٣ٔق ٫ٕ ٌُٖٝ حًح ٛئ٫ء حًَُ٘خء رخ٣ي .... ٣ْ ٤ُْٝ ٖٓ رخد ح٣ُٞٔشرخد حُِٜٔلش ٍٝ

٣ؼ٢٘ ْٛ ٓؼٚ ك٢ حُلٌٞٓش ك٢ . ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع ٛٞ ح٢ُ ٓخهِٚ ح٫ؿٞحء طٔظَٔ رٍٜٞس ٛل٤لٚ. ًَٗخء ٝرخ٣ي حػيحء

  .٣٫وزَ !٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٛح ٤ًق ٣وزَ؟. رـيحى ٣ٝظإَٓٓٝ ك٢ حٍر٤َ ُٔلذ حُؼوش ػ٘ٚ ٓؼ٬

It is not in the Prime Minister‟s interest, ((one)) who wants to run a functional 

government (.) even if he desires to continue ((for a new term)), to antagonize his 
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partners. On the contrary (.) logic, even out of interest not that of integrity…uhhh. 

Let‟s say the man is desires to continue in this position, ((he is)) supposed to satisfy 

those partners(.) but if those partners on one hand ((behave as)) partners and 

((behave as)) enemies on the other. This thing did not make the ((political)) 

atmosphere continue as healthy. I mean, they are with him in the cabinet in Baghdad 

and conspire against him in Erbil to take the motion of no confidence for instance. 

How is this acceptable?! (This is) not acceptable.

(Interview 1: interviewee 1) 

In example 23, the interviewee delegitimized how the United Coalition behaved 

politically, i.e. they are with him in the cabinet in Baghdad and conspire against him 

in Erbil to take the motion of no confidence for instance, using the topos of negative 

evaluation of an out-group action. In this example, the delegitimized political practice 

of United Coalition was discursively represented as a conspiracy. At the end of the 

example, the interviewee invoked the moral order to evaluate this kind of political 

practice in terms of moral acceptability wondering how such a political practice can 

be considered acceptable, i.e. How is this acceptable?!. In this example, the 

interviewee evaluated the political practice of the United Coalition in terms of 

impoliteness, implying it violated the moral expectations.  This evaluation conveyed 

an emotionally charged negative attitude, i.e. (This is) not acceptable, towards what 

was considered an offensive action. This impoliteness assessment was communicated 

by Iraqi colloquial variety of Arabic rather than the modern standard Arabic used at 

the beginning of the extract to express intense emotive response. Indeed, conspiring is 

often considered as an outright immoral action in Arab culture. In fact, one of 

definitions of the verb „to conspire‟ is to break a pledge
11

, which is considered a very 

serious immoral practice in Arab culture, as it reveres keeping pledges and promises. 

The evaluated practice did not take place in the interview, but it was rather performed 

prior to the interaction; the interviewee recontextualized the action in the interview as 

part of his delegitimization of the rival political coalition. As this type of evaluation 

was embedded within the delegitimization of the political practices of United 

Coalition, it could be captured at the first level of positioning analysis, in which the 

political actors and action are positioned relative to each other in the reported event. 

                                                           
11 Alma‟ani online dictionary  
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Therefore, this example can be argued to involve an instance of exogenous 

impoliteness. 

 In certain cases, exogenous impoliteness assessments could give rise to 

endogenous impoliteness. This was because exogenous evaluations of impoliteness 

were not communicated in a vacuum but rather embedded in social practices, which 

were themselves liable to impoliteness assessments (Haugh, 2013; Kádár and Haugh, 

2013). For instance, in example 24 below an exogenous impoliteness assessment 

made by interviewee 1 was embedded in an action-oriented delegitimization; this 

exogenous impoliteness assessment triggered an endogenous impoliteness assessment 

as interviewee 2 perceived this interactional practice as an unguarded attack on the 

leader of his political coalition.  

Example 24: 

Interviewee 2: 

٢ٛ ٗلْ حُٔٔخثَ حُظ٢ ًخٕ ٣ؼ٤َٛخ ح٫م حٓخٓش حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٣ٝو٤ْ حُي٤ٗخ ٫ٝ  !ٗ٘ٞ ٓ٘خًِٚ؟ ).(ٓخ٢ٌُ ٓغ ح٫ًَحىحٍ

ُٔخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٜؼي . ٍرق ح٫ٗظوخرخص ر٤ٜخٓ٘خًِٚ ٓغ حٌَُى ٢ٛ ٗلْ حُٔ٘خًَ ح٢ُ حٓخٓش حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ . ٣وؼيٛخ رٔززٜخ

هٞحٗٚ ٝكِلخثٚ، حٗض ٣خ حٓخٓش حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ طَٝف ٖٓ ٍٝحٙ حُٔٞهق  ٣ًٝٞق ٝهلش ٍؿَ ٖٓ كي٣ي رٞؿٚ ٍكخهٚ ح٫ًَحى ٝح

 ؟ٗلظق ًَ حُِٔلخصٛٔٚ ط٣َي ( 0.3)٣ذ:::ٌٛح ٓغ. ًَى١ط٤َٜ 

His problems with the Kurds were the same problems Usama Al-Nujaifi made use of 

to win the election. When Al-Maliki stood up as a man of steel against his old 

colleagues and allies, oh you ((vocative article)) Usama betrayed him and turned a 

Kurd ((Kurd‟s supporter)). This is shame:::ful. Do you want us to uncover 

everything?

Interviewer:  

 .ٝالله ٣خ٣ٍض

Please do. 

 

Interviewee 2:  

 .رَٜحكش ٛؼذ).( ٛؼذ

((This is)) difficult(.) frankly difficult.

 

Interviewee 1: 
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 ... ٫ ه٤ِٚ

No, let him …. 

 

Interviewee 2: 

 .ٛؼذ

((It is)) difficult.

  

 

Interviewee 1:  

٣ؼ٢٘ ٣ؼ٢٘  …٤ٜ٣َ . أٛٚ ٤ٓوظ٘غ حُ٘خّ ر٬ٌٓي ريٕٝ ٛخ١ حُظلخ٤َٛ…حٗض ٣ٞٓض حُظ٤ٛٞق .ٗض ٓخرو٤ض ٢ٗح

 .٫ه٣َٖ ريٕٝ حىُشًٝخٗي حطٜٔض ح

You spared nothing. You make the description ((sounds like))… Uhhh people will be 

convinced by your argument without the ((required)) details. Can you… I mean, I 

mean you sound like accusing the others without evidence. 

(Interview 1: interviewee 1, interviewer, interviewee 2) 

 

At the beginning of the extract in example 24, interviewee 2 delegitimized the leader 

of United Coalition for changing his political stance over the Kurds‟ demand from the 

federal government. Hinting at his (perceived) opportunistic nature, interviewee 2 

implicitly depicted him as a double-faced man with no principle. In doing so, 

interviewee 2 communicated an exogenous impoliteness assessment embedded in a 

delegitimization act by which the opportunistic practice of the targeted political 

character was evaluated based on moral grounds, i.e.  This is shame:::ful. This 

exogenous impoliteness was evaluated as a case of violation of the normative frame 

of reference for not being in line with the appropriate behavior of a decent politician.  

 In his response, interviewee 1 evaluated this exogenous impoliteness as an 

impolite interactional practice itself, because it was perceived as violating both the 

norm of proper argument that would require real evidence, and the behavioral 

expectations that would entail avoiding outright face attack. The interviewee used the 

clause you spared nothing, which is often used in informal Iraqi Arabic to suggest that 

a social norm was flagrantly violated, to register a moral stance (Haugh, 2015). 

Interviewee 1 perceived this attack as a threat that damaged the face associated with 

his institutional identity as member in United Coalition, whose leader was explicitly 
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attacked in the example. This type of endogenous impoliteness assessment was 

captured at the second level of positioning analysis, which concentrated on the 

violations of behavioral expectation associated with the interactional roles in this 

genre, and the third level of positioning analysis, which focused on how identities 

were constructed vis-à-vis the competing discourses that framed the interview.  

 Turning to the type of impoliteness in the TV interviews, three types of 

impoliteness were identified: personal impoliteness, institutional impoliteness and 

communal impoliteness. If an interviewee, or an action he performed in his capacity 

as distinctive or unique person, was evaluated in terms of impoliteness, this could be 

considered an instance of personal impoliteness. The exogenous impoliteness 

assessment referred to in example 24 above could be classified as a typical case of 

personal impoliteness, in which a specific political actor in his capacity as a 

distinctive agent was morally evaluated. An important aspect of any personal 

impoliteness assessment is its unidirectionality as the behavior perceived as impolite 

was directed at a single participant. The personal impoliteness in the example above 

involved the evaluation of Al-Nujaifi‟s practice as a metaparticipant.  

 Institutional impoliteness by definition relates to the institutional identity of 

the interviewees. Therefore, institutional impoliteness may arise when an agent acting 

out an institutional role violates a social norm or threatens another agent‟s face. Kaul 

de Marlangeon (2008: 738) defines institutional impoliteness as “a bounded 

phenomenon of public nature, performed by individuals that act on behalf of the 

group sharing the same system of values”. Example 25 below introduces an example 

of institutional impoliteness embedded in an attempt to delegitimize the State of Law 

Coalition. This institutional impoliteness was perceived by the interviewee 

representing the State of Law as an offense triggered by the opponent interviewee to 

target his entire political coalition rather than his personal face only. This instance of 

offense making was interpreted as a typical case of institutional impoliteness, because 

both the delegitimizer and the delegitimized are the representatives of their political 

coalitions.  

Example 25 

Interviewee 3: 

 َٓؿؼ٤خص أٍحىس ٝأٍحىس ػخٓش أٍحىس ٝٓٔؤُش ػ٤ِٔش ٝٓٔؤُش ٜٓ٘ـ٤ش سٝٓٔؤٍ ٓٔؤُش ٖٓ ٣ظؤط٠ ١زؼخً  ٍك٠٘خ ٌٛح ٫

 إٔ أٝأٝ ح٧كظٌخ٣ٍش حٍ حَُ ٝػوخكش أٝ ح٧كظٌخٍ ُؼوخكش حُظؤ٤ْٓ ٝػيّ ٤ُِِٔش ح٢ُِٔٔ حُظيحٍٝ ٍَٟٝس ك٢ ).(حُي٣ٖ
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 ؿٍٜٔٞ ٌٓحم ػ٠ِ ٫ٝ ح٢٘١ُٞ حُظلخُق ٌٓحم ٓغ طظٔخ٠ٗ ٫ حُٜلش ).(٣ؼ٢٘  أٜٛٚ ٌٛح. حُي٣ٌظخط٣ٍٞش حُظؼز٤َ ٛق

 .أىر٤خص حُٜٔ٘ؾ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ك٢ حُظيحٍٝ ح٢ُِٔٔ ٤ُِِٔش ك٢ حُ٘ظْ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ).(أْٓٔ ٫ٝ ػ٠ِ كظ٠ح٢٘١ُٞ حُظلخُق

No our objection is actually derived from a methodological and scientific issue and 

an issue related to a public demand and Marjai‟aya‟s ((the religious leaders)) 

demand (.) (which) emphasizes on a peaceful handover of power and not to establish 

a culture of monopoly or uh or a culture of monopoly, or dictatorship so to speak.  

This means uhhh (.) it does not fit the National Alliance taste and that of the 

constituency of the national alliance not even uhhh (.) the political method of peaceful 

transition of power in democratic regimes. 

 

Interviewer: 

 ر٤ٌْ ح١٧َحف رخه٢ ػوش).(  ػوش أ٫ًٝ  (0.4)ٟؼ٤لش أٜٗخ ٣زيٝ حُوخىٓش حُلٌٞٓش رظ٤ٌَ٘ كظ٥ٌْٞ ًٔخٍ، أٓظخً.……

 .أهَ َٓٗق ٝٓخػيًْ ).(حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤ُِٔي ػخُؼش ٣٫ُٞش حٌُظَ رؼٞ ٍكٞ ٝٝأٛٚ ٟؼ٤لش،

…….Mr. Kamal, you chances to form the next government look weak (0.4) First of all 

the trust (.) trust of other parties in you are weak. And uhhh some blocs reject a third 

term for Mr. Al-Maliki ((in office))(.) and you have no other nominee.  

 

Interviewee 2: 

١ ٍؿزش حَُٔؿؼ٤ش ٝحُ٘خّ ٝحى ٣وٍٞ إٔ ٛخ::ح٤َُِٓ ؽ .ٝى١ إٔ أػِن ػ٠ِ ٓخًًَٙد ).(١زؼخً هزَ إٔ أؿ٤زيأٜٛٚ 

أ٢٣  ).(ُظَٝف ٓؼ٤٘شٟ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخػيح ٛ٘خُي أٓظؼ٘خء حٍ،  ُْ طؼِٖ أ١ َٓؿؼ٤ش .ؿ٤َ ىه٤نأٗخ أػظوي إٔ ٌٛح ٬ًّ . ًٌٝح

ٝحُ٘ؼذ ػ٘يٓخ ٣٘ظوذ  .١ٌٛ أ٫ًٝ ٜٛٚ أ ).(ػٖ ٗوٚ ٓؼ٤ٖ الوشجؼٍحُْ طظليع  .ٛخكيع ػٖصٍرٔخ ك٢ ٣ٞٓخ ٓخ ٓؤ

 ((١ؼظٚ ٖٓ هزَ حُٔوي٣ّظْ ٓوخ)) -ٌٛح ٣ؼ٢٘  ًظِش أًزَ

Uhhh actually before I answer (.) I would like to comment on what he has mentioned. 

Colleague [used honorifically] Jawa::d said that this is the desire of Marjaiya 

((religious leaders)) and the people and so no. I think this is an inaccurate talk. No 

Marjaiya ((religious leader)) has announced, I mean save one due to certain 

circumstances(.) and someday I may talk about them. No MARJAIYA has spoken 

about a person in specific(.) uhhh this is firstly. And when the people elect a bloc as 

majority this means-((gets interrupted by the interviewer))

 (Interview 3: interviewee 2, interviewee 3) 

At the beginning of the extract in the example above, interviewee 3 attempted to 

legitimize his political coalition's rejection of support for the former Prime Minster 
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for a new term in office by providing two justifications. The first justification was the 

need for political change to prevent power monopoly, and the second was the desire 

of the religious leaders, whose opinions are very important in a country where politics 

and religion are strongly connected.  Interviewee 2 interpreted the second justification 

provided by interviewee 3 as a serious threat to his coalition as this might undermine 

the popularity of his political coalition. This is due to the fact in certain cases the Iraqi 

religious leaders‟ opinions can have a notable impact on the political process in the 

country. In the extract, interviewee 2 was reluctant to answer the interviewer‟s 

question before he replied to the challenge that was directed to him in his capacity as 

member in a political institution, i.e. the ruling coalition, which might damage the 

self-worth and self-efficacy attributes, i.e. face, associated with his institutional 

political identity in the eyes of the audience. Therefore, he rushed to refute his 

opponent‟s argument by denying its validity, i.e. I think this is an inaccurate talk, and 

then continued to authorize his political party by appealing to its previous result in the 

election, i.e. when the people elect a bloc as majority this means. The answer of 

interviewee 2 in the example 25 above involved an institutional impoliteness that was 

indexed by certain contextualization cues, such as intonation, his insistence to refute 

interviewee 3‟s argument before answering the question raised by the interviewer, and 

the emotionally aggressive counterclaim (Langlotz and Locher, 2012: 1594), i.e. No 

MARJAIYA has spoken about a person in specific.  

 Alternatively, evaluations of communal impoliteness are inherently related to 

the ethno-sectarian identities of the interviewees. Such evaluations were made when 

the self-worth and self-efficacy attributes associated with the interlocutors‟ ethno-

sectarian identities were attacked. The second interview, which dealt with the more 

sensitive aspect of politics related to the ethnic identities of the interviewees, was the 

typical context for communal impoliteness to emerge. Consider example 26 below. 

Example 26: 

Interviewee 1: 

٫ٕ . ٣ٌٕٞٗٞ ك٢ ىحهَ حُزَُٔخٕ ْٛ ح٫ًؼ٣َش حٕ ػيى حُ٘ٞحد حُٔ٘ش).( ٣٫ٌٖٔ حٕ طظٞهغ حٕ حُٔ٘ش).( ٫ ٣ٌٖٔ حٕ

حُظ٤ٜٖٔ ٓخُٜخ ٌُُي ٓؼ٠ِش . حُزَُٔخٕ ٛٞ حٗؼٌخّ ػٖ ٝحهغ حُ٘خٍع ًٔخ ٛٞ، ٓٞ ًٔخ ٗ٘ظ٢ٜ ًٝٔخ ٣و٢٤ حُزؼٞ

 ...]حًٞ ٝحكي[! حُظ٤ٜٖٔ ٣ٖٝ؟. ٓؼ٠٘ ٓخُٜخ ه٤ٔش

It is not possible that (.) not possible that you expect that Sunnis (.) that the number of 

Sunni representatives in the parliament is a majority. Because the parliament is a 
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reflection of the reality on the ground as it is, not as we desire or as some plans. 

Therefore the dilemma of marginalization has no value. Where is the 

marginalization?! [Is there anyone]… 

 

Interviewer: 

 . هخُٜخ رٟٞٞف).( ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ هخٍ حُٔ٘ش حؿِز٤ش! حُٔ٘ش حؿِز٤ش؟ ]كظ٠ ٝحٕ ًخٕ[

[Even though] the Sunnis are a majority?! Mr. Al-Nujaifi said Sunnis are a majority 

(.) he said it clearly.  

 

Interviewee 1: 

 ]!رَُٔخ٤ٗش؟ ىٍٝحص[ػ٬ع > !ٓٞ ٣ٞٓ٘خ حٗظوخرخص؟! ٓخرخٗض؟ (.)٣ٖٝ! ٣ٖٝ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ؟

Where is the majority?! Where  (.) why not obvious?! Haven‟t we held an election? 

>Three parliamentary terms?! 

 

Interviewee 2:  

 ()ٓوخ١ؼخ ح٤٠ُق ح٫ٍٝ ٝٓوخ١زخ حُٔويّ)(؟ حؿخٝد ]ٌٖٓٔ[

[Can I] respond? ((interrupting interviewee 1 and addressing the interviewer))

 

Interviewer:  

 .ُي ك٣َش ح٫ؿخرش).( ١زؼخ

Of course (.) you have the right to respond.

[Interviewee 1 keeps the floor] 

(Interview 3: interviewee 1, interviewer, interviewee 2) 

Interviewee 1 in the example above deauthorized the Sunni community, presenting it 

as a minority. This deauthorization attempt was perceived as face sensitive by the 

opponent, interviewee 2,  interpreting it as an offensive attack against his entire sect 

not only an attack against him as a person or his political coalition, and as such 

impolite. This communal impoliteness was captured by the third level of positioning 

analysis where interviewees‟ indexing of their ethno-sectarian identity was 

scrutinized. The communal impoliteness was indexed by interviewee 2 by certain 
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contextualization cues that included overlapping and interruptions, i.e. [Can I] 

respond? ((interrupting interviewee 1 and addressing the interviewer)), and 

metapragmatic comments (Culpeper, 2011: 74), i.e. his challenging counterclaim in 

his response (see example 22 reused below). 

 

Example 22:  

Interviewee 2: 

ٌٝٛٙ حُوٞس طؼَٔ ك٢ ًَ حُظَٝف، ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٝ رؼي . طلخٍٝ حٕ طظَٜ ٌٛح حٌُٕٔٞ ػ٠ِ حٗٚ حه٤ِش حًٞ هٞسح٤ُّٞ 

ٝطٌِْ ح٫م حرٞ ٣خَٓ ػٖ حٗٚ ح٤ُّٞ حٍ أٜٛٚ حٍ حُزَُٔخٕ ٓٞؿٞى ٝحٕ حُزَُٔخٕ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٣وّٞ رٜ٘غ . ح٫ٗظوخرخص

. ٝحُي٤َُ ػ٠ِ ًُي حُِٔق ح٢٘ٓ٫).( ٤ُّٞ ُٔ٘خ ٓ٘خ٤ًٍٖٗلٖ ح ).(٫ حه٢ ).(ْٝٛ ٓ٘خًٍٕٞ ك٢ أٜٛٚ ).( حُلٌٞٓش

ٌٝٛح . ٖٓ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ ػٖ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢% 8حُيٝحثَ ح٤٘ٓ٫ش طٌخى طٌٕٞ هخ٤ُش، ٝٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش طٌخى طوَ ػٖ 

 . حَٓ ٝحٟق ر٤ٚ ح٫هٜخء ٝحُظ٤ٜٖٔ

Today there is a force that tries to present this ((sectarian)) component as a minority. 

And this force functions in all circumstances, in the election and after the election. 

Brother Abu Yasir has talked about the uhhh there is a parliament and it forms the 

government(.) and they are participating in the uhhh(.)No brother (.) we aren‟t 

participating and the evidence is the security issue. The security departments are 

almost empty ((of Sunni participation)), and the participation rate is almost less than 

8% for the Sunni component. This is an issue in which marginalization and 

exclusiveness are obvious. 

(Interview 3: interviewee 2)

The interviewee, in the above example, positioned the Sunnis as marginalized by the 

government, which was predominantly controlled by the Shiite political parties. By so 

doing, he legitimized his sect by representing it positively as victimized, and 

simultaneously delegitimized the government‟s exclusionary policies. This 

challenging interactional move and the pointed complaint (Culpeper, 2011: 256), i.e. 

No brother (.) we aren‟t participating and the evidence is the security issue, 

communicated that interviewee 2 has taken offense when interviewee 1 deauthorized 

Sunnis as a minority in the previous example. Therefore, the actor-oriented 

legitimization of Sunnis and the action-oriented delegitimization of government 

exclusive policies involve an embedded evaluation of communal impoliteness. In 

terms of directionality, this inter-communal impoliteness evaluation indicates that 
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interviewee 2 interpreted the collective authorization attempt  in the previous example 

as an offensive, and as a result face threatening, act to him and to the entire ethno-

sectarian community he sought to represent in this interview. By so doing, 

interviewee 2 directed the expressive communal impoliteness embedded in 

interviewee 1‟s deauthorization towards multiple participants at different levels of 

participation, i.e. the Sunni community at the second-frame.  

 Impoliteness instances identified in the dataset exhibit thematically related 

differences across the three TV interviews analyzed in this chapter as shown in figure 

5.7 (below).  

 

Figure 5.6 Percentages of impoliteness in the TV interviews 

 

In the figure, impoliteness was codified in terms of expressive impoliteness and 

classificatory impoliteness (Eelen, 2001). As argued in 3.3 above, the identification of 

the classificatory impoliteness instances in the dataset was based on the interviewees‟ 

metapragmatic comments (Culpeper, 2011: 74) and contextualization cues (Gumperz, 

1982: 131). The identification of the expressive impoliteness instances, on the other 

hand, was based on my own emic knowledge of the norms conventionally associated 

with the settings under investigations to make specific genre-sanctioned 

interpretations of impoliteness (see Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2013: 24). The numbers 

of impoliteness assessments identified in the utterances that have a (de)legitimizing 

function were as follows; 5 instances of expressive impoliteness and 3 instances of 

classificatory impoliteness in the first TV interview, 9 instances of expressive 

impoliteness and 5 instances of classificatory impoliteness in the second TV 

interview, and 3 instances of expressive impoliteness and 1 instance of classificatory 

impoliteness in the third TV interview. Since some instances of (de)legitimization 

involve both action-oriented and actor-oriented topoi, the quantitative analysis of the 
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impoliteness in each interview is normalized by the number of utterances identified as 

having a (de)legitimizing function, which might include more than a single topos.  

Figure 5.7 demonstrates that impoliteness was more salient in the interview that was 

more sectarianly sensitive because of the sensitivity of the topic. However, it was less 

salient in the third interview in which the interviewees concentrated on justifying their 

actions and improving their image rather than attacking others (cf. figure 5.3 and 5.6).   

 

5.5 Summary 

The aim of this chapter was to examine how the conflict for power could be 

discursively produced, perceived and evaluated across thematically different contexts 

in the genre of multi-participant political TV interviews. Focusing on how the conflict 

for power was discursively realized, the interviewees tended to recontextualize 

particular political actions and actors and (re)characterize them in order to 

(de)legitimize particular interpretations of reality. At the first level of positioning 

analysis, the analysis shows that the interviewees employed a wide range of topoi to 

(de)legitimize particular political interpretations of political reality. Although, the 

balance between the action and actor-oriented topoi was maintained, the use of the 

different (de)legitimization topoi seemed to vary in thematically motivated patterns. 

In the first interview the positive representation of self image and the negative 

representation of others were the most commonly used topoi. The collective 

legitimization topoi of victimization was characteristically employed in the second 

TV interview due to the ethno-sectarianly sensitive nature of the topic. Interestingly, 

in the third interview, which discussed the results of the 2014 parliamentary election 

and the possibility of forming a ruling coalition, the topoi of authorization and 

deauthorization were the most commonly used topoi.  

 At the second level of positioning analysis, I interrogated the interlocutors‟ 

genre-sanctioned roles in the TV interview and examined how they evolved into 

political alignments as part of their attempt to establish their alignments towards the 

topic in question and/or towards each other. The analysis indicates that these political 

alignments affected and effected how rapport was perceived in the interviews. At the 

third level of positioning analysis where the sociopolitical identities were scrutinized, 

different types of sociopolitical identities were indexed. These identities combined 

political orientations with personal traits or institutional or ethno-sectarian affiliations. 
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It seems that the interviewees tended to construct their identities via negative 

identification patterns due to cognitive and rhetorical reasons. It is the interrelation 

between the here-and-now, i.e. in the locality of interviews analyzed in this chapter, 

and the there-and-then, i.e. the (de)legitimizing process, that determined how the 

interlocutors defended their political interests and constructed their sociopolitical 

identities.  

 Focusing on how conflict for power was perceived and evaluated in terms of 

impoliteness, the last section investigated the interrelation between (de)legitimization 

and impoliteness in order to highlight the social and moral underpinnings of the 

political discourse produced in TV interviews. The multi-tiered positioning analysis 

was used to identify various instances of exogenous and endogenous impoliteness 

each of which triggered at different spatiotemporal levels of the context. Exogenous 

evaluations of impoliteness were embedded in the (de)legitimization acts, and hence 

were captured at the first level of positioning analysis. The findings suggest that 

exogenous impoliteness assessments functioned as moral gauges for negatively 

perceived political practices. Endogenous evaluations of impoliteness, on the other 

hand, were the focus of the second and third levels of positioning analysis as they 

were triggered by (perceived) violation of the normative frame of reference and 

identity and face related offenses. Thus, endogenous impoliteness assessments could 

normatively gauge for the interviewees‟ interactional practices in situ. As for the 

types of impoliteness, the impoliteness assessments identified mostly include 

institutional impoliteness in the first two interviews, but communal impoliteness in 

the second interview, which seems to be motivated by the thematic context. The 

analysis of impoliteness indicates that impoliteness was more salient in the interview 

that was more sectarianly sensitive because of the sensitivity of the topic. However, it 

was less salient in the third interview in which the interviewees concentrated on 

justifying their actions and improving their image rather than attacking others. 
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Chapter Six 

Interplay of (De)legitimization, Rapport and Impoliteness in Facebook 

Discussions
12

 

6. Introduction  

This chapter aims to scrutinize the discursive conflict for power in three Facebook 

comment threads, to explore the participation framework and dynamics of 

argumentation in these online interactions and finally to examine the social and moral 

implications of this conflict for power. Section 6.1 investigates how the conflict for 

power, by means of (de)legitimization, could be produced and reacted to on Facebook 

at the first level of positioning analysis. Section 6.2 explores the interactional orders 

afforded by the medium in the Facebook comment threads to demonstrate how the 

interlocutors positioned themselves in relation to each other in the wake of the 

collapsed context in this genre (Marwick and Boyd, 2011). Section 6.3 unpacks the 

social ramifications of the conflict for power in this genre by highlighting how the 

sociopolitical identities were constructed and how they consequently led to the 

creation of online sociopolitical communities. Investigating how rapport was 

perceived in situ elucidates how certain political and interactional practices could be 

evaluated in terms of impoliteness (section 6.4), which ultimately pinpoints the moral 

implications of the political confrontations taking place on Facebook. 

 Research on (de)legitimization, as a discursive power source, has often 

overlooked computer mediatized communication. However, the use of different social 

media platforms in political debates makes the investigation of the conflict for power 

in the political discourses produced in social media a worthwhile and valuable 

research project, especially because the continuity and similarity between the virtual 

and the real can be “fruitfully used to diagnose cultural change and societal 

conditions” (Bou-Franch & Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2014: 22). This is especially 

relevant in the context of this chapter, as Facebook users are urged by particular 

affordances of the medium to make the connection between their off and on-line self 

more visible (Cirucci, 2015). From a political perspective, social media represent 

communication platforms technologically equipped to function as an indispensable 

                                                           
12

 A part of this chapter was published in the Journal of Multicultural Discourses, under the title: „The 

Pursuit of Power in Iraqi Political Discourse: unpacking the construction of sociopolitical communities 

on Facebook‟, Vol. 10 (2): 247-265. 
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“online public sphere” (Douai and Nofal, 2012) in the globalized world where 

marginalized people can voice their political opinions and produce counter-discourses 

that offset hegemonic discourses (Dahlberg, 2007: 837). In this respect, the popularity 

of social media as means of activism and political engagement has increased 

considerably since the political events of 2011-2012 in the Arab world (Arab Media 

Outlook Report, 2012: 224).  

 In Iraq, Facebook is the most commonly used social media site. Facebook 

characteristically generates and circulates huge political discourses in which a wide 

spectrum of interlocutors can participate making use of different affordances, one of 

which is the public commenting tool on public pages. The most relevant medium 

factors (Herring, 2007) of Facebook are its collapsed context (Marwick and Boyd, 

2011), which gives it its participatory nature, which theoretically allows everybody 

with internet connection to engage in these interactions. Asynchronicity is another 

important medium factor because it offers users plenty of time to send precise and 

planned messages (Tanskanen, 2007: 98). The comment liking tool is also important 

as it may indicate the commenters‟ endorsement of some political opinions, which can 

ultimately index their memberships in some online communities forged within the 

comment threads (see examples 17, 18 and 19) 

 

6.1  (Dis)agreeing through (de)legitimization    

Unlike the political discourses produced in mainstream media, the use of 

(de)legitimization in the political discourses instantiated on Facebook comment 

threads does not quintessentially aim to promote specific political agendas. The 

commenters‟ principal goal when engaging in a political discussion on Facebook 

comment threads is to communicate their (dis)agreement with the arguments made by 

the post-author (i.e. page owner) or the other commenters and have their voices heard, 

especially because their ability to access mainstream media is rather restricted. This 

was evident by the commenters‟ frequent use of debate related expressions, such as 

„agree‟, „disagree‟, „don‟t think‟, „this opinion‟, „this argument‟.  

 Broadly speaking, in these debate-like interactions the commenters 

recontextualize particular political actions and actors and then (re)characterize them in 

order to (de)legitimize particular interpretations of the political scene. The 

commenters in the comment threads analyzed in this chapter legitimized the political 
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actors they liked, along with their political actions and (de)legitimized the political 

actors they disliked, along with their actions. In doing so, they voiced their political 

opinions in a manner that was in line with their ideological preferences. As discussed 

in the previous chapters, the lexico-grammatical realizations of (de)legitimization can 

be analyzed at the first level of positioning analysis to demystify their ideological 

packages. Similar to the analysis in Chapter Five, both action and actor-oriented 

(de)legitimization could be found. Unlike the interlocutors in the interactions 

analyzed in Chapter Five, however, the commenters in the Facebook interactions 

employed these types of (de)legitimization to communicate their utter or partial 

(dis)agreement with others rather than promoting specific political agendas.  Consider 

examples 1 and 2 below. 

Example 1:  

 ٗخء حٕ....  ١ٍٞٗ رخ١ ٝرؤ١ ٍُٝحء ٍث٤ْ ك١ٍٕٕٝٞ ٔ+  حُٜ٘ق ٤ٜ٣َٕٝ ٝ ٓظلَهٚ ٓغ ح٧كَحٍ ٓغ حُٔٞح١ٖ

 الله

Citizen ((coalition)) and the Free ((bloc)) along with the small blocs become a half+1 

and ((they)) nominate a Prime Minister Designate and bye bye Noori….. Allah‟s 

willing. 

  

(Comment thread 3) 

In order to express his disagreement with the political prediction made by another 

commenter, the commenter in the example above authorized two political actors 

whilst deauthorizing another one in order to legitimize his own prediction about how 

the political scene would evolve in the aftermath of the 2014 parliamentary election in 

the country. He first authorized the traditional Shiite rival of the ruling party, i.e. 

Citizen ((coalition)) and the Free ((bloc)), by invoking their popularity and 

representativeness as indicated by the election results and their ability to form the new 

government. The commenter discursively represented these political actors by means 

of association, which refers to “groups formed by social actors and/or groups of social 

actors (either generically or specifically referred to) which are never labeled in the 

text (although the actors or groups who make up the association may of course 

themselves be named and/or categorized)” (van Leeuwen, 2008:38). The then-ruling 

party, the State of Law, was individualized and nominated (see van Leeuwen, 2008: 

52) by using the first name of its leader, i.e. Noori. Although it was the first winner in 
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the parliamentary election, the commenter deauthorized the State of Law by 

highlighting its inability to form a majority coalition that could form the government, 

i.e. bye bye Noori….. Allah‟s willing. 

 

Example 2:  

 رٞح٤ٓش هٜٞٓٚ هخّ رؼي ىٍؿخطٚ أػ٠ِ ح٠ُ ٗؼز٤ظٚ رَكغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ أػيحء هخّ ُوي ٗؼْ.. XXX أرخ ٣خ كيّٝ ٍؿَ أٗض

 ح٤ُخثلش أر٘خء ٖٓ ًز٤َ طؼِن ُٝي ٓخ ٌٝٛح ٓؼ٤٘ش ١خثلش ػ٠ِ ح٧ًزَ حُو٤َ رؤ٥ٜخٍٙ حُٔظ٘٘ؾ ح٤ُخثل٢ ه٤خرْٜ

 . ٓٞىط٢.. ١خثلظْٜ ٝػٖ ػْٜ٘ ًٔيحكغ رخُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٧هَٟ

Oh father of XXX ((traditional term of address)) you are man of insight. Al-Maliki's 

enemies had raised his popularity to the utmost after they managed by means of their 

convulsive sectarian discourse to depict him as the greater danger to a particular 

sect. And this made the people from the other sect more attached to Al-Maliki as he 

(represented) their defender and the defender of their sect.. My regards.

 (Comment thread 1) 

In example 2, the commenter was communicating his agreement with the political 

interpretation made by the post-author in his original post. He thus delegitimized the 

opposition parties‟ practices using negative evaluations of an action. The commenter 

discursively represented the opposition in terms of possessivation (van Leeuwen, 

2008:34) in relation to the former Prime Minister who was nominated (ibid: 40), i.e. 

Al-Maliki's enemies. The delegitimized actions were first agentialized (ibid: 66) to 

highlight the opposition‟s responsibility for them, i.e. Al-Maliki's enemies had raised; 

they managed to, and then by an objectivated action (ibid: 63-4), which was 

negatively presented through predication, i.e. by means of their convulsive sectarian 

discourse. 

 In certain cases both actor-oriented and action-oriented (de)legitimization 

topoi can be used in order to make the disagreement more grounded and justifiable, as 

shown in example 3 below. 

Example 3:  

 ٣ٌرلي؟ ُٞ ٣ظ٠٘ٔ ٖٓ ٓغ طظلخٍٝ َٛ

Do you hold dialogue with the one who wishes to slay you? 

(Comment thread 2) 

In example 3 the commenter attempted to rebut the post-author‟s call on the 

government to embark on national dialogue. To that end, the commenter criminalized 
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the Sunni opposition, with whom the post-author urged the government to hold 

dialogue, discursively representing them by genericization (van Leeuwen, 2008: 35), 

i.e.  the one who wishes to slaughter you. Criminalizing the Sunni opposition as such 

represented them as fit for prosecution rather than political dialogue. By so doing, the 

commenter attempted to irrationalize the political action (i.e. holding a dialogue with 

the opposition), by highlighting its inconsistency, because the Sunni opposition was 

perceived by the commenter as unfit to hold dialogue with. This political action was 

discursively represented in terms of objectivation by the commenter, substituting the 

product, i.e. dialogue, for the action, i.e. to hold dialogue or to negotiate.  

 As was to be expected, in the first comment thread, which discussed the 2012 

political standoff  between multiple opposition parties and the ruling party as well as 

the concomitant propagandas, the main actors (de)legitimized included the  former 

Prime Minister and the opposition parties (see example 4 below), while the main 

political actions (de)legitimized included the former Prime Minister‟s policies, 

behaviors towards his opponents, i.e. the opposition, and the opposition parties‟ 

political agenda and their behaviors towards the former Prime Minister and his 

cabinet as shown in example 2 above. Example 4 introduces the post-author‟s 

argument in the first comment thread and a response posted by one of the 

commenters, in which he used delegitimization to communicate his agreement with 

the post-author‟s argument.  

Example 4: 

Post-author:  

 ػي٣يس َُ٘حثق ر٤َ ا٠ُ كُٞٞٙ رل٤غ ٟيٙ طلخُلٞح ، أٛيهخثٚ ٖٓ أًؼَ أكخىٝٙ حُٔخ٢ٌُ أػيحء ؛ َٓس ٖٓ أًؼَ هِظٜخ

 حُٔ٘ش إٔ ، ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ رخُظل٤َِ ٓوظٜخ ُٔض ا٢٘ٗ ٍؿْ ـ حُ٘و٤ٜش ٝطٞهؼخط٢.  حُ٘ظ٣َش ٌٛٙ طؼزض حُ٘ظخثؾ ٢ٛ ٝٛخ

 ك٢ ح٧ٛؼذ حَُهْ أٛزق ٧ٗٚ ٓؼٚ ُِظؼخَٓ ٤٠٤َٕٓٝ.  هٜٞٓٚ ٓؼٌَٔ ك٢ طٌظ٤ٌ٤خ طـ٤َح ٓظٜ٘ي حُٔوزِش

  . ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٗظخثؾ رؼي ُِٜٔ٘ي طو٤٤ٜٔخ ٓظؼ٤ي ح٩ه٤ٔ٤ِش حُوٟٞ كظ٠ أٗٚ أطٞهغ رَ ٫. ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش حُٔؼخىُش

 .ػخُؼش ر٣٫ٞش ك٤لُٞ أًؼَ ٗؼز٤ظٚ طِىحى ٫ ٢ً أكؼِٚ ً٘ض ٓخ ػٌْ ٝكؼِض ُٔخ٢ٌُح ُٜخُلض حُوّٜٞ ٌٓخٕ ً٘ض ُٞ

  حُـ٤ٔغ طلَؽ رل٤غ ٓظ٣ِي ُٚ حُٜٔٞط٤ٖ أػيحى إٔ كؼوٞح ، حُظٔو٤٤٤ش حُٔؼًَش ٝحٓظَٔص حُؼٌْ ؿَٟ ُٞ أٓخ

 .ٓٞؿٞى٣ٖ ٝأٗظٞ ٓٞؿٞى ٝآ٢ٗ

I have said it more than one time; Al-Maliki‟s enemies benefited him more than his 

friends ((did)), they allied against him so they turned him into a hero in the eyes of 

many groups and the ((election)) results are proving this theory. Even though I am 

not specialized in political analysis, I personally expect that next year would witness a 
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tactical change in his opponent‟s campaign. They would have to deal with him 

because he became the most important figure in the political equation. I even expect 

that the regional powers would reassess the (political) scene after election results.  

If I were in the opponents‟ places ((shoes)) I would make peace with Al-Maliki and do 

the exact opposite of what I (they) did in order not to increase his popularity and not 

to let him win a third term. If things go the other way around and the battle of 

defaming continues, be assured that his votes would increase and would embarrass 

them all.  

Here I am and there you are. ((Time will prove my expectation right)). 

 

Commenter: 

 .ٝحكيس ٤ُخثلش ٍُٝحء ٍث٤ْ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ٝ ٝ ًخٕ ٝ كٜٞ رلظخ ١خثل٤خ حٗظوخرخ ح٬ٛ ًخٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٗظوخد

Al-Maliki's (victory in the) election was originally sectarianly motivated. He has 

been, and always will be, a prime minister for one sect only.

(Comment thread 1) 

In example 4, the post-author irrationalized the opposition parties‟ practices against 

Al-Maliki, (the former Prime Minister), specifically their defaming campaign, 

highlighting its detrimental consequences on the opposition parties themselves, e.g. 

they allied against him so they turned him into a hero in the eyes of many groups and 

the ((election)) results are proving this theory. The irrationalized actions were 

represented by means of agentialization (van Leeuwen, 2008: 66), i.e. they allied; they 

turned, and objectivation, (ibid: 63-4), i.e. the battle of defaming. The responsibility 

of the opposition parties for these actions was linguistically established by presenting 

them as the doers of these actions, i.e. agents.    

 In the same example, the commenter used the negative representation of an 

out-group actor to delegitimize the former Prime Minister, i.e. Al-Maliki, in order to 

voice his opinion regarding the issue discussed by the post-author, and which 

generated the entire interaction, i.e. the comment thread. The commenter 

characterized Al-Maliki as a Prime Minister for his own sect only not for all Iraqis, 

i.e. he has been, and always will be, a prime minister for one sect only, to cast doubt 

on his legitimacy. In doing so, the commenter indirectly communicated his 

disagreement with the author. The characterized, i.e. the former Prime Minister, was 
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discursively represented by means of nomination (van Leeuwen, 2008: 41) referred to 

by his last name.  

 In the second comment thread analyzed in this chapter, the main political 

actions that were targeted by (de)legitimization were related to the government‟s 

refusal to hold dialogue with the Sunni opposition, which was perceived as sectarianly 

tendentious. The post-author in his original post blamed the government for refusing 

to hold dialogue with Sunni opposition highlighting the similarity of this refusal to 

hold dialogue with the Sunni opposition with the refusal of Saddam‟s regime, which 

is often described as autocratic, to hold dialogue, due sectarian biases, with the former 

opposition parties, who are now in power. Therefore, the political actors who were 

(de)legitimized in the comment thread were the government (and the former 

opposition), which was stereotypically described as Shiite-dominated, and the Sunni 

opposition (sometimes assimilated with Saddam‟s ousted regime), which was 

stereotypically described as Sunni-dominated. Moreover, Shiites and Sunnis were also 

(de)legitimized in this comment thread, because they were perceived as actors in the 

political process in Iraq. Alternatively, the political actions that were delegitimized 

were associated with the practices of the government and of the Sunni opposition. 

This comment thread tackled the more sensitive aspect of politics, related to the 

ethno-sectarian affiliations of the commenters; this was demonstrated by the frequent 

use of collective (de)legitimization topoi such as out-group criminalization (see 

example 3 above), and in-group victimization as (see example 5 below), which both 

were based on differentiation and exclusion.  

Example 5: 

Post-author:

ه٤َ ُٜيحّ ٓخروخً كخٍٝ هخىس حُٔؼخٍٟش ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼش، كوخٍ ٤ًق حكخٍٝ هٞٗش ٣لِٕٔٞ ح٬ُٔف ٓغ حُـ٤ٖ ح٣٩َح٢ٗ 

ح٤ُّٞ ٣ـِْ ٌٓخٕ ٛيحّ ٖٓ ٣َك٠ٕٞ حُلٞحٍ ٓغ ح٥هَ طلض ٗلْ ح٣ٌٍُؼش، ٌٝٛح ٣ؼ٢٘ رؤٕ .. ٣ٝوظِٕٞ أر٘خء رِيْٛ

 .حٓش حُؼ٘ق ٓظزو٠ طِظٜٔ٘خ ىحهَ ٌٛح حُزِي حُلنىٝ

 

It had been told to Saddam previously to hold a dialogue with the Leaders of the 

Shiite opposition; he said how would I hold a dialogue with traitors who had hold up 

arms with the Iranian Army to kill their own people.. Today sit in Saddam‟s place 

those who refuse dialogue under the same pretext, this means that the cycle of 

violence will continue to devour us in this entrapment(-like) country. 
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Commenter:  

 ٓوخرَ ك٢ ؿٔؼْٜ ٛيحّ ٓؼَ ٣٫ظٌٍَ ٝى٣ٌظخطٍٞ ٓشًَ ٝك٣َش ػ٤ٖ ُؤش ط٣َي ًخٗض ٗخّ ر٤ٖ ػخىُش ؿ٤َ ٓوخٍٗش

 ر٤َٜطْٜ أًٛزض حُوظِش ٖٓ ٓـٔٞػش ٌُٖٝ حٌُؼ٤َ ُٝي٣ْٜ ٝحُزَُٔخٕ حُلٌٞٓش ك٢ ٓخ٣ٔؼِْٜ ُْٜ ٗخّ ٝر٤ٖ.. ؿٔخػ٤ش

 .ُٓخٗٚ كِظش ؿؼِٚ ٓؼخ٤ٍٟٚ ؿزخء ٌُٖٝ رخُٔخ٢ٌُ كزخ ٤ُْ ٌٛح ..

 

An unjust analogy between (a group of ) people were asking for living and a freedom 

of speech and an unrepeatable dictator like Saddam (who) gathered them in mass 

graves.. And (another group of) people who have representatives in the government 

and the parliament and so many other things but a group of killers made them lose 

their sight..

This is not an admiration for Al-Maliki but it is the stupidity of his opposition that 

made him the exceptional man of his time. 

(Comment thread 2) 

In the above example, the post-author established his political stance using the action-

oriented topos of irrationalization to delegitimize the government‟s refusal to hold 

talks with the Sunni opposition highlighting this refusal‟s devastating consequences, 

i.e. this means that the cycle of violence will continue to devour us in this 

entrapment(-like) country. In the example above, the political action delegitimized 

was discursively represented as an agentialized action, i.e. those who refuse dialogue. 

Agentialized actions, to use van Leeuwen‟s (2008: 66) words, are the actions 

“represented as brought about by human agency” in order to associate the actions with 

their performers, and consequently highlighting their responsibility for these actions.  

Therefore, right from the outset of the interaction symbolized by the main post, the 

post-author communicated a sociopolitical stance that was antithetical to the 

government and its policies. 

 In order to communicate his disagreement with the post-author, the commenter 

in example 5 (above) attempted to rebut the analogy between the former Shiite 

opposition (i.e. politically represented by the current ruling party) and by extension 

the Shiite people, discursively represented in terms of genericization (van Leeuwen, 

2008:36) and differentiation (ibid, 40), i.e. (a group of) people, (another group of) 

people, and the Sunni opposition. The rebuttal of this analogy was operationalized by 

the legitimization topos of positive representation of in-group actors by virtue of 
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victimization. The commenter characterized the Shiites as victimized people who had 

been killed and buried in mass graves by a dictator merely for asking for decent living 

and  freedom of speech, i.e. (a group of ) people were asked for living and a freedom 

of speech and an unrepeatable dictator like Saddam (who) gathered them in mass 

graves. 

 The third comment thread discussed the results of the 2014 parliamentary 

election. The commenters highlighted the strengths of political parties they supported 

and justified their political actions, and pinpointed the weaknesses of their rivals and 

condemned their political actions. Interestingly, the topos of authorization was 

employed frequently in this comment thread (see also figure 6.3 below). Most of the 

authorization attempts made by the commenters were achieved by appealing to the 

political parties‟ capability to form a ruling coalition, because the parliamentary 

elections failed to produce a decisive winner who could form a ruling majority in the 

parliament. Consider example 6 below. 

Example 6:  

 .ٓغ حُل٤٠ِٚ ٝط٤خٍ ح٬ٛ٫ف ٝحُٜخىهٕٞ ٝحُوٞحثْ حُٜـ٤َس ٤ٌِٕٓ٘ٞ حُلٌٞٓش. ٓوؼي ٩٘حػظوي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤ٓلَٜ 

I think Al-Maliki will garner 95 seats. With Al-Fadhila, Tayarul-Islah, Al-Sadiqoon 

and the small blocs they will form the government.

(Comment thread 3) 

In the above example, the commenter attempted to authorize the political actor he 

supported, i.e. Al-maliki, in two ways. He first appealed to the popularity of this 

political actor expecting that he would garner 95 of the parliamentary seats. Such a 

number was considered remarkably high within the politically dispersed Iraqi context, 

in which no party was expected to acquire more than 80 seats. Secondly, the 

commenter authorized this political actor in terms of expertise, highlighting his ability 

to convince the small parliamentary bloc to join his ruling coalition. The political 

party targeted by process of authorization was discursively represented by 

individualization (van Leeuwen, 2008: 37) referring to it by virtue of its leader, i.e. 

Al-Maliki.  

 A quantitative comparison of the (de)legitimization in the three comment 

threads can be illuminating.  The numbers of (de)legitimization instances identified 

were 67, 114 and 105 in the first, second and third comment threads respectively. 
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These 286 instances were coded for the eight (de)legitimization topoi listed in table 

2.1. As shown in example 3 above, some comments that had (de)legitimizing 

functions included multiple (de)legitimizing topoi; in such cases the occurrence of 

multiple topoi was accommodated in the analysis by quantifying each single 

occurrence of the different topoi. The results were then normalized by the total 

numbers of (de)legitimization instances identified in each in each comment thread. 

Coding decisions regarding ambiguous cases of (de)legitimization were made by 

using the interactional responses as evidence that a comment was interpreted by the 

participants as serving either a legitimizing or delegitimizing function.  

 Figure 6.1 (below) shows the percentages of the different (de)legitimization 

topoi used in the first comment thread. 

 

Figure 6.1 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in first comment thread 

 

Figure 6.1 the negative representation of others was the most commonly used (N= 26) 

followed by authorization (N= 11) and deauthorization (N= 10) respectively. In terms 

of the action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi, the topos of negative evaluation of 

actions (N= 8) was the more commonly used followed by the delegitimization topos 
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of irrationalization (N= 5). The legitimization topoi of rationalization (N= 1) and 

positive evaluation of actions (N= 1) were the topoi least used in this comment thread.   

 Figure 6.2 below shows the percentages of the (de)legitimization topoi in the 

second comment thread.  

 

Figure 6.2 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in second comment thread 

 

As for the second comment thread, as shown in Figure 6.2 above, the delegitimization 

topos of negative representation of others was by far the most commonly used (N= 

66) followed by the legitimization topos of positive representation of self (N= 20). 

This was due to the commenters‟ persistent use of communal criminalization, in order 

to present others or out-group members negatively, and communal victimization, in 

order to present in-group members positively, which seems to be related to the 

sensitive nature of the topic discussed, i.e. the government policies that were 

perceived as sectarianly biased by some Sunni opposition. Deauthorization (N= 1) 

was the least used of all topoi. In terms of the action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi, 
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it was the negative evaluation of actions that was the more commonly used (N= 11) 

whereas the other action-oriented topoi were approximately used evenly. 

 Figure 6.3 below shows the percentages of the (de)legitimization topoi in the 

third comment thread.  

 

 

Figure 6.3 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in third comment thread 

 

As shown in figure 6.3 above, the topos of authorization was the more commonly 

used (N= 32) followed by the topos of negative representation of others (N= 30) in the 

third comment thread. Most importantly, authorization and deauthorization were used 

very commonly (N= 49), representing 47% of all topoi. In the light of the topic of the 

comment thread, which was concerned with the results of the 2014 election, and with 

reference to the individual examples (e.g. example 1), the high percentages of 

authorization and deauthorization seem to be due to the commenters‟ interest in 

making claims about the ability of the political actors they support/oppose to represent 

the general public and to form a ruling coalition. This suggests that the topic 
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discussed in this comment thread and the temporal context of the interaction (i.e. its 

proximity to the events debated in the comment thread) affect the commenters‟ 

choices of (de)legitimization topoi. In terms of action-oriented (de)legitimization, 

irrationalization (N= 7) and the negative evaluation of action (N= 8) were the most 

commonly used topoi.  

 Generally speaking, the use of the different (de)legitimization topoi in the 

three Facebook comment threads was demonstrably more polarized than in the 

thematically corresponding TV interviews analyzed in Chapter Five. However, the 

results in the three comment threads exhibit thematically prompted patterns of use that 

were more or less similar to those found in Chapter Five. In the first Facebook 

comment thread and its thematically corresponding first TV interview, the actor-

oriented topos of negative representation of others was the most commonly used 

topois. The collective topoi, especially criminalization and victimization, were the 

most frequent in both the second Facebook comment thread and the second TV 

interview. In the third Facebook comment thread and its thematically corresponding 

third TV interview the use of authorization and deauthorization were prominently 

salient.  

 The quantitative analysis shows that actor-oriented (de)legitimization topoi 

were much more commonly used than action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi in the 

three comment threads. Despite the thematically motivated individual differences 

between the three comment threads, the percentages of the (de)legitimization 

orientations within each thread stayed relatively the same, i.e. roughly 1 to 4. This 

suggests that the political debates in the context of Facebook were more personalized 

and less agenda-oriented than in the corresponding TV interviews, because in such 

online debates the commenters tend to focus on the political actors and their images 

rather than their actions and agendas regardless of the topic being debated. This 

ultimately indicates that the comments were more interested in supporting their 

ideological biases about the political actors in the political arena.  
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Figure 6.4 Percentages of actor-oriented and action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi 

in comment threads 

 

6.2 Establishing alignments and forming political fronts  

As shown in Chapter Five, the advantage of the second level of positioning analysis in 

mediatized political interactions is twofold: showing how the genre-sanctioned roles 

can evolve into political roles of supporters or antagonists with regard to the topic in 

question; and secondly, unpacking how these interactional roles concurrently effect 

and affect participants‟ perception of rapport in the interaction. Yet, in multi-

participant and asynchronous interactions such as the Facebook comment threads 

analyzed in this chapter, the second level of the positioning analysis has a further 

advantage. It can elucidate the “interactional orders” afforded by the medium in this 

genre (Langlotz and Locher, 2012). Due to the collapsed context in the Facebook 

comment threads (Marwick and Boyd, 2011), it is possible for any metaparticipant to 

address the post-author, another commenter or maybe both, which makes the 

participation framework in this genre more complicated that in the interactional 

genres in the mainstream media, e.g. TV interviews.   

 Tracing how the genre-sanctioned roles could be fleshed out in the interaction, 

examples 7 and 8 demonstrate how a commenter established a politically defined 

alignment that allowed him to join one of the political fronts constructed in the 

interaction.   

Example 7:  

AB:  

52  

15  

91  

23  

87  

18  
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 !!رخ٤ُٔخ٤٤ٖٓ؟؟؟؟؟؟ ٗلٔٚ ٣ٕٔٔٞ ٖٓ ك٤ٌق ٗيًٍٜخ ٤ٓخ٤٤ٖٓ حُـ٤َ ٗلٖ كو٤وٚ ٌٛٙ

This ((what you have said in the main post)) is a fact that we the non-politicians are 

aware of how about (those) who call themselves politicians??????!!

(Comment thread 1) 

The commenter (AB) in example 7 voiced his agreement with the original argument 

made by the post-author about the opposition parties‟ practices towards the Prime 

Minister. This agreement was indicated by the commenter‟s claim that [t]his is a fact 

that we the non-politicians are aware of. Such a comment automatically established 

his genre-sanctioned role as commenter in a comment thread on Facebook, which 

bestowed on him certain rights and obligations associate with this role. Yet, his 

agreement with the post-author‟s argument did not unequivocally signal his political 

alignments towards the political fronts constructed in the interaction, e.g. pro-Prime 

Minster, con-Prime Minister, pro-opposition, con-opposition, because he ambiguously 

voiced agreement with the main post without (de)legitimizing any of the parties 

involved.  

 However, in a later comment made by the same commenter, his genre-

sanctioned role evolved into a particularized interactional role (Sluss & Ashforth, 

2007) i.e. a politically defined alignment, which established his membership in one of 

the political fronts formed in the interaction, as shown in example 8 below. 

Example 8:  

CD:  

 ه٬ٍ ٖٓ هٜٞٓٚ ٖٓ ح٫ٗظوخر٤ٚ ىػخ٣ظٚ ط٣َٞٔ حٓظ٤خع رٚ حٍؿذ ُْ ح٢٘ٗ ٖٓ رخَُؿْ...  ٗخؿق ٤ٓخ٢ٓ حُٔخ٢ٌُ

  .ُِٓخٗٚ ٓوظخٍح حٛزق ٝكظ٠ رَ صح٠ُٔخَٛح

Al-Maliki is a successful politician… Even though I do not like him he managed to 

fund ((make effective)) his electoral campaign from his opponents via the 

demonstrations he even became the chosen one of this time. 

 

AB:  

 .ٝٓظـ٤َّ ٗخؿق ىًظخطٍٞ طوٜي صحٕ

You mean a successful and arrogant dictator.

 (Comment thread 1) 

Paying attention to the second level of positioning analysis could elucidate how 

commenter AB aligned himself in relation to other commenters by identifying the 
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interactional order in his comment in example 8 above, i.e. for whom his comment 

was intended. The interactional order in the example above was commenter-to-

commenter, in which AB‟s comment was intended as a response to a specific 

recipient, i.e. commenter CD. The responsiveness was signaled by means of “format 

tying” (Bolander, 2012:1616), which was made by recycling a lexical item and 

syntactic structure, i.e. a successful politician, in the first comment and a successful 

dictator in the other.  By so doing, commenter AB established his antithetical 

alignment to the other commenter and constructed his membership in the political 

front of the opponents of the former Prime Minister, and, as such, a likely support for 

the opposition parties. 

 Due to the nature of the Facebook comment threads, the post authors‟ 

politically defined alignments were established upfront in their original posts. This 

indirectly positioned them in relation to their audience (potential commenters and 

lurkers). Unlike the interactional moves made by the interviewers in the TV 

interviews analyzed in Chapter Five, the post-authors established relatively fixed 

alignments to the topics of discussion avoiding oscillation between different political 

stances across the interaction, because they were perceived by the commenters as the 

“principal” (Goffman, 1981) responsible for and committed to what their posts said 

and, thus, “active in some particular social identity and role” (ibid: 145). In the data 

analyzed in this chapter, the post-authors continued defending their political 

alignments as needed in the comment threads. Consider the example 9, in which the 

post-author in the second comment thread was responding to a commenter to defend 

his politically defined alignment which he established in the original post that 

generated the comment thread as shown in example 4 above.  

Example 7:  

Commenter:  

 أر٘خء ٣ٌرلٕٞ حُٜيح٢ٓ حُـ١ٍٜٞٔ حُلَّ ك٢ ٛئ٫ء ٣ٌٖ أُْ .ُ٪ٍٛخر٤٤ٖ حٓظ٬ّٔ ٫ ٌُٖ حُيٓخء كِظَٔ

  ح٫ٗظلخٟش؟

Let the blood be shed but ((with)) no submission to the terrorists. Weren‟t those in 

Saddam‟s republican guards slaughtering the sons of the uprising?
13

 

                                                           
13

 Uprising here refers to the 1991 uprising against Saddam Hussein‟s regime 



144 

 

 

Post-author

 ٝرؼؼ٤٤ٖ هٞٗش طؼظزَْٛ ح١ٌُ ح٤ُٔخ٤٤ٖٓ ٓغ ٌُٖ حُوخػيس، حٝ ىحػٖ ٓغ طظلخٍٝ رخٕ حُلٌٞٓش ٤٣خُذ حكي ٫

 .حُٔؼخٍٟش هخىس ػٖ ٛيحّ هخُٚ ٓخ ٝٛٞ ٝػ٬ٔء،

No one is asking the government to hold a dialogue with Daesh ((ISIS)) or Al-Qaeda, 

but with the politicians you considered traitors, Baathists and proxies, which was 

what Saddam said about the leaders of the opposition. 

(Comment thread 2) 

At the beginning of example 7, the commenter positioned himself in direct contrast to 

the Sunni opposition supporters and less directly to the post-author, rejecting his 

opinion of the talks between the government and the Sunni opposition. In his 

response, the post-author clarified his stance in relation to the topic in question 

defending his original politically defined alignment. By so doing, the antithetical 

positioning between him and the commenter was explicitly maintained.  

 Due to the collapsed context in the Facebook comment thread, rapport could 

be enhanced or threatened by any metaparticipant, as s/he can join the interaction. The 

politically defined alignments that evolved as the interaction unfolded had 

considerable impact on the way rapport was perceived and managed by the 

participants at the different interactional orders available in the participation 

framework of this genre. Example 10 below shows how rapport was oriented and 

perceived in an interaction between a commenter and the post-author in the second 

comment thread, wherein the commenter positioned himself relative to the post-

author.  

Example 10:  

 

XXX ح٩ٍٛخر٤٤ٖ ٓلخ٢ٓ طٌٖ ٫ 

(First Name) do not be the terrorists‟ advocate. 

 

(Comment thread 2) 

In the example above, the commenter indirectly communicated his disagreement with 

the post-author‟s call upon the government to hold talks with the Sunni opposition. 

The commenter signaled responsiveness by naming the addressee (the post-author) 

(Bolander, 2012:1615). Using the negative representation of out-group actors, the 
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commenter attempted to criminalize the Sunni opposition characterizing them as 

terrorists in order to delegitimize the Sunni opposition, with whom the post-author 

requested a dialogue. By communicating such an emotionally loaded disagreement, 

the commenter aligned himself and the post-author in two opposing fronts in the 

interaction, which oriented the rapport towards challenge between them.  

 In some cases, establishing political alignments in intensively antithetical 

manners rendered communication impossible between some commenters.  Example 

11 below is an extract taken from the first comment thread in which two commenters, 

voicing their opinions over the issue in question, established strongly expressed 

antithetical alignments. In doing so, the commenters oriented rapport towards 

challenge, rendering the interaction between them quite conflictive. Realizing that 

communication was no longer possible, one of the commenters positioned the post-

author as a gatekeeper, inviting the post-author to wield the deontic power associated 

with his role to retain the harmony of the interaction.   

Example 11: 

42. Commenter:  

XXX حٍى ط٣َي٢ٗ XXX ْ؟حٗظٚ طظَٜف ُٞ حِٓٞرٚ ر٘ل 

Father of XXX do you want me to respond to XXXX in the same manner or you will 

take care of it?

 

43. Post-author:  

 .ح٤ُٔٔجش حُظؼ٤ِوخص ًَ ح٥ٕ ٝٓؤكٌف ُِ٘ظخثْ ٌٓخٗخ ٤ُٔض ٛللظ٢ ، أهٞحٕ ُػَ ريٕٝ أطَٜف ٍحف آ٢ٗ ٫

 

No I will take care of it. Do not blame me brothers; my page is not a place for insults 

and I will delete all the offensive comments.

 

48. Commenter:  

 .ط٢ِِ٘ٓ ٫ ػ٢ِ ح٫ىد ٤ٟٞكي ك٤ٜخ ٣وَ حُظ٢ حُٜللش ٌُٖٝ … ح٤٤ُذ حرٞ ٛي٣و٢ حٓق

 

 

Sorry my friend Father of XXX… but I do not want the page ((place)) where your 

guests becomes less polite with me is of no use to me.
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51. Post-author:  

 .ح٤ُٔٔجش حُظؼ٤ِوخص ؿٌُض ، حُل١َ٤٠ أكٔي

XXXX, I deleted the insulting comments.

  

54. Commenter:  

 .ح٤٤ُذ حرٞ ٌَٗح

Thanks father of XXX.

(Comment thread 1) 

In the example above, the commenter appealed to one of the post-author‟s genre-

sanctioned roles; that is the role of a gatekeeper. Within the affordances of Facebook, 

the gatekeeper role was bestowed on the post-author because he was the page owner. 

The commenter in comment 42 positioned the post-author as a gatekeeper by 

performing a directive speech act, i.e. an indirect request. In doing so, the commenter 

invoked the post-author‟s mediating role in the interaction, which was expected to 

soothe the tension and to put an end to the perceivably norm disruptive behavior of 

another commenter. The commenter in the example above, then, explicitly indicated 

in comment 48 that he would not continue the discussion if the insulting comments 

from the other commenter continued. In comment 43, the post-author responded to the 

commenter of comment 42; he acted in his capacity as a gatekeeper, warning all 

commenters that he would delete all the insulting comments. Later in the thread, in 

comment no. 51, the post-author informed the offended commenter, using naming as 

a responsive signal, that he had indeed deleted the offensive comments, which 

implicitly invited the commenter to continue his political argument if he still so 

desired. 

  As mentioned above, the second levels of positioning analysis can identify the 

interactional orders of the interactions. In the comment threads analyzed in this 

chapter, the comments could be directed to a single interlocutor as shown in example 

12 below, in which the comment was addressed to the post-author.  

Example 12: 

 ٤ٓيٗخ ٓ٘ظزٚ

(You are) misguided our Saed ((traditional term of address used honorifically)). 

(Comment thread 3) 
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The interactional order in the example, which represents an introductory part of a 

comment, was commenter-to-post-author, in which the commenter was only 

interested in communicating his disagreement with the post-author‟s argument. The 

commenter signaled responsiveness to the post-author by means of a special type of 

naming (Bolander, 2012:1615) expressed by the traditional term of address our Saed, 

which was used honorifically in the example.  

 Alternatively, some comments could involve more than one interactional 

order. Consider example 13 below in which the comment was directed to both the 

post-author and other commenters. 

Example 13:  

 !حُي٣ٌِٞ؟ ػ٘ي١ حكظَ طَٙ XXX حرٞ ط٢ٍٗٞ٘ ٌٖٓٔ ح٫هٞٙ؟ ٣ظليع كُٞ ح١ ػٖ

What a victory are the brothers talking about? Can you enlighten me Father of XXX 

((traditional term of address)) because my head is spinning?! 

(Comment thread 1) 

In example 13, the commenter responded to both the post-author and some of the 

commenters. The commenter used the traditional term of address Father of XXX to 

index responsiveness to the post-author, whereas the responsiveness to the other 

commenters was indexed by the use of noun phrase the brothers, which was used 

honorifically. The commenter established an antithetical alignment to commenters 

who agreed with the post-author‟s argument about the former Prime Minister‟s 

victory. However, he attempted to mitigate the threat to the post-author‟s face 

possibly made by this disagreement. Therefore, he directed the disagreement to the 

commenters, and involved the post-author as a verified witness in the discussion.  

 Interestingly, some comments, predominantly those which were extreme or 

controversial, tended to attract the attention of several commenters, motivating them 

to respond to the commenters rather than the post-author, creating multiple embedded 

debates within each comment thread. These embedded debates decentralized the 

interaction, making it less unidirectionally responding to the main post that expressed 

the post-author‟s political opinion, which was supposed to be the main topic of the 

debate. Using Deleuze and Guattari‟s (1988) metaphor of the rhizome when 

discussing the structure of knowledge, it can then be argued that the interactional 

orders on Facebook comment threads analyzed in this chapter were manipulated to 
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make the argumentation process rhizomatically proliferated rather than hierarchically 

structured. Consider example 14 below. 

Example 14: 

87. Commenter AB: 

 .ٓغ حُل٤٠ِٚ ٝط٤خٍ ح٬ٛ٫ف ٝحُٜخىهٕٞ ٝحُوٞحثْ حُٜـ٤َس ٤ٌِٕٓ٘ٞ حُلٌٞٓش. ٓوؼي ٩٘حػظوي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤ٓلَٜ 

 

I think Al-Maliki will garner 95 seats. With the Virtue, Reform Current, the Truthful 

and the small blocs they will form the government.

 

138. Commenter CD: 

 .حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٗظٜت ٝح٫كَحٍ حُٔٞح١ٖ

Citizen ((Coalition)) and the Free ((bloc)) and Al-Maliki is finished.

 

155. Commenter EF: 

 ٗخء حٕ....  ١ٍٞٗ رخ١ ٝرؤ١ ٍُٝحء ٍث٤ْ ك١ٍٕٕٝٞ ٔ+  حُٜ٘ق ٤ٜ٣َٕٝ ٝ ٓظلَهٚ ٓغ ح٧كَحٍ ٓغ حُٔٞح١ٖ

 الله

Citizen ((coalition)) and the Free ((bloc)) along with the small blocs become a half+1 

and ((they)) nominate a Prime Minister Designate and bye bye Noori….. Allah‟s 

willing.   

 

156. Commenter GH: 

 !رخرخ؟ حٗض ٗظلـ٢ .ٓوؼي ٧ٓ ٣ِٕٞٛٞ ٓخ ٝح٫كَحٍ حُٔٞح١ٖ

Citizen ((Coalition)) and the Free ((bloc)) will not get 70 seats. What do you say son 

(used patronizingly)?! 

158. Commenter EF: 

  .ٓظليٕٝ ٖٓ ٓلخؿخٙ كِٜض ٓخ حًح ٖٓ ًٍٞ ٓظلَهٚ ٓؼْٜ ٧٩ ٤ٜ٣َٕٝ

They will be 79 ((seats)) and with them will be the small blocs, say, 30 ((seats)), if no 

surprise takes place with the United ((Coalition)). 

(Comment thread 3) 
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In the examples above, each commenter attempted to legitimize his political view by 

virtue of authorizing the political actors they liked and deauthorizing the ones they did 

not like, appealing to those political actors‟ popularity and representativeness as 

indicated by the election results and their ability to form the new government. The 

commenters signaled responsiveness to each other by means of “format tying” 

(Bolander, 2012:1616), recycling some lexical items and syntactic structures, e.g. 

Citizen ((coalition)) and The Free ((bloc)), in comments 138, 155 and 156; and the 

pronoun they in comment 158. The commenters in the above example challenged the 

hierarchy of interaction which was supposed to revolve around the page-owner-

commenters relationship, which was afforded by the Facebook context. Being less 

interested in voicing their (dis)agreements with the page-owner‟s main post, the 

commenters indulged in debating the post-election scenarios and the formation of the 

ruling coalition, creating a decentralized discussion embedded within the interaction 

of the third comment thread. This interactional pattern gave rise to a micro debate that 

was rhizomatically, rather than hierarchically, connected to the argumentation process 

in the comment thread in question. Each of these decentralized debates discussed 

different aspects of the political topics originally raised by the post authors. The 

commenters engaged in these decentralized debates according to their interactional 

interests. 

 Analyzing the different interactional orders in the Facebook comment threads 

highlights the distinctive nature of the Facebook participation framework and its 

difference from the participation framework set out by Langlotz and Locher (2012) 

for the commenting tools in online platforms. When analyzing data from the 

commentary section of Mail Online, Langlotz and Locher (ibid: 1598) identified four 

interactional orders available to the interlocutors. These are commenter-to-world in 

the article, commenter-to-author, commenter-to-world in general, and finally 

commenter-to-commenter. Although the participation framework abstracted by 

Langlotz and Locher (ibid) is very useful, it cannot be applied wholesale to explain 

interactional orders in Facebook comment threads analyzed in this chapter. This can 

be attributed to the fact that the participation framework in the Facebook comment 

thread includes an additional state of affairs beyond the two worlds abstracted by 

Langlotz and Locher (ibid: 1598) i.e. the world in the article/post and the world in 

general.  The participation framework in the Facebook comment thread also includes 
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the hypothetical online world as perceived by some of the commenters (see examples 

17, 18, and 19). Figure 6.5 (below) explains the interactional orders available to the 

interlocutors using Facebook‟s public commenting tool. The commenters can either 

address the post-author (A) or another commenter (B). Additionally, the commenter 

can refer to the world reported in the main post (C), the actual world (D) or the virtual 

world constructed online (E). It is important to note that the commenters can engage 

in more than one interactional order simultaneously, e.g. addressing the post-author 

and referring to the world reported in his post. The comments that have 

(de)legitimizing functions can only be generated when referring to at least one of the 

worlds indicated in the figure (see the line in bold), because (de)legitimization 

presupposes a worldview that needs to be supported or refuted. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.5 Participation Framework in Facebook comment threads 
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6.3 Indexing sociopolitical identities and constructing online communities  

The significance of the third level of positioning analysis lies in its potential to 

explore the social implications of the conflict of power, instantiated by the use of 

(de)legitimization, through highlighting the discursive construction of sociopolitical 

identities. It shows how commenters‟ politically defined alignments are transformed 

into sociopolitical identities that comprise personal and collective attributes, and as 

such, link to macro level social categories. Consider the example 15 below.  

Example 15:  

 .ٝحكيس ٤ُخثلش ٍُٝحء ٍث٤ْ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ٝ ٝ ًخٕ ٝ كٜٞ .رلظخ ١خثل٤خ حٗظوخرخ ح٬ٛ ًخٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٗظوخد

Al-Maliki's (victory in the) election was originally sectarianly motivated. He has 

been, and always will be, a prime minister for one sect only.

(Comment thread 1) 

Example 15 above shows how the commenter indexed more transportable attributes 

of his identity when taking into account the ideological underpinnings that framed the 

discussion. The commenter established a politically defined alignment as an opponent 

of Al-Maliki through negatively representing him as a discriminatory Prime Minister 

to cast doubt on his legitimacy. Communicating this political stance against a political 

actor in such a way, the commenter did not only index his politically defined 

alignment, but also his sociopolitical identity as a non-sectarianist and nationalist 

through his evaluative stance towards the political actor and topic under discussion 

(cf. Bucholtz and Hall, 2010: 21).  

 Similar to the TV interviews analyzed in Chapter Five, in the three comment 

threads analyzed in this chapter the political affiliations of the commenters were 

sometimes interwoven with the collective attributes that defined their membership of 

certain ethnic or sectarian groups in order to foreground their sub-national identities. 

Example 16 below illustrates how a commenter constructed his sociopolitical identity 

in a way that indexed his membership in a sectarian community.  

Example 16:  

 ح٤ٗ٫خء ح٢ٔٓ ٢٘ٗ٫ ٝحػظٌٍ"  ح٤ُ٘ؼش"  ٫ٝ ، ٛيحّ ٣٘زٚ ٝهظِٚ كٔخىٙ رٌَ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٫ ، ػخىُش ٓؼخىُش ٤ُٔض ٌٛٙ

 .. حُٔ٘ش ٓخٍٓٚ ح١ٌُ حُؼ٘ق ٗلْ ٓخٍٓٞح ر٤ٔٔٔخطٜخ
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This is not a just comparison, neither does Al-Maliki with all his corruption look like 

Saddam, nor did “the Shiites”, and I apologize for calling things by their names, 

exercise the same violence exercised by Sunnis.

 (Comment thread 2) 

In order to convey his disagreement with the post-author‟s argument, the commenter 

attempted to delegitimize his call to hold dialogue with the Sunni opposition. He also 

delegitimized the Sunnis as exercising excessive violence in comparison to the 

violence exercised by Shiites, hinting at the claim that the Shiites‟ exercise of 

violence could be proportionately tolerated. In doing so, the commenter took an 

antithetical alignment to the post-author, but more importantly he indexed his 

sectarian identity as a Shiite, opposite to Sunnis, by virtue of differentiation (van 

Leeuwen, ibid: 40).  

 When the commenters discussed a characteristically sensitive topic from an 

ethno-sectarian point of view as in example 16 above, they tended to index their 

ethno-sectarian identities almost always in order to highlight difference and 

divergence from other commenters and communities. Across the three comment 

threads analyzed in this chapter, constructing ethno-sectarian identities was often 

perceived as an attempt to reinforce inter-communal tension or an impingement on the 

other communities‟ political rights (cf. Spencer-Oatey‟s  (2008) rights and 

obligations). Despite the negative effect, commenters still indexed their ethno-

sectarian identities either as an attempt to substantiate fallacious and tendentious 

arguments, or as a form of emotional discharge in response to the perceived 

grievances against their ethno-sectarian community (as shown example 16 above).  

 An in-depth look at how commenters employed (de)legitimization to position 

themselves in relation to each other and to themselves indicate that commenters 

tended to identify commenters as members in certain communities through two 

different patterns. Calculating the frequencies of legitimization versus 

delegitimization in each comment thread clarifies the commenters‟ identification 

practices that indexed their sociopolitical identities as shown in figure 6.6 (below). 
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Figure 6.6 Percentages of legitimization and delegitimization in the Facebook 

comment threads 

The figure shows that commenters in the three comment threads tended to use 

delegitimization more frequently than legitimization. Nevertheless, in the third 

comment thread, which was about the 2014 election, the result was less polarized, 

because the commenters used the legitimization topos of authorization more 

frequently to emphasize electoral representativeness. These results suggest that the 

commenters tended to construct their sociopolitical identities via negative 

identification, which was notably based on differentiation and exclusion (see example 

16 above). The prominence of the negative identification practices in the Facebook 

comment threads, in comparison to the TV interviews, indicates how ambivalent the 

commenters felt about their sociopolitical identities, at least in the online context, and 

also suggests that the Iraqi public, at least as represented by the commenters, did not 

trust the key political actors and the political institutions they belong to. 

 Upon constructing their sociopolitical identities, commenters emphasized 

difference from and deepened divisions with the commenters perceived as out-group 

members. As such, commenters, consciously or unconsciously, sometimes 

pigeonholed each other into discursively formed communities. These communities 

were oppositional to each other due to the binary nature of the (de)legitimization 

process that indexed the commenters‟ sociopolitical identities. Constructing online 

communities is motivated by deindividuation, which is very common in highly 

polarized contexts (Garces-Conejos Blitvich: 542). Deindividuation refers to the 

tendency of conforming to the behavioral standards associated with a social group 

when confronting individuals perceived as out-group member(s) (Reicher et al., 

1995:191). 
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 The discursively constructed communities ranged from completely imagined 

communities to an online recreation of ethno-sectarian communities that existed in the 

offline world. These imagined communities did not necessarily include all 

commenters; they were formed in small rhizomatic groupings. Like any other 

functional social grouping, these formed communities presupposed the existence of a 

set of norms and ideologies that define how these communities function (van Dijk, 

1998: 142).  The commenters often appealed to a set of emergent norms assumed to 

be shared by the members of the imagined communities to guide their behavior in the 

interaction (cf. Turner and Killian, 1987: 9-11). Conversely, creating an online 

version of the actual communities seemed to be operationalized by the same norms 

and ideologies that underlay the original communities in the offline world.  Example 

17 (below) shows how commenters could construct an utterly imagined community. 

Example 17:  

Post-author:  

XXX ٣ًَْ كو١َ ؿٔخػش ٖٓ ٣ظ٢ٜ٘ٔ. ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

 

XXX accuses me of being from Fakhri Kareem‟s group.  

Hahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahahaha

 

Commenter:  

 .ح٤ُزغ ىحٍ ٤ٓٝؼَف حٌُظخد هخ١ٍ كٔخ ٌَٓٝى ٓٞ xxx حُظخَٛ

 

Obviously, XXX is not Magrood ((dispossessed)), therefore he has not read the book 

and he does not know the publishing house.  

(Comment thread 1) 

In the example above, the post-author attempted to ridicule an accusation made 

against him in an earlier comment. In this earlier comment, the post-author was 

accused of criticizing the former Prime Minister in order to flatter the owner of Al-

Mada Publishing House, who was one of the former Prime Minister‟s opponents. The 

accusing commenter indicated that the perceived flattery by the post-author of the 

publishing house owner was a payback for publishing one of his books. The response 

to the commenter‟s accusation motivated the creation of an imagined community: that 

of the author‟s (imagined) online fans and friends on Facebook.  The commenter in 
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line 39 assigned the accuser an emergent identity (Agha, 2009: 236) positioning him 

in the role of an outsider who did not belong to the community of the author‟s fans 

and friends, and by so doing the commenter implied that he was a member in this 

imagined online community. He nicely evoked that online community by using the 

title of the one of the author‟s books, i.e. The Dispossessed, excluding the accuser 

from this community stating that obviously, Al-Shimari is not Magrood 

((dispossessed)). The existence of this imagined community and other commenters‟ 

membership in it were also indexed similarly in several later comments.  

 Commenters could also form partially imagined communities, which were 

motivated by actual but fuzzy or indefinite political groupings in the offline world. 

Consider example 18 below.  

Example 18:  

 ٖٓ ؿِء ٫ط٤َٜ كٞم كٔخ 100 حُٔخ٢ٌُ حرَح٤ْٛ حٓظخً --!!69 حُٔخ٢ٌُ ،حُٟٔٞٞع ٌٛح حطَى حرَحْٛٔ حٓظخً

 .حُلو٤وش ٛخ١ ٢ٛٝ ،ح٫ٗظوخرخص هَٔٝح ُٔخ٢ٌُح هّٜٞ رخٕ حُلن طوٍٞ حٕ ٓ٘ي ٝح٣ٍي .حُٔخ٢ٌُ حػيحء ٓ٘ظٞٓش

 حكِٔي ٓٔظوَ ه٤ِي

 

Mr. XXX let go with this subject, 69!!--Mr. XXX Al-Maliki ((garnered)) at least 100 

((seats)) do not be part of the league of Al-Maliki‟s enemies. I want you to say the 

truth that Al-Maliki‟s rivals had lost the election, which is the truth. It is better for you 

to keep being independent. 

 (Comment thread 3) 

In example 20, the commenter voiced his disagreement with the post-author‟s 

speculations about the parliamentary seats won by the former Prime Minister‟s 

coalition. Rejecting the number of seats expected by the post-author (69), he 

authorized the Prime Minister‟s coalition by appealing to the expected number of the 

seats they would win. He also deauthorized all the other blocs describing them as the 

league of Al-Maliki‟s enemies, asking the post-author not to join this league. By so 

doing, the commenter formed an imagined league that included all the rivals of the 

Prime Minister, who were quite many in number but ineffectively disunited. 

Conversely, the commenter indirectly constructed his sociopolitical identity as pro- 

Al-Maliki, and as such, as a member in the league of Al-Maliki‟s supporters (see 

Upaghyay, 2010: 121). Interestingly, the league of Al-Maliki‟s enemies was not 
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totally imagined, because it was inspired by the implicit agreement among most 

political parties, who chose not to support Al-Maliki (the former Prime Minister) for 

another term in office.  

 Alternatively, commenters could discursively construct an online version of 

actual ethno-sectarian communities that also existed in offline. Typically, when 

interactional tension was exacerbated due to controversial or extreme comments that 

gave rise to rhizomatically embedded debates, more commenters subscribed to these 

online recreated communities and discursively behaved in line with the ideological 

biases of these communities. Example 19 (below) shows how commenters could 

discursively construct an online version of ethno-sectarian communities.  

Example 19: 

73. Commenter AB:  

 .حُوخ٣زٚ ٣خحرٖ حُٔٔظؼخٕ ٝالله. طلووٕٞٝٝ ٗلٌْ

We rule and you blow up. May Allah help the sons of the ill-fated ((victims)).

 

74. Commenter CD:  

 ِٕٗٞ ٗ٘ٞف ٝه٢ِ ػ٣ِِ ٣َٝكِي ه٢ِ ؟... ٣لون ح٫هَ حٌُٕٔٞ حٗٚ ٓوظ٘غ حُٞهض ٝر٘لْ ؟... كخًْ ٤ٌٓق ٝحٗض

 .حُلٌٞٓش طٔذ طٌّٞ ٍحف

Are you delighted that you rule?... and are you convinced that the other sect is 

blowing up?… when you lose a beloved one you will see who you blame the 

government. 

 

76. Commenter AB:  

 ؟ حؿز٤خء هخرَ ٗ٘ٞ .ٌْٓ٘ ٝحُظلـ٤َ حُظلو٤ن ٝٓوظ٘غ حٓزٜٚ ٓخ ٫

No I won‟t blame it and I am convinced that all the blowing up and explosions are 

from you. Do you think we are stupid?

 

 (Comment thread 3) 

In comment 73 in the example above, commenter AB authorized his own sect, with 

the statement, we rule, and simultaneously criminalized the opposing sect, you blow 

up. He implicitly indexed his sociopolitical identity as a Shiite by using the 

collectivized first person plural to refer to the majority sectarian community that rules 

the country, in which he was a member. By contrast, he indexed the identity of the 
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opposing minority, i.e. Sunnis, whom he accused of the violent attacks against simple 

people referred to by the idiomatic expression the sons of the ill-fated. Understanding 

the implied sectarianly biased accusation in 73, commenter CD responded to 

commenter AB in 74 in a bid to defend his social group by rejecting the accusation, 

i.e. are you convinced that the other sect is blowing up?, and blaming the government 

for these actions. In comment 76, commenter AB delegitimized the Sunnis again by 

reiterating the accusation of being responsible for the explosions and the violence in 

the country.  

 This extract demonstrates how two actual communities, i.e. Shiites and 

Sunnis, were discursively recreated as the homogenously and monolithically Sunni-

hating Shiite community, and homogenously and monolithically Shiite-hating Sunni 

community. These mediated, ethno-sectarian communities characteristically attracted 

the attention of several commenters, and as such triggered inter-communal discursive 

conflict motivated by the ideological biases of offline communities. Therefore, this 

took the political discussion from mutual accusations by two commenters to a 

different level of inter-communal conflict in which few other commenters 

participated. 

 Other than the explicit responsiveness signal, the commenters‟ subscription to 

the different constructed communities was also identified by two other analytical 

techniques; firstly, by analyzing the liking patterns: when engaged in a debate 

embedded within the comment thread, commenters tended to use the liking tool 

afforded by Facebook to show their endorsement of the comments that supported their 

ethno-sectarian biases or to subscribe to one of the online communities. This was 

evident by the numbers of likes received by the comments that invoked the creation of 

these online communities. Secondly, by identifying the different normative frames of 

reference based on which the commenters managed and perceived rapport when 

interacting with each other, it was noticed that the commenters who directly or 

indirectly indexed their membership in one of the communities would orient rapport 

towards maintenance or even enhancement when interacting with commenters 

perceived to be from the same constructed community, whereas they would orient 

rapport towards challenge when interacting with commenters perceived to be from the 

rival community (as will be shown later in example 20 below).  
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6.4 Rapport perception and variability of impoliteness assessments on 

Facebook 

As the comment threads analyzed in this chapter represented multi-participant 

interactions, it was expected that the commenters‟ conceptions of the normative frame 

of reference underlying their perception of rapport and evaluations of impoliteness 

would vary. Exploring how the commenters differently conceived of the normative 

frame of reference in these comment threads necessitated analyzing the commenters‟ 

evaluations of particular political and interactional practices in terms of impoliteness. 

This could also serve the ultimate aim of this chapter; that is, to pinpoint the moral 

implications of the conflict for power in the political discourses instantiated in these 

Facebook comment threads. Methodologically, in multi-participant interactions it is 

sufficient for an utterance to be considered as impolite, in its broadest sense, if it is at 

least evaluated by a single participant (Kleinke and Bös, 2015: 51). 

 In this respect, the discursive construction of online communities in the 

political interactions on Facebook and the evaluation of impoliteness in these 

interactions seem to be dialectically related. On the one hand, each discursively 

constructed online community presupposed the existence of a normative frame of 

reference against which the members of that community evaluated their own and 

other‟s behaviors in terms of impoliteness. Yet on the other hand, this normative 

frame of reference defined this online community and unified how its members 

conceived of it as a distinct community differentiated from other communities. 

Example 20, taken from the most sectarianly sensitive comment thread, shows how 

differently commenters evaluated the main post that originated the comment thread in 

respect of impoliteness, and by so doing identified themselves with different online 

communities.  

 Example 20: 

Post-author:  

ه٤َ ُٜيحّ ٓخروخً كخٍٝ هخىس حُٔؼخٍٟش ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼش، كوخٍ ٤ًق حكخٍٝ هٞٗش ٣لِٕٔٞ ح٬ُٔف ٓغ حُـ٤ٖ ح٣٩َح٢ٗ 

ح٤ُّٞ ٣ـِْ ٌٓخٕ ٛيحّ ٖٓ ٣َك٠ٕٞ حُلٞحٍ ٓغ ح٥هَ طلض ٗلْ ح٣ٌٍُؼش، ٌٝٛح ٣ؼ٢٘ رؤٕ .. ٣ٝوظِٕٞ أر٘خء رِيْٛ

 .ىٝحٓش حُؼ٘ق ٓظزو٠ طِظٜٔ٘خ ىحهَ ٌٛح حُزِي حُلن

 

It had been told to Saddam previously to hold a dialogue with the Leaders of the 

Shiite opposition; he said how would I hold a dialogue with traitors who had hold up 
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arms with the Iranian Army to kill their own people.. Today sit in Saddam‟s place 

those who refuse dialogue under the same pretext, this means that the cycle of 

violence will continue to devour us in this entrapment country. 

 

34. Commenter AB:  

 .ٜٓ٘لخ ًٖ ؟حُيػٞس كِد كؼَ ًٔخ حؿ٘ز٤ش ىُٝش ٍح٣ش طلض ؿزْٜ٘ حُٔؼظٜٕٔٞ هخطَ َٝٛ

Had the sit-in-ers ((the people who do the sit-in)) fought their army under the banner 

of a foreign state as did Da‟awa party? be fair.

  

46. Commenter CD: 

 حُيٓخء ك٢ حُ٘ٞحٍع طـَم ُْٝ حُ٘ٞحٍع ك٢ طلـَ ُْ حُٔخروش حُٔؼخٍٟش... ٟٞػ٤شٓٞ ٫ٝ ٜٓ٘لش ؿ٤َ ٓوخٍٗش

 ٣٘ظـَ أػ٠ٔ اٍٛخد حُلخ٤ُش حُٔؼخٍٟش... ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٝحُٔ٘خًٍش رخُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش طظؼِن ٝحٟلش ٤ٓخُذ ُٜخ ًٝخٗض

 إٔ ا٫ هز١ِٕٞ ٫ٝ حُلٞحٍ ٓلخ٫ٝص ًَ ٍك٠ٞح ٝهي أه٬ه٢ ٍحىع أ١ ٣ٔظِي ٫ٝ ح١٧َحف ٓظؼيىس ى٤ُٝش ٧ؿ٘يحص

 !!٣ؼٞى ُٖٝ. ك٤خً  ٤ًِذ ٣ؼٞى

 ((It is)) an unfair and non-objective comparison… the previous opposition had not 

blown up the streets nor had drowned the streets with blood, and it had obvious 

demands related to democracy and political participation… The current opposition is 

a blind terror serving multiple international agendas with no moral deterrent, and 

they refused all the attempts for dialogue and they do not accept but to have the tike 

((a play with word to refer to Saddam Hussein)) back alive. And he will not!!

  

(Comment thread 2) 

Commenter AB disagreed with the post-author for equating the ousted regime‟s 

refusal to hold dialogue with the former opposition, which was stereotypically 

described as Shiite-dominated, and the current government‟s refusal to hold dialogue 

with the Sunni opposition, which was sometimes assimilated with the former ousted 

regime. In his attempt to refute the analogy between the two cases, Commenter AB 

used the topos of positive in-group representation to legitimize the Sunni opposition 

depicting them as peaceful sit-in-ners (( the people who do the sit-in)), and the 

exclusive topos of negative out-group representation to delegitimize the previous 

opposition, which is now the ruling party, for serving foreign agendas. Demanding the 

post-author be fair, commenter AB implicitly expressed his disappointment with his 

argument indicating how offensive and face-threatening such an analogy could be to 
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him, other Sunni commenters and Sunni lurkers. This indicated that commenter AB 

appealed to the normative frame of reference that was congruent with the dominantly 

Sunni ideological and ethnic biases in order to make such a morally based evaluation 

of the post-author‟s argument.  

 Like Commenter AB, Commenter CD also expressed his disappointment with 

the post-author‟s analogy by describing it as unfair and non-objective, yet for a 

different reason. His negative evaluation of the post-author‟s argument was based on 

his refusal to equate the previous opposition, which was tacitly depicted as pacifist 

and democratic, with the immorally driven and terror loving Sunni opposition, as 

described by the commenter. In doing so, the post-author‟s argument was evaluated as 

inconsiderate, face threatening, and as such impolite towards commenter CD, other 

Shiite commenters and Shiite lurkers. The normative frame of reference based on 

which commenter CD made this evaluation was congruent with the dominantly Shiite 

ideological and ethnic biases. Example 20 above thus indicates how the commenters‟ 

evaluations of  the post-author‟s interactional behaviour and  political views varied 

according to the normative frames of reference they drew on to make evaluations of 

impoliteness, which indicates the possible rift in the Iraqi political context. As 

indicated in 6.3, appealing to a frame of reference associated with a particular ethnic 

community when making a moral evaluation eventually indexed the commenters‟ 

subscription to one of the imagined communities constructed in online interaction.  

 As discussed in Chapter Five, the sources of impoliteness (i.e. exogenous vs. 

endogenous), types of impoliteness (i.e. personal, institutional and communal) and 

directionality of impoliteness represent the three important aspects of impoliteness 

analysis necessary to unpack how the commenters perceived, reacted to and morally 

evaluated the (de)legitimization of certain interpretations of political reality as part of 

their conflict for power in the political interaction under scrutiny. In the three 

comment threads, several instances of exogenous impoliteness were identified by 

virtue of which the commenters communicated emotionally charged negative attitudes 

towards particular political practices. These impoliteness assessments were used 

argumentatively as part of the ongoing discussion in the comment thread to 

delegitimize the political actions performed by unfavorable political actors, whom the 

commenters often perceived as out-group members. See example 21 below.  

Example 21: 



161 

 

 حُِلٔش حػخىس ػٖ طٌِٔخ ، ٝحكي ٛٞص ح٫ػ٘خٕ.. حُزخٍكش حُل٤ٌْ ػٔخٍ ه٤خد ٓغ رخُظٔخّ ٣ظٞحكن حُٔخ٢ٌُ ه٤خد

 كوي حُظـ٤٤َ ػٖ حٓخ..  حًَُزش طؼيٟ حُيّ ُٞ ٤٘٣ٞٛخ ٓخ ٛيگ...ح٣َحٕ رلِگْٜ طخكِش .ح٤ُخثل٢ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ٬ُثظ٬ف

 ..ْٜٓ٘ ٝحكي ُٝٞ حٓظوخٍ ،،ؿخٕ گْٜٜٜ ١َس ػ٠ِ ك٤خء ًٍس ٓخًٞ رْ رخ٫ٗظوخرخص، ؿ٤ٔؼْٜ حطَ٘ٗق

Al-Maliki‟s speech is completely compatible with Ammar Al-Hakeem‟s yesterday 

speech. . They both have one voice; they spoke of restoring the sectarian Shiite 

coalition. They have been spitted in their mouths ((they have come under the leverage 

of)) by Iran … They are truly not going to give it ((the power)) up even if blood 

reaches up to the knees. As for the change, they have all been washed out in the 

election, yet there is no grain of shame on their foreheads ((they do not even feel 

ashamed)); they could have resigned ((used conditionally)).

 (Comment thread 3) 

In the example above, the commenter attempted to delegitimize two political actors, 

i.e. Al-Maliki and Ammar Al-Hakeem, and their attempt to retain power. Although in 

their own election campaign each of these political actors implied that they would not 

restore the sectarian based ruling coalition, they had to break their campaign promises 

in order to stay in power as they both failed to ensure a ruling majority. The 

commenter used the negative evaluation of out-group action to delegitimize those 

political actors‟ refusal to lose power at any cost. Most importantly, the commenter 

explicitly alluded to the moral order to highlight the immorality of such an action in 

an emotionally vehement  fashion, evaluating it as  shameworthy, i.e. yet there is no 

grain of shame on their foreheads ((they do not even feel ashamed)), by making use of 

the intertextual connection between the political practice evaluated and the interaction 

itself.  This exogenous evaluation of impoliteness was communicated by local Iraqi 

Arabic rather than modern standard Arabic used at the beginning of the extract to 

express intense emotive response. Since this type of moral evaluation, i.e. exogenous 

impoliteness, was embedded in the delegitimization of the political practice, it was 

thus analytically captured by positioning analysis level 1, where the political actions 

and actors were contextualized and characterized at the then-and-there moment of the 

reported event. 

  In certain cases, exogenous impoliteness assessments gave rise to endogenous 

impoliteness assessments. These endogenous impoliteness assessments arose because 

certain practices performed within the interaction were perceived, by at least one 
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commenter, as rapport sensitive because they were emotionally offensive, morally 

unacceptable or violating a normative frame of reference. Consider example 22. 

Example 22: 

Post-author:  

 .طو٣ٖٞ ٫ٝ طـ٣َق ٝريٕٝ رٜيٝء ٗظ٘خهٖ هَ ٣ٔؼٞى٣ٖ

Guys let‟s discuss quietly and without slandering and defaming others.

 

(Comment thread 1) 

In the above example, implicitly evaluating some of the previous comments as 

impolite for violating the norms of responsible and fruitful debate, the post-author 

urged the commenters to avoid personal, emotionally negative attitudes. Furthermore, 

in a later comment, one of the commenters requested the intervention of the post-

author to act in his capacity as a gatekeeper to put an end to an offensive comment 

that targeted him (see example 11 above).  

 However, many of the endogenous impoliteness instances identified in the 

comment threads analyzed in this chapter did not involve explicit moral evaluations of 

others‟ practices inside the interaction, but rather encompassed offensive retaliation 

that can be considered typical cases of expressive impoliteness (Eelen, 2001: 35), as 

shown in example 23. 

Example 23:  

  .ُٝج٤ٔخ هز٤ؼخ أٝ..  ؿز٤خٝ ؿخ٬ٛ حٓخ/  أ٣َٖٓ ر٤ٖ ٗلٔي ؿؼِض ٌٛح ١َكي ك٢ حٗض..  رخُٔزخَٗ

To be direct.. By your argument you make yourself/ either ignorant or stupid.. Or 

malicious and vile.

(Comment thread 2) 

Example 23 shows how a commenter conveyed his strongly worded and offensive 

disagreement with the post-author‟s argument, which was about the importance of 

dialogue between the government and the Sunni opposition. The commenter was not 

concerned about providing a counterargument or, at least, refuting it, but he was 

rather more interested in attacking the post-author and threatening his face. This 

comment was not directly evaluative in nature, i.e. classificatory impoliteness (Eelen, 

2001:35); it rather involved a tacit evaluation communicated indirectly by virtue of an 

offensive remark, which made it a typical case of expressive impoliteness. In the 

example above, the expressive impoliteness was communicated by means of a 
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conventional formula of impoliteness that involved personalized negative assertions 

(Culpeper, 2011: 135). This endogenous impoliteness could be analytically captured 

by positioning analysis level 2, where the commenter positioned himself in relation to 

the post-author, taking a strongly antithetical alignment that violated the behavioral 

expectation in that genre.  

 With regard to the types of impoliteness, no institutional impoliteness was 

identified. This might be attributed firstly to the non-institutionalized and informal 

nature of such Facebook comment threads, and secondly the commenters‟ reluctance 

to associate themselves with political institutions (see negative identification in 6.3 

above). Yet, perhaps more surprisingly, few instances of personal impoliteness were 

identified in the dataset analyzed in this chapter. Personal impoliteness arises when an 

agent, or an action s/he performs in his capacity as a distinctive or unique person, is 

evaluated in terms of impoliteness, as shown in the example below. 

Example 24: 

 ر٘لوخص طٌلِض ٖٓ ٢ٛ حُٔيٟ ٓئٓٔش ٫ٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٟي ر٬ٌٓي حُٔيٟ ٛخكذ XXX طـخَٓ حٗي حػظوي XXX مح٫

 ٣خ٤ٓي١؟؟ ًٌُي ٣ْحٍ( حٌُٔخ٣ٍي)  حُّٔٞٓٞ ًظخري ١زغ

Brother XXX, I think that you are flattering XXX, the owner of XXX ((publishing 

house)) by your talk against Al-Amaliki because XXX Foundation published your 

book (Al-Magareed) ((The Dispossessed)), isn‟t that right sir???? 

(Comment thread 1)

In the example 24, the commenter attacked the post-author accusing him of being 

partial in order to refute his argument about the political crisis, i.e. I think that you are 

flattering XXX, the owner of XXX ((publishing house)) by your talk against Al-

Amaliki. The commenter indexed responsiveness by means of naming (Bolander, 

2012:1615), using the term of address brother XXX. This comment was an instance of 

personal impoliteness, because it involved an offensive attack against the post-

author‟s self-worth, i.e. face, that was associated with his personal identity rather than 

his collective identity. This kind of impoliteness was implicationally context-driven 

(Culpeper, 2011: 180). Like all instances of personal impoliteness, the evaluation of 

impoliteness in the example above was unidirectional, because it was directed at a 

single interlocutor, i.e. the post-author.  

 Communal impoliteness was the most common type of impoliteness identified 

in Facebook comment threads analyzed in this chapter. Communal impoliteness 
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assessments were inherently related to the ethno-sectarian identities of the 

commenters; they emerged when the self-worth and self-efficacy attributes associated 

with these identities were threatened. Damaging the self-worth and attributes of these 

ethno-sectarian identities were often interpreted as a flagrant attack against the entire 

ethno-sectarian community and its values. This could be attributed to the ethnically 

politicized Iraqi culture and the genre motivated deindividuation. The second 

comment thread, which dealt with the more sensitive aspect of politics related to the 

ethno-sectarian identities of the data analyzed in this chapter, was the typical context 

for communal impoliteness to emerge. Consider example 25 below. 

Example 25 

 .ٓخه٤ٕٞ ْٛ ،ٝٛخر٤ش ا٤ٓ٬ٓش حٓش ٛخٍص ػْ ٛيحّ أ٣خّ ػَر٤ش أٓش ٗضًخ

It was an Arab nation ((referring to Baath party motto)) in Saddam‟s days and then 

became an Islamist Wahabbist nation ((referring to Islamic fundamentalism)), they 

are fallen ((rogues)).

(Comment thread 2) 

In the above example, the commenter indirectly voiced his disagreement with the 

post-author over the dialogue between the government and the Sunni opposition by 

using the actor-oriented delegitimization topos of negative out-group representation. 

The delegitimized political actor was discursively represented in two different ways: 

firstly by means collectivization (van Leeuwen, 2008: 37-8) using the collective noun 

nation; and secondly by means of backgrounding (ibid: 29) using the pronoun they. 

The commenter delegitimized the Sunni opposition by implying their opportunism for 

shifting ideologies from Baathist nationalism to Islamic fundamentalism, and then by 

describing them as fallen ((rogues)). This comment involved an expressive 

impoliteness communicated by a conventional impoliteness formula, which Culpeper 

(2011: 135) termed “personalized negative references”, i.e. they are fallen ((rogues)). 

In terms of directionality, the expressive communal impoliteness embedded in this 

delegitimization attempt was directed towards multiple participants at different levels 

of participation, i.e. Sunni commenters and lurkers.  

  Generally, an overview of impoliteness analysis across the three comment 

threads demonstrates that impoliteness was more likely to emerge in commenter-to-

commenter interactional order, especially when multiple commenters became 
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engaged in an embedded interaction rhizomatically related to the comment thread (see 

example 26 below). This was because some controversial comments often attracted 

the attention of other commenters motivating them to aggressively respond to the 

commenters who produced those controversial comments, and subsequently 

generating more expressive and classificatory impoliteness. This could give rise to 

“flaming”, which refers to often gratuitous use of abusive or offensive language to 

target other participants in computer mediated communication (Lange, 2014: 54). 

Consider example 26.  

Example 26:  

80. Commenter AB: 

 :ٛئ٫ء ٫كي طٌٕٞ حُٔلَٝٝ حَُثخٓش

  ىٝح١ ػ٢ِ

 حُز٢ٗ٫ٞ

 حُٜٔي١ ػزي ػخىٍ

 ٫١ٝع ح٣خى

  ٫١ٝع ٝح٫ك٠َ

  حٓخ٢ٗ ٓـَى ُِٜٔ٘ذ ٝح٤٤٘١ُٖٞ حَُ٘كخء ٍٝٛٞ هِٞ ح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ ٬ُٓق رْ

 حُلٔزخٕ ر٠َ٘ ٝح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ ٝح٤ُٔج٤ٖ ء٫حُـٚ حٛٞحص ٫هٌ ٓـز٣َٖ حٗ٘خ ٛٞ هخطَ ػ٤ذ ك٤ٜخ حُي٣ٔٞهَح٤١ش ٬ُٝٓق

 .ُِزَُٔخٕ حُـز١ٍٞ ٓ٘ؼخٕ ٝ حُلٖٔ ٓلٔٞى ٝ ٫١ٝحُلض ك٘خٕ حٓؼخٍ ٤ُِٞٛٞ

The Premiership should be for one those: 

Ali Daway 

Al-Bulani 

Adil Abdulmahdi 

Ayad Alawi 

And the best is Alawi 

But unfortunately the sectarianists made it a mere wish for the decent and patriotic 

ones to assume this post. 

And unfortunately democracy has the fatal flaw that we are forced to consider the 

votes of the ignorant, the bad and the sectarianists to get Hanan Al-Fatlawi, 

Mahmoud Al-Hasan and Misha‟an Al-Jubouri and their ilk to the parliament. 

 

81. Commenter CD:  
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 .حُز٢ٗ٫ٞ ٖٓ طلظْٜ ٤٤ٖٓ .كٜٔي ػ٠ِ ُلٔيى ى٣َرخُي !طلظْٜ ًِٖ ٓز٤ٖ حٗض طَٟ

You apparently seem to understand very well ((very smart))! Be careful I envy you for 

your understanding. You apparently understand very well ((very smart)) because of 

((your)) Al-Bulani ((choice)).  

82. Commenter EF: 

Shut up 

 

83. Commenter GH: 

I think Ayad Alawi is the best one of them if he takes the people with him to London 

and rule them ((there)). 

 .٣لٌْٜٔح٢ٗ حٗٞف ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ حكٖٔ ٝحكي ر٤ْٜ ُٞ ٣خهٌ حُ٘ؼذ ٣ٝخٙ ُ٘يٕ 

(Comment thread 3) 

The example above shows how commenter AB‟s attempt to legitimize certain 

political actors and delegitimize others perceived as controversial by the other 

commenters, which motivated them to respond to him rather than the post-author. All 

the following comments in example 28 above, whose responsiveness was indexed by 

“format tying” (Bolander, 2012:1616), involved some type of offensive reply. These 

offensive replies seemingly threatened commenter AB‟s self-worth and self-efficacy 

either through a conventionally blatant silencer (Culpeper, 2011: 136), i.e. shut up, or 

sarcasm, which represents convention-driven implicational impoliteness (Ibid: 165), 

i.e.  You apparently seem to understand very well ((very smart))! These responses can 

be considered as typical cases of expressive impoliteness for damaging explicitly and 

seriously the commenter‟s face. In the three abusive comments in the example above, 

Iraqi Arabic rather than modern standard Arabic was used to express intense 

emotivity. 

 An overview of the impoliteness instances identified in the three comment 

threads demonstrates that there was a correlation between local Iraqi (colloquial) 

Arabic and the linguistic realization of impoliteness; in many impoliteness 

assessments the commenters registered impoliteness, especially classificatory and 

next-positioned impoliteness, by using local colloquial Arabic (also see examples 21. 

22 and 26). Additionally, across the three comment threads analyzed here, the actor-

oriented delegitimization attempts seemed to be more socially reprehensible than the 

action-oriented ones, and as such more likely to be evaluated as impolite, because 
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they involved explicit aggression against specific political actors rather than criticism 

of their political practices.  

 As in the previous chapter, the impoliteness instances identified in the dataset 

exhibit thematically motivated variation across the three comment threads analyzed in 

this chapter as shown in figure 6.7 (below) which represents a quantitative analysis of 

the impoliteness. The impoliteness instances identified were codified in terms of 

expressive impoliteness and classificatory impoliteness, and then normalized by the 

number of comments identified as having a (de)legitimizing function. 

 

 

Figure 6.7 Percentages of impoliteness in the Facebook comment threads 

 

Similar to the impoliteness analysis in the previous chapter, figure 6.7 demonstrates 

that impoliteness was more salient in the comment threads that were more sectarianly 

sensitive, i.e. the second Facebook comment thread, wherein 36 instances of 

expressive impoliteness and 18 instances of classificatory impoliteness were 

identified. Yet, the numbers of impoliteness instances identified in the comments that 

had (de)legitimizing functions were proportionately the same in the first and the 

second comment threads; 13 instances of expressive impoliteness and 6 instances of 

classificatory impoliteness were identified in the first comment thread and 19 

instances of expressive impoliteness and 8 instances of classificatory impoliteness 

were identified in the second comment thread. Different from the results of the 

quantitative analysis of impoliteness in the TV interviews, the first comment thread 

did not score a higher level of impoliteness in comparison to the third one. This 

difference could be attributed to the evident moderation attempts made by the post-

author of the first comment thread in his capacity as a gatekeeper. Also, unlike the TV 

interviews analyzed in the previous chapter, proportionately fewer instances of 

13  

36  

6  

18  

19  
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classificatory impoliteness were identified in the three comment threads. In this 

research work, the major analytical importance of classificatory impoliteness consists 

in its ability to unpack more clearly the normative foundations that underlie the 

evaluation of impoliteness. This suggests that within these Facebook threads, the 

commenters were more interested in the retaliatory tit for tat rather than sanctioning 

offences or violations of the behavioral expectations by invoking the normative 

foundations of their impoliteness evaluations.  

 

6.5 Summary  

Like Chapter Five, the aim of this chapter was threefold: firstly, to examine the 

commenters‟ use of different topoi to (de)legitimize particular interpretations of 

political reality as part of their conflict for power in these Facebook comment threads, 

secondly to examine the participation framework and the dynamics of argumentation, 

and thirdly to analyze the social and the moral ramifications of this conflict for power 

in different thematic contexts. The analysis shows that commenters used 

(de)legitimization to voice their (dis)agreement with the political views presented in 

interaction. At the first level of positioning analysis, the findings suggest that there 

was a thematically prompted variation, proportionately similar to that identified in 

chapter Five, in terms of the (de)legitimization topoi used in the three Facebook 

comment threads. In the first Facebook comment thread and the thematically 

corresponding first TV interview, the actor-oriented topos of negative representation 

of the other was the most commonly used. The collective topoi, especially 

criminalization and victimization, were the most frequent in both the second 

Facebook comment thread and the second TV interview. In the third Facebook 

comment thread and its thematically corresponding third TV interview the use of 

authorization and deauthorization were prominently salient. The analysis shows that 

the political debates in the context of Facebook were more personalized and less 

agenda-oriented than in their corresponding TV interviews 

 The second level of positioning analysis elucidated how the commenters‟ 

genre-sanctioned roles in the comment threads evolve into political alignments as part 

of their attempt to establish their alignments towards the topic in question and 

ultimately towards each other. This level of analysis also interrogated how these 

political alignments affected and effected rapport between the commenters in these 



169 

 

interactions. Due to the affordances of Facebook, it was found that the set of the 

interactional orders available in the comment threads complicated the dynamics of 

argumentation process making it rhizomatically versatile rather than hierarchically 

structured, which allowed the commenters to tackle different aspects of the political 

topics originally raised by the post authors. This necessitated a modification to 

Langlotz and Locher‟s (2012) model of participation framework for online interaction 

in order to better account for the dynamics of argumentation process in the Facebook 

comment threads.  

 Most commenters‟ sociopolitical identities were interwoven with their ethno-

sectarian affiliation; this was analyzed at the third level of positioning analysis. It 

seemed that the participants in social media, like those in mainstream media, 

constructed their sociopolitical identities via negative identification patterns motivated 

by cognitive, cultural and political reasons. Most importantly, the findings also 

indicate that constructing sociopolitical identities had social implications, the most 

important of which was constructing different imagined communities. The 

commenters in Facebook comment threads tended to invoke online communities, 

which ranged from completely imagined communities to recreated versions of offline 

communities.   

 Furthermore, the commenters‟ attempts to (de)legitimize certain versions of 

political reality had moral implications. The commenters‟ conceptions of what might 

constitute impolite behavior seemed to vary, because their conception of the 

normative frame of reference varied based on the commenters‟ membership in the 

community invoked online. The multi-tiered positioning analysis was used to identify 

various instances of exogenous and endogenous impoliteness each of which triggered 

at a different spatiotemporal level of the interaction. In respect of the source of 

impoliteness, both exogenous and endogenous impoliteness assessments were 

identified. Impoliteness assessments were found to be either personal or communal in 

nature. The analysis of impoliteness indicated that impoliteness was more salient in 

the comment thread that discussed the most sectarianly sensitive topic. The 

impoliteness analysis also suggested that the commenters were more interested in the 

retaliatory tit for tat rather than the explicit moral evaluations of others‟ behavior.  
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Chapter Seven 

Interplay of (De)legitimization, Rapport and Impoliteness in Online Readers’ 

Response threads
14

   

7. Introduction  

The goal of this chapter is to examine conflict for power in three threads of readers‟ 

responses on a news website, whose affordances could produce a distinctive type of 

mediatized political discourse. To that end, I investigate how this conflict was 

discursively produced, perceived and evaluated across thematically different contexts. 

Section 7.1 investigates how the conflict for power, by means of (de)legitimization, 

could be produced and reacted to in threads of readers‟ responses in online news 

platform employing the first level of positioning analysis. Section 7.2 examines the 

participation framework afforded by the medium to demonstrate how the responding 

readers positioned themselves in relation to each other, and to identify the different 

roles available in the threads of online readers‟ responses. Section 7.3 unpacks the 

constructions of the functionally versatile sociopolitical identities and highlights their 

social implications in this type of genre. It also investigates how the respondents‟ 

interweaving of their political affiliations with their ethno-sectarian attributes could 

lead to the construction of online versions of their offline communities. Section 7.4 

deals with how rapport could be perceived and how the respondents evaluated each 

other‟s political and interactional practices in respect of impoliteness in order to 

highlight the normative underpinnings and moral implications of the political conflict 

for power in the genre of online news readers‟ responses. 

 The data analyzed in this chapter represented a functionally distinct type of 

media discourse, in which both forms of mass media and social media were 

intertwined. The online news reports that attracted the readers‟ responses were 

professionally generated journalistic contents posted on an online mass media outlet, 

whereas the threads of the readers‟ responses represented user-generated contents 

posted on an interactive platform, typically categorized as a social media platform 

(see Walther and Jang, 2012). Technologically speaking, the online news website 

                                                           
14 A version of this chapter was accepted for publication in Journal of Language, Aggression and 

Conflict. The paper will appear under the title of „Fuelling ethno-sectarian conflicts: (De)legitimization 

and impoliteness in readers‟ responses in an Arab online media‟. 
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from which the data were extracted, alarabiya.net, represents a participatory and 

interactive web 2.0 website (Herring, 2013), because it has a comment section that 

allows the respondents to express their opinions over the reported news freely,
15

 see 

figure 7.1 below.  

 

 

 

Figure 7.1 Structure of alarabiya.net comment section in Arabic and English. 

                                                           
15

 The website has no netiquette for commenting, and no indication of editing could be found. 

http://www.alarabiya.net/
http://www.alarabiya.net/
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 For the purpose of this chapter, the most relevant medium characteristics (Herring, 

2007) in the online news comment section were its maximum 600 symbol textual 

content, asynchronicity, potential anonymity or pseudonymity, response title 

designation and (dis)liking options. This was because the content limit could affect 

message intensity, asynchronicity could increase message precision (Tanskanen, 

2007: 98, Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2010:542), anonymity or pseudonymity could 

increase confrontation (Kleinke and Bös, 2015:48; see also example 3 below), 

response title designation could index the interactional order (see example 11 below) 

and finally (dis)liking patterns could indicate polarization (see example 18 below).  

 To ensure comparability with the datasets in Chapters Five and Six, the three 

response threads selected in this chapter were similar in terms of the topics they 

tackled to the data analyzed in the previous chapters. These topics included firstly a 

political topic, which dealt with the political crisis in the country in 2012, secondly an 

ethno-political topic, which mainly dealt with the power sharing process in the 

country in light of the Sunnis‟ claims of political marginalization, and thirdly the 

preliminary results of the 2014 parliamentary election and the main expected winners. 

 

7.1 Voicing sociopolitical views through (de)legitimization  

 In the online readers‟ response threads, the different (de)legitimization topoi were 

intrinsically employed to express the readers‟ political viewpoints in response to news 

items posted online. The respondents‟ use of (de)legitimization in this context was 

typically achieved by recontextualizing particular political actors, actions and events 

reported in the news section and characterizing them in ways congruent with their 

ideological preferences. In this sense, investigating the use of the different 

(de)legitimization topoi could give a glimpse of the reproduction of ideology and 

perpetuation of sociopolitical conflicts in this online context. As discussed in the 

previous chapters, the lexico-grammatical realizations of the (de)legitimization 

process in discourse can be analytically captured at the first level of positioning 

analysis. Nevertheless, the actual analysis of the lexico-grammatical representation of 

actors and action (de)legitimized and the argumentative patterns in the three threads 

of responses analyzed in this chapter revealed distinctive patterns of 

(de)legitimization, which seem to be affected by the medium and social factors 
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(Herring, 2007) of the genre under investigation as will be shown below in this 

section. 

 The first online news report to which the readers were responding was titled 

Al-Esawi for Alarabiya: No solution for Iraq‟s Crisis save Al-Maliki‟s resignation. It 

dealt with the political crisis in the country in 2012. Later on, this crisis was 

exacerbated in the aftermath of a violent incident in the small town of Hawija where 

many protestors and a few policemen were killed and injured in a confrontation 

between them. Having been incapable of voting the former Prime Minister out in the 

parliament, Al-Esawi and the opposition parties requested that the former Prime 

Minister step down, especially after government‟s violent reaction to the protesters in 

Hawija in northern Iraq. The report tackled the opposition parties‟ political reaction, 

and set out the government‟s and opposition‟s narratives of what happened in that 

incident. The journalistic content of this report motivated the readers to express their 

opinions over the political situation and the political actors and actions reported using 

the comment section in the website.  

 Hence, in the response thread generated by this online news report, it might 

conceivably be expected that the main actors (de)legitimized by the respondents 

would include the former Prime Minister and the opposition parties, whereas the main 

political actions (de)legitimized by the respondents would include the former Prime 

Minister‟s policies, his behaviors towards the opposition parties, and the opposition 

parties‟ political agenda and their behaviors towards the former Prime Minister. See 

examples 1 and 2.  

Example 1:  

 

....                           حُزؼؼ٢ رٌـ٢ حُيّٝ ٌٛح حُلو٤وش طؼَكٕٞ ٝحٗظْ حُ٘ض ػ٠ِ حىهِٞ

Enter ((2
nd

 person plural)) the net ((search the internet)) and you will know the truth 

about this Baathist drummer ((Baath regime supporter))…. 

(Response thread  1) 

The example above represents actor-oriented delegitimization by a reader to rebut the 

opposition‟s argument stated by Al-Esawi and reported in the news section. The 

opposition argued for the former Prime Minister to tender his resignation in order to 

put an end to the political crisis and stabilize the political situation in the country. 

Using the topos of negative representation of out-group actor, the respondent 
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characterized Al-Esawi as a supporter of the societally and legally denounced Baath 

Regime, which was perceived responsible for the crimes committed under its reign. 

Linguistically, in this response Al-Esawi was represented by means of appraisement 

(van Leeuwen, 2008: 45) referring to him by means of a connotatively negative noun 

phrase, i.e. Baathist drummer ((Baath regime supporter)). 

 Like the data analyzed in the previous chapters, the respondents could also 

combine action and actor-oriented strategies in order to (de)legitimize their argument 

about the political actors, action and events reported in the news section. See example 

2, in which a respondent used both authorization and irrationalization to substantiate 

his political view. 

Example 2: 

 

 حٍحهظ٢ ٣ٔظ٤٤ؼٕٞ ٝحُؼَحه٤ٕٞ...  حُزَُٔخ٤ٗش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ًٝحص حُٔ٘ظوزش حُٔخ٢ٌُ كٌٞٓش ٓغ حُؼَحم حَٛ حؿِز٤ش حٕ

 رٜخ ٣٘خى١ ٖٓ ٝحٕ ٝح٫ٍٛخد ٝحُوٞس رخُؼ٘ق رخُظ٣ِٞق ٤ُْٝ ٝكيس حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٛ٘خى٣ن ػزَ حُلٌٞٓش

 ٓٞف رَ ٗلؼخ طـ٢٘ ُٖٝ ُٖ حُٔخروش حُزؼؼ٤ش ح٣َ٤ُوش ٝحٕ...  هزَ ٖٓ كيع ًٔخ ٤ٗجخ ٣٫ٝـ٢٘ ر٘خٍٛخ ٣لظَم ٓٞف

.                                   حِٜٛخ ػ٠ِ ٝرخ٫ طٌٕٞ

The majority of the people of Iraq are with Al-Maliki‟s elected and parliamentary 

majority-owning government… Iraqis can choose the government only by the 

democratic election boxes ((ballot)) not by waging violence, power and terror, whom 

he calls for them ((violence, power and terror)) will be burned by their fire and will 

gain nothing as happened before ((referring to the previous years of sectarian 

violence))… The previous Baathist way will not be of use but will be a scourge on its 

people.  

(Response thread  1) 

In an attempt to voice his opinion of the reported political actors, the reader in the 

example above first authorized the former Prime Minister by characterizing his 

government as fairly elected and representative of the majority of the Iraqi people, i.e. 

The majority of the people of Iraq are with Al-Maliki‟s elected and parliamentary 

majority-owning government. The authorized political actor was discursively 

represented by means of possessivized objectivation (see van Leeuwen, 2008: 46), 

referring to him metonymically by means of the political entity (the government) he 

was closely associated with, i.e. Al-Maliki‟s elected and parliamentary majority-

owning government. The respondent then used the action-oriented topos of 
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irrationalization in order to delegitimize the call for revenge for the killed protesters 

by hinting at the detrimental consequences of such a call, i.e. whom he calls for them 

((violence, power and terror)) will be burned by their fire and will gain nothing as 

happened before ((referring to the previous years of sectarian violence))… The 

previous Baathist way will not be of use but will be a scourge on its people. The 

irrationalized action was discursively represented by means of objectivation where the 

action of calling for revenge was replaced by its products (see van Leeuwen, 2008: 

63-4), i.e. waging violence, power and terror; and the previous Baathist way, to refer 

to the call for revenge for the killed protesters.  

 Distinctively, however, many of the responses identified as having 

(de)legitimization functions in the first thread of readers‟ responses included political 

actors and actions that were not reported in the first online news report. Motivated by 

expressive rationality (Svensson, 2011), the respondents frequently voiced their 

ideologically biased political views about the broad political situation in the country 

in general without limiting themselves to the political actors, actions and issues 

discussed in the online news report. The most salient actors who were not reported but 

still (de)legitimized in the response thread included the key ethno-sectarian 

communities in the country, i.e. Sunnis and Shiites.  The most salient political actions 

which were not reported but still (de)legitimized in the response thread included the 

actions perceived as infringements by one of these ethno-sectarian communities of the 

others‟ political rights. Therefore, the (de)legitimization attempts that were based on 

the ethno-sectarian grounds in general, and in-group victimization and out-group 

criminalization in particular, were common in this response thread regardless of the 

content of the online news report (see examples 3 and 4). This seems to be related to 

the anonymity and pseudonymity available on the online news response thread, which 

allowed the discussion to develop into an inter-group conflict without any serious 

consequences incurred by the conflict instigators (cf. Haines et al., 2012). This makes 

the first response thread stands out when compared to the first TV interview analyzed 

in Chapter Five, and the first Facebook comment thread analyzed in Chapter Six, 

although they all discussed more or less similar political topics.  

 Consider the example below which shows how in-group victimization 

transformed a political topic into an explicitly ethno-sectarian discussion.   

 Example 3:  
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 ٣ؼ٢٤ ىٓظٍٞ...  ؿي٣ي ٓخ٢ٌُ ٍُٝحء ٍث٤ْ ًَ ٖٓ ٣ٜ٘غ ح١ٌُ حُيٓظٍٞ ك٢ رَ....  حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٢ ٤ُٔض حٌُِٔ٘ش

 .ٝهيحػخ ًٌرخ ًل٠..  حُٔ٘ش كوٞم ًَ ٣ِٝٔذ...  ٢ٗء ًَ ح٤ُ٘ؼش

 

The problem is not with Al-Maliki…. But it is in the constitution which makes a new 

Al-Maliki out of each Prime Minister… (It is) a constitution (that) gives the Shiites 

everything… and takes away all the rights of Sunnis.. Enough with all the lies and the 

deceptions.  

(Response thread 1) 

In example 3, the respondent was concerned about the solution proposed by the 

opposition parties to end the political crisis in the country at the time. Implying that 

the opposition‟s call for the former Prime Minister to step down was an ineffective 

solution, the respondent argued that the problem was due to the constitution rather 

than the individual who assumed the Premiership. This argument was based on the 

premise that the power sharing formula in the country was unfair and ethno-

sectarianly imbalanced. In a bid to substantiate this premise, the respondent used the 

topos of victimization depicting the Sunnis as disenfranchised, i.e. takes away all the 

rights of Sunnis, by the Shiites who were implicitly represented as power extorting. 

Both of the political actors targeted by the (de)legitimization process were 

discursively represented by means of collectivization (van Leeuwen, 2008: 37-8) 

using the collective nouns Sunnis and Shiites.   

 The criminalization that was motivated by the ethno-sectarian biases and 

ideologies was also very common in the first response thread. Example 4 introduces 

an out-group criminalization legitimizing a sociopolitical view.           

Example 4: 

  

 ح٫ٍٓٞرخُوٞس ٝكَٝ حُٜؼٌِش ٝ حُز٤ِـش ُٖٓ حٓخ .٣ٔظلوٚ ٖٓ ٣وٍَ ٖٓ ْٝٛ ٤ُِ٘ؼش كٌَ حٍُُٞحء ٍث٤ْ ٜٓ٘ذ

 ..كلَس ك٢ ح٠ٍَُٝس حُوخثي ُػ٤ٌْٔ ٝحهظزخء كٌٌْٔ ُٝحٍ ٓغ حٗظ٠ٜ

The position of the Prime Minister is a monopoly for Shiites and (it is) they who 

decide who deserves it. The time of thuggery, bullying and getting things done by 

force has come to an end when your rule demised and your leader hid in the hole 

((referring to Saddam Hussein)).. 

(Response thread 1) 
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In example 4, the respondent used negative representation of out-group members to 

express his opinion about the Sunnis and Saddam Hussein. He criminalized and so 

delegitimized the Sunnis, characterizing them as thugs and bullies who ruled the 

country by force during Saddam Hussein‟s era. Linguistically, the actors targeted by 

this criminalization attempt were represented by differentiation (see van Leeuwen, 

2008:40). In the example above, the Sunnis, who were associated with Saddam 

Hussein‟s bullying and intimidating rule, i.e. your rule, your leader, were 

differentiated from and compared to the Shiites, who were explicitly nominated in the 

response to create the difference between the respondent‟s “self” and the “other”. By 

so doing, the respondent represented the political conflict between the government 

and the opposition (which was reported in the news section) as a more ethno-

sectarianly centered conflict between Sunni and Shiite groups (in the comment 

section).  

 The second online news report, which was titled Alawi for Alarabiya: Al-

Maliki‟s policy will drag the country to a catastrophe, mainly dealt with the power 

sharing process in the country, especially in light of the Sunnis‟ claims of being 

politically marginalized. Alawi urged the former Prime Minister to respond to the 

demands of the Sunni tribes in Anbar province, warning that violence and terror 

would flourish if the sectarianly exclusionary policies continued. The report also 

highlighted the need to reform the political system, and to make it more inclusive. In 

the second readers‟ response thread , the main political actors (de)legitimized were 

the former Prime Minister and the opposition parties in general, and the Sunni 

opposition in particular, whereas the main political actions (de)legitimized included 

the former Prime Minister‟s policies towards Sunnis, which were perceived as 

exclusionary, and the opposition parties‟ political agenda. Unsurprisingly then, the 

respondents‟ arguments were predominantly based on differentiation and exclusion of 

the delegitimized actors, and in-group victimization of the legitimized actors (see 

example 5) and the delegitimization of policies perceived as sectarianly exclusionary 

(see example 6). However, what made the second response thread distinctive in 

comparison to the second TV interview analyzed in Chapter 5 and the second 

Facebook comment thread analyzed in Chapter Six, was the use of historically-

inspired ethnic and racial stereotypes and ethno-sectarian biases to highlight 
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sociopolitical divergence and the ideological employment of history to delegitimize 

political practices (see examples 5 and 6).  

Example 5:  

 حُلزَ ٟٝخم ح٣٫َح٤ٗش، حُٜل٣ٞش ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش حُٔوخرَحص رؤؿ٘يحص حُوخٕٗٞ ىُٝش ٝحثظ٬ف حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٍطزخ١ حٌٗ٘ق ُوي

..حَُ٘كخء ح٤٤٘١ُٖٞ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٝحهٞحٗ٘خ حُٔ٘ل٠ش حُٔلخكظخص ك٢ حُٔ٘ش حَٛ ٣وخطِٞح حٕ كوٍَٝح...ٍهخرْٜ ػ٠ِ

Al-Maliki and the State of Law Coalition‟s connections with agenda of the terroristic 

Safavid Iranian intelligence have been revealed, and the (gallows) rope has become 

tightened on their necks… Therefore they decided to fight the people of Sunna 

((Sunnis)) in the revolting provinces and our Iraqi Shiite decent nationalist brothers..    

(Response thread 2) 

In an attempt to delegitimize the former Prime Minister and his ruling coalition, the 

respondent in example 5 negatively represented them by means of differentiation and 

exclusion, which was based on the assumption that Al-Maliki‟s Shiite dominated 

coalition were backed by Sunni-hating Iran. This delegitimization was based on the 

racial and ethno-sectarian stereotype that the Shiite political parties were inspired by 

an Iranian-backed agenda to control the Sunni areas in the Iraq, dating back to the 

reign of the sixteenth century Safavid dynasty. Characterizing the former Prime 

Minister and his ruling coalition as Iranian Safavid
16

 proxies was a bid to differentiate 

them from Iraqi Shiite decent nationalists and eventually exclude them as non-Iraqis 

based on an ethno-sectarian stereotype that had a racial hint to it. The respondent also 

attempted to legitimize the people of Sunna ((Sunnis)) in the revolting provinces 

positively representing them as victimized by the former Prime Minister who decided 

to target them for ethno-sectarian reasons.  In the response above, the political actors 

targeted by the delegitimization were discursively represented by nomination, i.e. Al-

Maliki, and collectivization, i.e. the State of Law coalition (see van Leeuwen, 2008: 

52), while the political actors targeted by legitimization were discursively represented 

by means of possessivation (ibid:34), i.e. the people of Sunna, and then by 

spatialization, which  van Leeuwen (ibid:46) defined as “a form of objectivation in 

                                                           
16 A descriptor used to refer to the Safavid dynasty that ruled Iran in the sixteenth century, whose 

kingdom was represented as the Shiite rival of the Sunni-inspired Ottoman Empire.  Nowadays, it is 

sometimes used to refer to the Shiite Arabs in an exclusionary and derogatory manner to link them with 

Iran.  



179 

 

which social actors are represented by means of reference to a place”, i.e. in the 

revolting provinces, which were four Sunni provinces at the time.  

 Example 6 demonstrates how some policies, perceived as sectarianly 

exclusionary could be delegitimized by action-oriented topoi that made use of 

ideologically loaded interpretations of history.  

Example 6:

 

 ٢ٛ حُلخ٤ُش حُٔٞحؿٜش إ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ١ٍٞٗ حٍُُٞحء ٍث٤ْ هٍٞ رؼي حُؼَحم ك٢ ٝح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ح٢ُ٘ٔ ٤ٓظؼخ٣ٖ ٤ًق

 حػ٠ٔ ؟ كخهي........... ١زخٍ حّ ٍُٝحء ٍحّ ٌٛح َٛ   .«٣ِ٣ي ٝأٜٗخٍ حُل٤ٖٔ أٜٗخٍ ر٤ٖ ٛشُِٔٞحؽ حٓظَٔحٍ»

.ح١٫ٜخٍ حُز٤ض حٍ هظَ ٖٓ حُٔ٘ٚ حٕ طٜيم ٝٓخُُض ٓ٘ٚ 1345 ٓٔوْ

 

How would Sunnis and Shiites coexist in Iraq after the Noori Al-Maliki the Prime 

Minister stated that the current conflict is “a continuation of the conflict between the 

Supporter of Al-Hussein and the Supporter of Yazeed”. Is this a Prime Minister or 

drummer? A spiteful blind black-faced (it has been) 1345 years and you still think 

Sunnis killed the virtuous Ahlu Al-Bait ((Family of Prophet Muhammad)). 

(Response thread 2) 

In the example above, the respondent delegitimized the former Prime Minister for 

allegedly using a sectarianly loaded historical battle that culturally represented a battle 

between good, i.e. the Supporter of Al-Hussein, and evil, i.e. by the Supporter of 

Yazeed, to describe the political confrontation between the government and 

opposition. The respondent irrationalized the former Prime Minister‟s action by 

highlighting its detrimental consequences on peaceful coexistence in the country, i.e. 

How would Sunnis and Shiites coexist in Iraq. The action targeted by the 

delegitimization was agentialized (van Leeuwen, 2008: 66) to highlight the former 

Prime Minister‟s responsibility, i.e. Prime Minister stated that. To reinforce the 

impact of the delegitimization process, the respondent then negatively represented the 

statement maker, i.e. the former Prime Minister, characterizing him as a spiteful blind 

black-faced.  

 The third online news report was titled Preliminary Results: Al-Maliki garners 

40% ((of the votes)) in the Southern Provinces.  It reported the preliminary results of 

the 2014 parliamentary election and the key (expected) winners. The report also 

demonstrated the main competing electoral coalitions, which included partisans and 
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independent candidates, and gave a brief account of the Iraqi electoral law and the 

ballot counting process. Prompted by the content of the report, the main political 

actors (de)legitimized in the third response thread were the competing politicians and 

their electoral coalitions. Unlike the third TV interview analyzed in Chapter Five and 

the third Facebook comment thread analyzed in chapter Six, which tackled the same 

topic, (de)authorization was not the most commonly used (de)legitimization topoi (see 

figure 7.4 below). In this response thread, (de)authorization was mostly combined 

with negative out-group representation, which was by far the most commonly used 

actor-oriented topos (see example 7). As for the action-oriented (de)legitimization 

instances identified in the third response thread, they mainly targeted the election 

process (see example 8), and the federalization process, which represented one of the 

most debated issue in the politicians‟ election campaigns (see example 9). 

Example 7:  

 حًُٞض َٓ ًِٔخ حٗٞ رخُـ٘ٞد ٓٞحٙ ح٢ُِ ٗ٘ٞ ٛٞ ٤ُٖ حُٜخ٢ٌُ ط٘ظوذ ًِٜخ ٓٞ حُـ٘ٞد حَٛ كظ٠ ًٌد ًِٚ

 .رٌٌد ًٌد ًِٜخ رخُٔجش 40 ٓخٍ ٛخ١ ٝحُز٤خُٚ ٝحُٔخء ٝحٌَُٜرخء ٝحَُٔٝ ٝحُلوَ رخُظؼ٤ِْ ٍُِٞحءطوِق ٣َؿؼٕٞ

 

These are all lies. Not all the people of the south voted for the doomed one ((a play 

with words to refer to Al-Maliki)). What has he accomplished in the south? It is 

getting worst as the time went by. (There are) deteriorating education ((system)), 

poverty, diseases, (lack of) electricity and (running) water and unemployment. The 40 

percent is all lies.  

(Response thread 3) 

In the example above, the respondent attempted to deauthorize Al-Maliki, who was 

being reported as a prospective winner in the online news report, by falsifying what 

was reported about the election, e.g. These are all lies. She then negatively 

represented Al-Maliki, characterizing him as too bad to vote for, especially because 

the services in the southern part of the country, which represented his stronghold, had 

deteriorated drastically during his term, i.e. what has he accomplished in the south it 

is getting worst as the time went by. This negative representation of Al-Maliki was 

then combined with the deauthorizing argument that he could not be the winner, 

which was repeated at the end of the comment, i.e. the 40 percent is all lies. The actor 

targeted by the delegitimization was discursively represented by pejorative 

nomination, i.e. doomed one. This pejorative nomination represents a play with words 
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to refer to Al-Maliki making use of the rhyming in the two words: the Al-Maliki and 

Al-Haliki, which means the doomed one.                                                                  

 

Example 8:  

 ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٌٛٙ!! ح٣َحٕ ٝٓخك٤خص ح٣َحٕ هزَ ٖٓ ٓلظَ ٛٞ ٓخ١ٍٞ كخُٞٙ ٣ِٜق ُٖ حُؼَحم طظليػٕٞ؟ طـ٤٤َ ح١ ػٖ

                                       .حهَ ٫ٝ حًؼَ ٫ حٌُهٕٞ ػ٠ِ ٟلي

What (political) change are you talking about? Iraq will not be saved as long as it is 

occupied by ((under the hegemony of)) Iran and the mafia of Iran!! This election is a 

farce no more or less.   

  

(Response thread 3) 

In the example above, the respondent, whose pseudonym suggested that she was a 

woman, delegitimized the election process itself. The respondent hinted that it was 

rigged by the Shiite political parties, which were stereotypically accused of being 

backed by Iran. She evaluated the action, i.e. the election process, negatively 

describing it as a farce no more or less. The delegitimized action was discursively 

represented by means of objectivation (van Leeuwen, 2008: 63-4) substituting the 

actions, i.e. the ballot casting, vote counting and the election process in general, by 

the products, i.e. the change, the election.  

 

Example 9:  

 حٕ ُْٜ كخ٫ك٠َ ح٤ُخثل٢ حُظ٣ٜٞض ريٍ ٣٘ظوزٞٛخ ػِٔخ٤ٗش هخثٔش ػ٠ِ ٣ظلوٞح حٕ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ػ٠ِ حُٜؼذ ٖٓ ًخٕ حًح

 ٌٛح. حُؼخٛٔش ٫ٜٗخ ٓٔظوَ ٟٝؼٜخ ٣ٌٕٞ ٝرـيحى ٝحكيس حُـَر٤ش ٝحُٔ٘خ١ن ٝحكيس حُـ٘ٞد ك٢ كيٍح٤ُخص ط٤ٌَ٘ ٣ظْ

 حُوخىٓش ٬ُؿ٤خٍ ح٫َٓ ٣ٝظَى ٝحكي ًزِي حُؼَحمٟ ػَ ٣ٝلخك٦ ٝحُظو٤ْٔ ح٤ِٛ٫ش حُلَد ٖٓ حك٠َ ح٢ُِٔٔ حُلَ

 .حُلخ٢ُ حُـ٤َ ْٛ ح٣ٌُٖ حؿيحىْٛ حه٤خء ُظٜل٤ق

If it was too difficult for Iraqis to agree on a secular ((non-sectarianist)) (electoral) 

list ((coalition)) to vote for instead of the sectarian-based voting it is then better for 

them to form federal regions one in the south and another in the west, and Baghdad 

should have it independent status because it is a capital. This peaceful solution is 

better than the civil war and fragmentation and it will keep Iraq as one country and 

leave it to the next generation to straighten the mistakes of their grandparents who 

are the current generation.  

(Response thread 3) 
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In a bid to legitimize his view about the best political solution for the county, the 

respondent rationalized federalization, highlighting its effectiveness and beneficial 

results to the country, i.e. This peaceful solution is better than the civil war and 

fragmentation and it will keep Iraq as one country. Linguistically, the action targeted 

by the legitimization process was first represented as deagentialized action that is not 

“brought about human agency” (van Leeuwen, 2008: 66), i.e. to form federal regions. 

Subsequently, and in order to emphasize its benefits, the respondent represented the 

action by distillation, which refers to the process of abstracting or highlighting some 

of the aspects of the action for the sake of legitimization by establishing a reference to 

action (ibid: 69-70), i.e. This peaceful solution. 

 Quantitative analysis made it possible to compare the three response threads   

in terms of the (de)legitimization patterns used across three thematic contexts. The 

numbers of (de)legitimization instances identified were 77 in the first response thread, 

51 in the second response thread and 95 in the third response thread. As in 5.1 and 6.1 

above, these 222 instances were coded for the eight different strategies of 

(de)legitimization. As mentioned in examples 2, 4 and 6, some of the responses that 

had (de)legitimizing functions included multiple (de)legitimizing topoi. In these 

cases, the occurrence of multiple topoi was accommodated in the analysis by 

quantifying each single occurrence of the different topoi; this means that the 

responses that included more than two (de)legitimization topoi were coded twice. The 

results were then normalized in relation to the total instances of (de)legitimization 

identified in each response thread. Coding decisions regarding ambiguous cases of 

(de)legitimization were made by using the interactional responses as evidence that the 

toposwas interpreted by the participants as serving either a legitimizing or 

delegitimizing function.  

 Figure 7.2 (below) shows the percentages of the different (de)legitimization 

strategies used in the first response thread. 
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 Figure 7.2 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in first response thread  

 

Figure 7.2 clearly shows that the negative representation of out-group members was 

the most commonly used topos (N=46) followed by positive representation of in-

group members (N=7), and authorization (N=7).  This seemed to be related to the fact 

that the discussion was, to a large extent, based on ethno-sectarian grounds in general, 

and out-group criminalization in particular (see examples 3 and 4 above). In terms of 

the action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi, the topos of negative evaluation of 

actions (N=7) was the more commonly used, followed by the topos of 

irrationalization (N=4), which also seemed to be related to the ethno-sectarian nature 

of the discussion.  

 Figure 7.3 below shows the percentages of the (de)legitimization topoi in the 

second response thread. 
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Figure 7.3 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in second response thread  

 

Like the first response thread, negative representation of out-group members (N= 33) 

was also the most commonly used toposin the second response thread although with a 

marginally higher percentage, as shown in figure 7.3 above. The second most 

commonly used topos was the positive representation of in-group members (N=6). In 

a similar fashion to the TV interview and Facebook comment thread that discussed 

similar ethno-sectarianly sensitive topics, the results in the second response thread, as 

shown in figure 7.3, were due to the respondents‟ frequent use of out-group 

criminalization to present out-group members negatively, and in-group victimization 

to present in-group members positively, which seems to be related to the sensitive 

nature of the topic discussed, i.e. the power sharing process in the country, and the 

Sunnis‟ claims of political marginalization. In terms of the action-oriented 

(de)legitimization topoi, the negative evaluation of actions, which often targeted 
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ethno-sectarian practices of out-group members (see example 6 above), was found to 

be the more commonly used (N=4). 

 Figure 7.4 shows the percentages of the (de)legitimization topoi in the third 

response thread. 

 

Figure 7.4 Percentages of (de)legitimization topoi in third response thread  

  

Unlike the TV interview and Facebook comment thread that discussed similar topics, 

i.e. the results of the 2014 parliamentary election, figure 7.3 shows that both 

authorization and deauthorization represented only 22% of all the topoi used, which 

made them the second most commonly used topoi (N=10 each) rather than the first. It 

was found that the negative representation of out-group members was the most 

commonly used topos(N=49). This was mainly due to the respondents‟ tendency to 
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combine (de)authorization with the negative representation of out-group members 

(see example 7 above), and sometimes with positive representation of in-group actors, 

which represented the third commonly used topos (N=9). Irrationalization and 

negative evaluation of actions were the most commonly used action-oriented topoi 

(N=6 for both), which suggests that that the respondents were interested in 

delegitimizing the practices related to the election process.  

 The quantitative analysis shows that the delegitimization topos of the negative 

representation of out-group members was by far the most commonly used topos 

across the three online response threads analyzed in this chapter. This suggests that 

the medium, rather than the topic, had the greatest impact on how the 

(de)legitimization patterns emerged in the discourses produced in this genre, which 

made the response threads characteristically different from the data analyzed in the 

previous chapters (cf. technological determinism in Arendholz, 2013: 18-19). More 

importantly, however, the quantitative and qualitative analyses suggest that in the 

unmoderated genre of the response threads the respondents‟ expressions of opinions 

were not necessarily based on politically substantiated ground, but rather motivated 

by ethno-sectarian and racial biases. This explains the comparatively increased use of 

actor-oriented (de)legitimization in general, and collective (de)legitimization in 

particular regardless of the topics discussed. 

 The quantitative analysis also indicates that actor-oriented (de)legitimization 

topoi were much more commonly used than action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi 

in the three response threads, with a margin slightly different from that identified in 

the Facebook data. Despite the thematically different contexts in the three response 

threads, the percentages of action-oriented (de)legitimization to the percentages of 

actor-oriented (de)legitimization within each thread were almost the same, i.e. 

roughly 1 to 5. Similar to Facebook comment threads analyzed in Chapter Six and 

different from the TV interviews analyzed in Chapter Five, the political interactions in 

the context of online news were characteristically personalized and infrequently 

agenda-oriented, because the respondents tended to (de)legitimize the political actors 

and their images rather than their actions and agendas, regardless of the topic reported 

in the news section. 
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Figure 7.5 Percentages of actor-oriented and action-oriented (de)legitimization topoi 

in response threads 

 

7.2 Establishing alignments and forming political fronts  

In the readers‟ response threads, the second level of positioning analysis could reveal 

how the respondents constructed their politically defined alignments to establish their 

roles as supporters or antagonists with regard to the political actors reported in the 

news section, and how these roles concurrently affected and effected rapport in the 

interactions under investigation. Additionally, and as explained in Chapter Six, 

positioning analysis at this level could also capture the interactional order(s) in 

responses and, as such, unpack the dynamics of argumentation and the participation 

framework in the multi-participant and asynchronous interactions that were analyzed. 

The collapsed context in the response threads made it theoretically possible for the 

respondents to establish their politically defined alignments, and, as such, position 

themselves in relation to other participants either by directly addressing those 

participants, i.e. the authors of the news reports, other respondents, and lurking 

readers (metaparticipants), or indirectly by merely expressing opinions concerning the 

topics in question. In practice, and in contrast to the commenters in the Facebook 

comment threads, the respondents in the online response threads never addressed the 

author of the news reports. This might be attributable (in part, at least) to the fact that 

the news reports posted on the website were written by a team of news editors rather 

than individual authors.  

 In the response threads, the respondents could position themselves in relation 

to each other either indirectly by expressing their opinions of one of the political 
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actors mentioned in the news report, or directly by signaling responsiveness to 

intended participants in the response title. Example 10 demonstrates how two 

respondents established their politically defined alignments and indirectly positioned 

themselves in relation to each other only by expressing their opinions of one of the 

political actors mentioned in the news report.  

Example 10:  

Respondent 1: 

  .أ٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ٛٞ أَٓ حُؼَحم حُٞك٤ي ك٢ حُو٬ٙ

Eyad Alawi is the only hope of salvation for Iraq. 

 

Respondent 2: 

                                            ػ١ٝ٬ ػ٤َٔ ح٢ٌ٣َٓ ٝ ٟي حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢

Alawi is an American agent ((proxy)) and is ((conspiring)) against the Iraqi Army.  

 

 (Response thread 2) 

In example 10 above, respondent 1 expressed his opinion about the main political 

figure mentioned in the online news report, i.e. Eyad Alawi. Attempting to legitimize 

Alawi, respondent 1 positively characterized him as the only hope of salvation. 

Taking this stance towards this political figure established respondent 1‟s politically 

defined alignment and also indicated his membership of the group of Alawi‟s 

supporters. In a bid to respond to respondent 1, respondent 2 delegitimized Alawi by 

implicitly excluding him from the body of patriotic Iraqis, which makes the 

interactional order principally respondent-to-respondent. The responsiveness was 

signaled by means of “format tying” (Bolander, 2012:1616), using the name of the 

targeted political figure, i.e. Alawi.  By responding in this way, respondent 2 

indirectly established an antithetical alignment to respondent 1 and also indexed his 

membership in the political group of Alawi‟s opponents.  

 Alternatively, example 11 shows how a respondent explicitly positioned 

himself in relation to another in an antithetical manner by using the response title in 

order to signal responsiveness right from the outset.  

Example 11: 

Respondent 1: 
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Response title: read my comment  ٕطخرغ طؼ٤ِو٢     : حُظؼ٤ِن ػ٘ٞح

 

 ٣َٔم ٝحُزظٍَٝ ٍِٓ٘ٞ ح٫هظٜخى, ٤ٓٞ٣خ حُظلـ٤َحص ؟؟؟٫حٓخٕ ُْٜ هيّ ؟؟؟؟ٓخًح حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٣٘ظوزٕٞ ُٔخًح

                     ؟؟ ط٘ظوزٞس ٢ٌُ رو٠ ٓخًح.. ؿيح ٤ٓجش طلظ٤ش ر٤٘ش. حُلوَ. ح٣َحٕ ح٠ُ ٣ٌٝٛذ ٤ٓٞ٣خ

Why are Shiites voting for Al-Maliki??? What has he delivered for them??? No 

security, daily explosions, paralyzed economy, the oil is being stolen everyday going 

to Iran, poverty, and very bad infrastructure. What has been left to vote for him? 

   

Respondent 2:  

Response title: a response to one who 

claims to be a girl 

 كظخس أٗٚ ٣يػ٠ ٖٓ ح٠ُ ٍىح: ػ٘ٞحٕ حُظؼ٤ِن

  

 ٓيس حُٔ٘ش حَٛ  حُؼَحم كٌْ  ُوي  ؟؟ ٓؼ٬ حُٔ٘ش ػٖ طـ٤٠ٜٔ٘خ ٝ ؟؟ كو٢ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ػ٠ِ ح٤ُخثل٤ش ػ٤ٞٗي طلظل٤ٖ ُٔخًح

 ٝحُيٓخٍ ح٫ٍٛخد ٝ ٝحُلٜخٍ حُلَٝد  ٖٓ ٣ؼخ٢ٗ ٓظوِلخ ٓلظ٬  ٓيَٓح  رِيح طًَٞٙ حُٜ٘خ٣ش ٝك٢ ػخٓخ 80

 ك٠ٟٞ  ح٤ُّٞ ٝكخُٜخ  ح٫ه١َ  حُؼَر٤ش حُزِيحٕ ح٠ُ   أ٠٣خً  ٝحٗظ١َ  ؟؟؟؟   ٝٝٝحُن ٝح٤ُخثل٤ش سٝحُي٣ٌظخط١ٍٞ

 رِيحٕ ٝؿ٤ٔؼٜخ .ٝٝٝحُن  ٫ٝطل٠ٜ ٫طؼي ٝٓ٘خًَ  ح٤ِٛٚ ٝكَٝد  ٝطوِق ٝىٓخٍ  هظَ ٝ ٝطلـ٤َحص ٝحٍٛخد

  ؟  كؼ٬ كظخس ً٘ظ٢ حٕ ٌٛح ؟ ٤ُخثل٤شح ػٖ حرظؼي١ ٝ ٤١زش كظخس ه٤ِي   ؟؟ ٤ٗؼش رٜخ ٣٫ٝٞؿي   ؟ حُٔ٘ش ٣لٌٜٔخ  ٤٘ٓش

 ؟؟؟ أٓٔخء رؼيس ٣ٌظزٕٞ ح٣ٌُٖ ح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ ٖٓ رَ  ٫حػظوي ٌُٖٝ

Why are you opening your sectarianist eyes on the Shiites only ((you are biased 

against the Shiite))?? And you close them on the Sunnis?? Iraq has been ruled by the 

Sunnis for 80 years and they have eventually left it a destructed occupied and 

underdeveloped country suffering from wars, embargo, terror, destruction 

dictatorship, and sectarianism etc. ??? Look at the other Arab countries which are 

((filled with)) chaos, terror, explosions, killing, destruction, underdevelopment, civil 

wars and countless problems, etc. They are all Sunni countries and ruled by Sunnis? 

No Shiite in it?? Be a nice girl and move away from sectarianism? If you were really 

a girl? But I do not think so but (you are one) of the sectarianists who write with 

multiple names??? 

(Response thread  3) 

In the example above, responsiveness was explicitly signaled in the comment title as 

respondent 2 directly referred to the pseudonym chosen by respondent 1, i.e. a 

response to one who claims being a girl. Respondent 1 delegitimized Al-Maliki and 
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blamed the Shiites for voting for him, and by so doing she established her political 

alignment over Al-Maliki‟s electoral victory in the southern provinces and the people 

who voted for him. Interpreting her response as offensive to all Shiite people, 

respondent 2 attempted to respond by delegitimizing the Sunni characterizing them as 

unfit for ruling. Respondent 2, thus, oriented rapport towards challenge  when 

interacting with respondent 1, especially in his last few sentences, i.e. Be a nice girl 

and move away from sectarianism? If you were really a girl? But I do not think so but 

(you are one) of the sectarianists who write with multiple names???. Interactionally, 

the example shows how the lack of any moderation or gate-keeping roles jeopardized 

the harmony of communication and made it more confrontational.  In this respect, the 

response threads were different from the moderated contexts of the TV interviews and 

the Facebook comment threads analyzed in the previous chapters. 

 Similar to the Facebook comment threads analyzed in chapter Six, every 

response thread was organized as a series of decentralized debates rhizomatically 

connected to each other. Employing Bolander‟s (2012) responsiveness analysis 

indicates that approximately 70% of the responses in each response thread analyzed in 

this chapter were addressed to other respondents. The rhizomatically structured 

argumentations in the online response threads were influenced by the respondents‟ 

tendency to reply to the respondents who made extreme or controversial responses. 

Such a tendency was clearer in the online response threads in comparison to the data 

analyzed in the previous chapter due to the nature of the medium (see examples 3 and 

11 above). This tendency, however, was not the only reason behind the rhizomatic 

structure of the interactions on the response threads. The affordances of the response 

threads   made the argumentation process inherently rhizomatic in nature. Unlike the 

Facebook comment threads, the lack of hierarchically powerful roles, e.g. report 

author or gatekeeper, around which hierarchical interactions could be organized, made 

the response threads inherently divided into numerous, embedded debates which, 

although decentralized, were rhizomatically linked to the topics under discussion. 

Consider example 12. 

Example 12:  

84. Respondent 1: 
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كٜٞ ٣وزَ ر٘ظخثـٜخ حًح ًخٗض طظ٘خٓذ ٓغ ٍؿزخطٞ حٓخ اً حهظِلض  .ٌِٗٞ حٗٞ حُزؼٞ ُٔخ ٖٓ كخْٛ ٓؼ٠٘ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش

ح٤ُز٤ؼ٢ حٗٞ ٣وزَ حُؼو٬ء ر٘ظخثؾ !!!!! ٝ ٤ٌ٣َ ُِي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٝحُلخث٣ِٖ رٜخ ح٫طٜخٓخص ٝحُظ٤ٌٌ٘خص ٝحُٔزخد ٝٝٝٝٝ كٚ

 .. حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٜٓٔخ ًخٗض ٗظخثـٜخ ٝىٙ حُلَم ٣خٓخىس ر٤ٖ حُؼو٬ء ٝح٫ؿز٤خحححححححححححححء 

It seems that some people have not understood the meaning of democracy. They 

accept its results if they fit their desires and if they were different they will start 

accusing and slandering democracy and the winners by it ((the winner of power 

through democratic means)) etc.!!! Normally the wise accept the results of democracy 

whatever its results were and this is the difference between the wise and the stupiiiiiid 

((the penultimate letter was orthographically repeated in the original response to 

indicate prolonged pronunciation and emphasis of the last syllable)) 

 

85. Respondent 2: 

 .٣خؿز٢ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ،حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش طيػٞ ح٠ُ ح٫ك٠َ

Democracy calls for the best, you stupid hahahahaha 

 

 

86. Respondent 1: 

!!!!!!! ٣خ ك٤لَ ُٓخٗي  ،ٝٗٞ ٛٞ ٓو٤خّ ح٧ك٠َ ر٘ظَى

And what is the indicator of the best in your opinion, you the genius of your time 

!!!!!!!  

87. Respondent 2: 

ٌٛح ٤٘٣٫زن ػ٠ِ حُٔـَّ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ َٓم  .٣خؿز٢ ح٫ك٠َ ٖٓ ٣ز٢٘ ٝ ٣ِىَٛ ٝ ٣ويّ ٗؼزش رخك٠َ حُويٓخص

 .حكْٜ ح٣ٜخ حُـز٢ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ .…حٓٞحٍ حُؼَحم ٝ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ 

You stupid, the best (is the one) who builds and serves (and provides) his people with 

the best services. This does not apply to Al-Maliki the criminal (who) stole the money 

of Iraq and of the Iraqis... Understand  you idiot hahahahahahahaha. 

 

88. Respondent 1: 

حُؼَحه٢ ح٢ُِ أ٤ًي ك٤وظخٍ كٔذ ٓخ ٣َحٙ رؼ٤٘ٚ رؼ٤يح ػٖ ح٧هزخٍ  ٖٓ ٣ليى حُٔـَّ ٖٓ ػيٓٚ ٛٞ ه٤خٍحص حُ٘ؼذ

 .٣ٞٗش ػوَ... حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ْٛ حىٍٟ كَٜ حٗض ٓظلظَّ ه٤خٍحطٞ حّ ًخُؼخىس... ح٩ػ٤ٓ٬ش ح٤ُٔٔٔش  

The one who decided (who is) the criminal is the Iraqi people who will surely elect 

whom they see by their eyes not through the politicized media ((partisan media))….. 
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The Iraqis are the most ware (of the facts), are you going to respect their choices or 

as usual will…. (Get) some brain.   

 

89. Respondent 3: 

هَح٤١ش ٢ٛ ًِٔش حٓظويٓض ٠ُِلي ػ٠ِ حُ٘خّ ٝ طؼ٢٘ ٫ ٝؿٞى ُِي٣ٔوَح٤١ش أ٬ٛ كخُي٣ْ ،٣خ ٤ٓي ٢ِ٣ كخْٛ ًؼ٤َ

ٝ % 99.8ٝ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ك٢ حُيٍٝ حُؼَر٤ش طٌٕٞ . ػ٤ِٔخً حُؼ٘ٞحث٤ش ٝ ٣ـذ حُظلٌْ رٜخ ٝ ٠ٔٔٗ حُؼ٘ٞحث٤ش حُٔٞؿٜش 

ػ٤ِٔخ ٌٛٙ أٍهخّ ًخًرش ؿ٤َ ٤٘ٓو٤ش ٌُُي ٣زيأ حُٔذ ٝ حُظ٤ٌ٘ي ٧ٕ حُٔظلٌْ رٜخ ْٛ ح٧ؿِٜس ح٤٘ٓ٧ش ٝ طظٞؿٚ 

 .هَح٤١ش ٗلٞ ٓخ ط٣َي ٌٛٙ ح٫ؿِٜسحُي٣ْ

Dear Mr. very perceptive, there is no democracy at all, democracy is a word used to 

fool people and (it) scientifically means randomness that needs to be under control or 

oriented randomness. The (results of the) elections in the Arab countries are (always) 

99.8% and scientifically these figures are unreal and irrational because the ones who 

control them are the security apparatuses and democracy is oriented according to 

what they want.   

 

90. Respondent 4: 

ٛٞ ٛل٤ق ك٢ ط٬ػذ رخُيٓوَح٤١ش ٌُٖ ىٙ ٫ ... حء حُ٘ؼذ حُويٍس ٫هظ٤خٍ ه٤خىطٚ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٢ٛ اػ٢

ٝكٔذ  ،ك٢ حُؼَحم... ٣ٔظيػ٢ حٕ ٗ٘ظوي حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش رَ ٣ـذ حٗظوخى ح٧ِٓٞد حُٔظزغ حًح ًخٕ ٣٘ٞرٚ حُـٖ ٝحُويحع 

ًَ ًَِٓ حٗظوخد ٌُح ٣ٜؼذ ٣ٞؿي َٓحهز٤ٖ ى٤٤ُٖٝ رخ٫ٟخكش َُٔحهز٤ٖ ٖٓ ٓوظِق حَُٔٗل٤ٖ ك٢  ،ٓؼِٞٓخط٢

 .حُظ٬ػذ رخُ٘ظخثؾ

Democracy is to give the people the ability to choose their political leadership… it is 

correct there is manipulation in democracy, but this does not necessitate criticizing 

democracy but criticizing the followed style which infested with cheating and 

deception… In Iraq, according to my information, there are international monitors as 

well as monitors (representing) the different candidates in each polling center and 

therefore it is difficult to rig the results. 

 (Response thread 3) 

In the examples above, each respondent attempted to legitimize his political view and 

delegitimize the others‟. The respondents signaled responsiveness to each other by 

means of “format tying” (Bolander, 2012:1616) which was made by using specific 

lexical items and syntactic structures. The reference to democracy was the ubiquitous 

connection that permeated this embedded interaction; every respondent referred to it 

in their responses, and they also used the noun phrase the best to refer to the outcome 
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of the election, which represents a prerequisite for democracy and as such was linked 

to the discussion. This interactional patter, in which the respondents were engaging in 

a decentralized debate rhizomatically linked to the response thread, was very common 

across the three response threads analyzed in this chapter.  

 Unlike Facebook, the lack of hierarchically powerful roles highlights the 

distinctive nature of its participation framework. Figure 7.6 (below) explains the 

interactional orders available to the participants in the online news responses. The 

respondents could only address another respondent (A) creating response threads. 

However, they could refer to three different worlds; the world reported in the news 

section (B), the actual world (C) or the virtual world constructed online (D). 

Analogous to the participation framework within Facebook, the responses that have 

(de)legitimizing functions could only be generated when referring to at least one of 

the worlds indicated in the figure (see the line in bold), because (de)legitimization 

presupposes a worldview meant to be supported or refuted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.6 Participation framework in online response threads 
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7.3 Constructing virtual sociopolitical identities and online communities  

In the online news response threads analyzed in this chapter, the respondents‟ 

discursive practices were the main resources through which their sociopolitical 

identities could be analyzed by employing the third level of positioning analysis. Due 

to the medium affordances in the response threads, the respondents‟ sociopolitical 

identities were not only indexed in the contents of these responses, but also by the 

pseudonyms they chose for themselves. Unlike the Facebook usernames (which under 

the terms and conditions of the site reflected the participant‟s names also used by 

them in offline interactions), the respondents in the response threads could choose 

their usernames specifically for the political interaction in which they were involved. 

Examples 13 and 14 show how different aspects of the respondents‟ identities could 

be indexed by the information conveyed in the different parts of the response.  

Example 13:  

 .حُللَ أَٛ ىٍٝكٞح ، ػخ٤ٗٚ َٓٙ رخُللَس ٣ِزي ٍحف ٤ٔٛٝ٘ٚ ٓ٘ظوذ ٍث٤ْ حُٔ٘ٚ ٣ـ٤زٕٞ ٍحف

The Sunnis will bring an elected president and he too will hide in the hole one more 

time, get lost people of holes.

 

(Response thread 1) 

In Example 13, the respondent‟s sociopolitical identity was indexed by content of the 

response itself, in particular by the negative stance he took towards the Sunnis and 

Saddam Hussein, who were tacitly represented as inseparably interrelated through 

using the expression people of holes. This innuendo was based on the shared 

knowledge that Saddam Hussein was found hiding in an underground bunker after 

having been overthrown by US troops in 2003. Due to the binary oppositional nature 

of delegitimization and the ethno-sectarianly polarized political context, the 

respondent‟s delegitimization of the Sunni community and the former Iraqi president 

signaled his transportable attributes as a Shiite (Zimmerman, 1989:90), and his 

political affiliation as an opponent of Saddam Hussein‟ regime.  

 However, in example 14, some of the attributes comprising the respondents‟ 

sociopolitical identities were indexed upfront by the pseudonyms they chose for 

themselves as examples of “visible indicators” (Zimmerman, 1989:91) which 

unequivocally referred to particular transportable attributes of their identities. 

Example 14:  
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Pseudonym 1:  

Umar Ibn Al-Khattab ػَٔ رٖ حُو٤خد                                                                                  

  

Pseudonym 2:  

Sunni Iraqi ((with feminine grammatical gender value)) 

    

٤٘ٓش ػَحه٤ش                                                                                           

 

Pseudonym 3:  

Classy non-sectarianist Iraqi    ((spelling error in the original was corrected))            

  

  ر٤خثل٢ ٤ُْٝ ٍحهت ػَحه٢                                          

 

(Response thread 3) 

The first pseudonym indexed the ethno-sectarian identity of the respondent through 

the association with a sectarianly loaded name of a historical figure, i.e. the second 

Caliph of Rashidun Caliphate Umar Ibn Al-Khattab, who is highly revered by Sunnis 

but disrespected by some Shiites. This username historicized the Sunni-Shiite political 

conflict in Iraq and signaled enmity to Shiite respondents. The second username 

directly revealed the collective identity of the respondent, who chose to identify 

herself as a Sunni Iraqi woman. The third username, however, indexed the 

respondent‟s cultural orientation that is more related to personality, rather than the 

collective attributes of his sociopolitical identity, because he explicitly identified 

himself as a non-sectarianist Iraqi.  

 In the previous chapters, the analysis showed that political affiliations could be 

interwoven with the communal attributes that defined the respondents‟ memberships 

in ethno-sectarian communities only if the political topic discussed was ethno-

sectarianly sensitive. By contrast, in the three response threads analyzed in this 

chapter the respondents almost always constructed their sociopolitical identities by 

interweaving political affiliations with ethno-sectarian attributes regardless of the 

topic discussed. This was predominantly due to the nature of (de)legitimizations 

which often ethnicized the political topics discussed. Example 15 unpacks how a 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rashidun_Caliphate
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respondent constructed his sociopolitical identity in a way that indexed both his 

political ideology and membership in an ethno-sectarian community.  

Example 15: 

Respondent 1: 

 ك٢ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ٖ ىػْ ػٖ حُظٞهق ح٤ُ٘ٔٚ حُٔيٕ ٖٓ ٝط٤ِذ طظظخَٛ حٕ ٣ـذ حُظ٢ ٢ٛ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ٚ حُٔيٕ حُٞحهغ ك٢

 ػوٍٞ ؿَٔ ػٖ حُظٞهق. حُؼخُْ ٝٓ٘ش ه٤َ ٖٓ حُٔخ٢ُ حُيػْ حهٌ ػٖ ٝحُظٞهق... ح٠ُلخ٣خ ٣٬ٖٓ كِي٣٘خ..ٓ٘خ١وْٜ

 .ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ٚ ُِظـٔؼخص ٝرؼؼْٜ ٝح٫ٍٛخر٤خص ح٫ٍٛخر٤ٖ

In fact (it is) the Shiite cities that should demonstrate and demand the Sunni cities to 

cease supporting terrorists in their areas…because we have millions of victims… and 

to stop taking (financial) support from Qatar and the world‟s Sunnis ((referring to 

non-Iraqi Sunnis)) and to stop brainwashing the men and women terrorists in order to 

send them to Shiites‟ gatherings.  

(Response thread  1)

In the example above, the respondent represented the Shiite community positively by 

means of victimization and represented the Sunni community negatively by means of 

criminalization. Interestingly, however, the respondent did not only criminalize Iraqi 

Sunnis but also all the Sunnis in the world, i.e. the world‟s Sunnis ((referring to non-

Iraqi Sunnis)). Taking these stances towards this ethno-sectarian community, the 

respondent indexed his sociopolitical identity as a victimized Shiite, explicitly 

differentiated from the terror-supporting Sunnis across the world. By so doing, the 

respondent combined his political ideology as non-radical and terror-hating person 

with his ethno-sectarian affiliation in a single sociopolitical identity. 

 Most importantly, in the data analyzed in this chapter, and in contrast to the 

data analyzed in the previous chapters, the respondents‟ sociopolitical identities which 

comprised ethno-sectarian attributes along with their political affiliations frequently 

functioned as supranational, rather than sub-national, identities. This seems to be 

motivated by the demographics of the respondents in the response threads. Since the 

data analyzed in this chapter was taken from the comment section of a pan-Arab, non-

exclusively Iraqi, website, several non-Iraqi respondents, as indicated by their 

pseudonyms, participated in interaction, which put the discussions about the Iraqi 

politics in these response threads in a broader geopolitical context that spanned the 

entire Middle East region. Example 16 shows how the collective attributes of being 
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Sunni or Shiite could be used to construct supranational, rather than sub-national, 

sociopolitical identities. 

Example 16: 

 حؿَ ٖٓ ٝح٫كٞحُ ٝك٤٤ِٖٔ ٝح٫ٍىٕ ٝحُؼَحم ُٝز٘خٕ ٣ٍٞٓخ حٗلخء ؿ٤ٔغ ك٢ حٌُزَٟ ح٤ُ٘ٔش حُيُٝش حهخٓش ٖٓ ري ٫

 ح٤ُخَٛس ىٓخءْٛ ٝرٌُٞح ٓٔخؿيْٛ ٖٓ هَؿٞح ح٣ٌُٖ ح٫رَحٍ ُٜ٘يحثٜخ ٝكخء حٍٟٜخ ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ٔش ح٫ٓش طٔٞى حٕ

 حُٜل٣ٞش حُ٘ؼٞر٤ش ػ٤ِٔش حُٔـَٓش حُوز٤ؼش ح٣َ٤ُٜ٘ش حُؼ٣ِٞش حُوظَ حُش حهظ٬ع حؿَ ٖٝٓ ح٤ُ٘ٔش ٫ٓظْٜ ىحءف ح٤ًُِش

 .ح٫ه١ِٞ حُظلخُق حٓظجٜخٍ حؿَ ٖٝٓ حُلخهيس حُزخ٤٘١ش

It is imperative to form the greater Sunni State in all parts of Syria, Lebanon, Iraq, 

Palestine and Ahvaz in order for the Sunni Nation to prevail on its lands and to 

reward its righteous martyrs who have come out of their mosques and shed their pure 

and immaculate blood to serve their Sunni Nation in order to eradicate the malicious 

and crime-committing Alawite and Nusairi killing machine that are proxy of the 

malevolent Safavidism and to eradicate the minority alliance. 

 (Response thread  2) 

In example 16 above, the respondent referred to the so-called Sunni nation as if it was 

a real geopolitical entity, legitimizing the demand to form the greater Sunni State that 

spans across most of Mesopotamia and the Levant regions. The respondent also 

delegitimized the Shiite community, referring to it as the minority alliance in order to 

represent the Sunni Nation as a majority in the Muslim world. He represented the 

minority alliance or the Shiite community in the Muslim world as including the 

Alawite minority in Syria and the Shiite communities in Iraqi and Iran, referring to 

them as Safavids. Representing the Sunni community all over the Middle East as a 

nation that should have its own state indicated that the respondent was envisaging his 

Sunni identity as a sociopolitical identity in a supranational entity, i.e. Sunni 

nation/state, rather than an indication of membership in a sub-national group, the 

Sunni community in Iraq. This exemplifies how ethno-sectarian attributes could be 

precariously unstable and thus liable to politicization in the late modern Arab culture 

in general and Iraqi culture in particular. 

 In a similar fashion, the respondent in example 17 recontextualized the 

sociopolitical struggle between two ethno-sectarian communities at the sub-national 

level into a broader supranational conflict. Distinctively, however, the respondent 

used this ethno-sectarian identity to excommunicate others with opposing ethno-

sectarian identities from their national group. 
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Example 17:  

 الله رل٠َ ؿيح ه٣َزش حٛزلض حُي٣ٞٓش ٤٘٤ِ٤ٓٝخطٚ حُٜل٣ٞش ٝػٜخرظٚ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٖٓ حَُ٘كخء حُؼَحه٤ٕٞ ه٬ٙ ٓخػش

 ٛل١ٞ ح٣َح٢ٗ كٜٞ حُؼ٤َٔ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ئ٣ي ٖٓ ًَ..ح٫ر٤خٍ ٝحُ٘٘خ٠ٓ حُـ٤خٍٟ حُؼَحم حٛخ٢ُ ػْ ٝطؼخ٠ُ ٓزلخٗٚ

 ٣َٗق ٢٘١ٝ ػَحه٢ كٜٞ حُٜل٣ٞش حكٌخٍٙ ٟي ٣وق ٖٓ ًَٝ..حُؼَحه٢ حُ٘ؼذ ُوظَ ح٣٫َح٤ٕٗٞ كوي ٗؼَف ٝٗلٖ

 .حُزِي ٌُٜح ٝح٫ٓخٕ حُو٤َ ٣َ٣ي

The decent Iraqis‟ time of salvation from Al-Maliki and his Safavid gang and bloody 

militias has come very near by the willing of Allah his Almighty and (that of ) the 

ferment and heroic Iraqis.. Whoever supports Al-Maliki, the (collaborating) agent 

((used negatively as a proxy for a foreign country)), is an Iranian Safavid and we (all) 

know the Iranians‟ malicious eager to kill the Iraqi people.. And whoever stands up to 

his Safavid ideas ((referring to Al-Maliki‟s)) is a decent patriotic Iraqi desiring peace 

and safety for this country..  

(Response thread 2) 

The respondent in the example above attempted to delegitimize Al-Maliki‟s 

supporters, who were often Shiite Iraqis, by virtue of differentiation and then 

exclusion from the national space, representing them as Iranian Safavid, i.e. Whoever 

supports Al-Maliki, the (collaborating) agent ((used negatively as a proxy for s 

foreign country)), is an Iranian Safavid. By linking Shiism to the Iranian Safavid 

dynasty, the respondent wielded the ethno-sectarian affiliation of some Iraqis, i.e. 

Shiite Iraqis, as an exclusionary tool in order to deprive them of their national identity 

as Iraqi citizens, representing them as non-genuine Iraqis, or even Iranian.  

 It was, therefore, found that the collective attributes that defined the 

respondents‟ memberships in the ethno-sectarian communities were discursively 

represented differently: these representations included Sunnis vs. Shiites (see 

examples 15 and 16 above), Arabs (or Iraqis) vs. Persians (Iranians or Safavids) (see 

example 17 above), and Muslims vs. non-Muslims (see example 18). This indicates 

that the transportable attributes of the sociopolitical identities in the Iraqi political 

context were not fixed but rather fluid in nature depending on the context in which 

they were used. It is important to emphasize that the different representations of these 

collective attributes were motivated by ethnic stereotypes and sectarian biases in order 

to highlight difference and deepen divergence from respondents perceived as out-

group members.  
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 Similar to the Facebook comment threads, an in-depth look at how the 

respondents employed (de)legitimization to position themselves in relation to each 

other revealed that there were two patterns of identifying respondents as members in 

certain communities. Calculating the frequency of legitimization topoi versus 

delegitimization topoi used in each response thread, highlighted the different 

identification practices employed by the respondents to index their sociopolitical 

identities as shown in figure 7.7.  

 

Figure 7.7 Percentages of legitimization and delegitimization topoi in the response 

threads  

Figure 7.7 shows that respondents in the three response threads tended to use 

delegitimization more commonly than legitimization. Nevertheless, in the third 

response thread, which was about the 2014 election, the result was slightly less 

polarized, because the respondents used the topoi of authorization and positive 

representation of in-group members more frequently to emphasize the electoral 

representativeness and positive attributes of the political actors perceived as in-group 

members. These results suggest that the respondents tended to construct their 

sociopolitical identities via negative identification, which was based on differentiation 

and exclusion (see examples 17, 18. 19 above).  As in the Facebook comment threads 

analyzed in Chapter Six above, this indicates how ambivalent the respondents felt 

about their sociopolitical identities, at least in the online context, and also supports the 

locus communis about the Iraqi public‟s lack of trust in the main political actors and 

the political institutions they belong to. These results along with similar ones found in 

the previous chapter (see 6.3) substantiate the argument made by many political 

analysts (e.g. Radwan, 2012) and civil activists (e.g. Dawood, 2014) about the crisis 

of democracy and the lack of public confidence in the political system in Iraq.  
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 Due to the anonymity and pseudonymity afforded by medium of the online 

readers‟ response interactions, deindividuation and the polarization, the interactions 

almost always developed into an inter-communal conflict, which consciously or 

unconsciously motivated the respondents to classify each other into in-group or out-

group members. Unlike the online communities constructed in the Facebook comment 

threads analyzed in the previous chapter, the online communities constructed in the 

online response threads were solely online versions of the actual ethno-sectarian 

communities, operationalized by the same norms and ideologies underlying the 

original communities in the offline world. Example 18 shows how the respondents 

could discursively construct an online version of actual ethno-sectarian communities. 

Example 18:  

4. Respondent 1:  
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 ح٫ٍٓٞرخُوٞس ٝكَٝ حُٜؼٌِش ٝ حُز٤ِـش ُٖٓ حٓخ .٣ٔظلوٚ ٖٓ ٣وٍَ ٖٓ ْٝٛ ٤ُِ٘ؼش كٌَ حٍُُٞحء ٍث٤ْ ٜٓ٘ذ

  ..كلَس ك٢ ح٠ٍَُٝس حُوخثي ُػ٤ٌْٔ ٝحهظزخء كٌٌْٔ ُٝحٍ ٓغ حٗظ٠ٜ

The position of the Prime Minister is a monopoly for Shiites and (it is) they who 

decide who deserves it. The time of thuggery, bullying and getting things done by 

force has come to an end when your rule demised and your leader hid in the hole 

((referring to Saddam Hussein))..  

 

5. Respondent 2: 

 

 ٓغ ر٘وٚ رْ ػز٤ي ٣خ ُٔخٕ ٌُْ ١ِغ ُٖٓ آهَ ٝالله, ك٤ٚ ٢٘ٔ٣ ح١ٌُ حُظَحد طٔخٟٝ ٫ٝ ٍأٓي طخؽ حُِْٔٔ

 .ٓ٘ٞحص 10 رلٌْ كَكخ٤ٖٗ ٛٔؾ ٣ٞٗش,أٍهخرٌْ

The Muslim ((referring to Saddam Hussein)) is the crown on your head ((degrading 

idiomatic expression)) and (you) are not worthy of the soil he walked on, alas now 

you slaves has grown tongues, but we will chop your necks off, (you are) a clique of 

barbarians feeling happy because of a rule of 10 years.  

 

7.  Respondent 3: 

 .ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ حُـ٘ش ك٢ حر٤ِْ كِْ ٌُْ حهٍٞ ٗخٝح ُِلٌْ حُؼٞىس ٣َ٣يٕٝ ح٤َُٜ٘س حُللَس هخثي ٛيحّ حكلخى

The grandsons of Saddam, the leader of the hole, want to return to the rule ((power)), 

and I say to you (it is) the Lucifer‟s hope in Paradise ((idiomatic expression used to 

refer to very unlikely scenario)) hahahahaha.  

 

9. Respondent 4: 

 حٟلي .طظلَؽ ٝحٗض حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓ٘ٔو٢ ……٤ٔٗض ٫ٝ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ػٌْٔ ًخٕ ٛيحّ ٣خٗوٚ ٛيحّ كل٤ي ٓٞ حٗخ

 ُ٘خ حُؼَحم ٓظؼٞى .حُٔـ٤ٗٞؼ٤ٚ ٝكٌٞٓٚ حُٜخ٢ٌُ ح٬١٫ٍ ػ٠ِ ٓظز٢ٌ كظَٙ رؼي ٫حٗٞ ح٫ٕ ٝٗز٢ٔ

 ؟؟ ٣خٓٔظؼَد ٣خ٢ًَٝ٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘ٗ

I am not a grandson of Saddam you scoundrel. Sa`ddam was your uncle ((leader)) 

hahahaha or you have forgotten (now)…… We will overthrow Al-Maliki and you will 

be watching. Laugh and feel happy (now) because in a while you will be whining over 

the ruins of the doomed one ((a play with words to refer to Al-Maliki)) and his Magi-

Shiite government. Iraqi will return to us you Arabanized ((pretending to be an Arab)) 

Shrooqi ((degrading expression referring to Shiites from southern Iraq)). 
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10. Respondent 5: 

 ..… ٓؼي١ ؿٔخػش ٖٓ ٓٞ حٗض .حُل٢ِ ٓؼي١ ؿٔخػش حُزؼؼ٤ش ٗخًِظي ػ٠ِ ٖٝٓ حٗض حُ٘خهٚ

It is you and your ilk that are scoundrels, (you are) Baathists from Saadi Alhili‟s 

group ((expression used to refer to homosexuals)). Aren‟t you from Saadi‟s group….. 

 

11. Respondent 6: 

 ...حُٔٔظخ٢ٗ ٝ حُل٤ٌْ ٍحٌْٓ ٝػ٬ حُل٢ِ ٓؼي١ ؿٔخػش حٗظٞ حطٍٜٞ

I think (it is) you that are from Saadi Alhili‟s group along with Al-Hakeem and Al-

Sistani ((names of religious Shiite clerics))… 

 

12. Respondent 7: 

 ًخٗض حٌُِٔٚ ،،،،ٌٛٙ ٫ٝطؼَكٜخ... ف رخٗي حؿِّ ٢ًَٝٗ ًِْٙ ٓؼ٠٘ طؼَف َٛ ٓٔظؼَد ٢ًَٝٗ طوٍٞ ٣خٖٓ

 حَٛ ْٛ ح٤ًَٝٗ٫ٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ه٤ٖٓٞ، ر٤ٖ ح٤٤ُذ حٝ ح٤ٛ٫َ حُلٌْ ٜٝٓ٘خٛخ ح٫ًي١ َٓؿٕٞ حُِٔي ػ٠ِ ط٤ِن

 .٣خؿخَٛ حُؼَحم

You, who say Arabized Shrouqi, do you know that does Shrouqi means? I am sure you 

are a D…..((shorthand for „donkey‟)) and you do not know,,,,, this name had been 

used for the King Sargon of Akkad ((ancient king of Mesopotamia)) and it means the 

veracious or good  king, which means that Shrouqis ((referring to the Shiites people 

in southern Iraq)) are the origin(al people) of Iraq, you ignorant.  

 

14. Respondent 6: 

 ..… حُٔزق هخثي ٖٓ حكٖٔ حُللَس هخثي

The leader of the hole is better than the leader of the beads ((referring to Al-

Maliki))…. 

 

 

17. Respondent 8: 

 ٗؼذ ٖٓ% 7 حه٤ِش ٝحٗظْ ر٤يًْ حُلٌْ ط٣َيٕٝ ػ٤ِٚ طظلـٞح ٍحف ٣ـ٤ٌْ ٤ٗؼ٢ كخًْ أ١ ُٞ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ حُلخًْ حٌُِٔ٘ش

 ٣ـ٢ ُٞ ٫ٕ الله ٣وخف ٫ٗٚ ٌُْ ٍكٔٚ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٬ٛ. … ٝهيٍٙ كـٔٚ ٣ؼَف ح٫ٗٔخٕ حُٔلَٝٝ. طْحٕ حُؼَحم

 . حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٣خّ ػ٠ِ طظَكٔٞح كٔٞف الله ٓخ٣وخف ػ٤ٌِْ ؿ٤َٙ

(your) problem is (with) the Shiite ruler, any Shiite ruler you have you would  talk 

(badly) about him. You want to rule yourselves (even though) you are a minority of 
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the Iraqi people (representing) 7%. One must know one‟s value and size…. Al-Maliki 

is a mercy of Allah to you because he fears Allah, if you have another ruler with no 

fears of Allah you will long to the days of Al-Maliki.  

 

18. Respondent 9: 

 ٓٞص ٖٓ !ٓ٘ش؟ 30 ُٔيس طلٌٌْٔ% 7 طَٟٕٞ ِٕٗٞ ٣ُٖ... ِٓ ىٓخؽ ِٕٗٞ ٗٞف% ....5 حهخف ٣ٔؼٞى

 .٣ٌَكٌْ

Oh I am afraid 5%.....what a schmuck… well how had you accepted that the 7% ruled 

you for 30 years ((referring to the Saddam Hussein‟s rule))?! May death take you all.  

 

(Response thread 1) 

The respondents in example 18 were engaging in a confrontation embedded within the 

first response thread. They signaled responsiveness to each other by means of  

“format tying” but more importantly by the “order and participant roles”, which 

Bolander (2012:1617) conceptualizes as a “strongly content related” type of 

responsiveness. This type of responsiveness requires in-depth examination of content 

of the successive comments to determine whether the respondents were engaging in 

this rhizomatically embedded debate or merely expressing their political opinion 

without reactively responding to others. All the responses were confrontational, 

demonstrating typical flaming behaviors and consequently polarizing the interaction 

even further. This was indicated by the relatively high numbers of the (dis)likes they 

garnered. Although each response in this thread had 7.8 likes and dislikes on average, 

response 4 had 8 likes and 17 dislikes, comment 7 had 12 likes and 15 dislikes, and 

comment 17 had 10 likes and 16 dislikes. This highly polarized context motivated 

more respondents to categorize others into in-group and out-group members based on 

their politicized ethno-sectarian affiliations, giving rise to vicious and ultra extreme 

online versions of their offline communities: a homogenously Shiite-hating Sunni 

community and a homogenously Sunnis-hating Shiite community. This made the 

political discussions in this unmoderated genre irrationally polemical rather than 

reasonably topic-focused or deliberative (see Figure 7.8) 

 The respondents referred to these communities differently using a wide range 

of ideologically loaded names in order to historicize or racialize the political conflict 

between these two communities. These names firstly included ideologically loaded 
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collective expressions to refer to these communities; the expressions grandsons of 

Saddam was used to refer to Sunni community in responses 7 and 9, and the 

expressions Magi-Shiite, or Arabized Shrouqis were used to refer to Shiite community 

in responses 9 and 12 in the example above. Secondly, some of these stereotypes were 

based on the associations between specific political or religious figures and the 

communities they belong to. Therefore, Saddam Hussein (see comments 4, 5, 7, 9 and 

14 in the example above) made implicit reference to the Sunni community by means 

of association, and Al-Maliki, Al-Sistani and Al-Hakeem (see comments 4, 5, 7, 9 and 

17 in the example above) made implicit reference to the Shiite community by means 

of association.  

 Comparatively, the online communities constructed in the three online 

response threads analyzed were bigger than the ones constructed in the Facebook 

comment threads analyzed in the previous chapter, as a higher number of participants 

interactionally subscribed to these online communities. Perhaps due to the highly 

ethno-sectarianly polarized nature of the interactions, more online news readers 

seemed emotionally motivated to highlight their ethno-sectarian affiliations in the 

interaction in order to defend their ethno-sectarian community against the offenses 

caused by the respondents perceived as out-group members. In the data analyzed in 

this chapter, these highly xenophobic online versions of the offline communities were 

recreated through the respondents‟ appeal to the ultra extreme ideological biases 

associated with their enregistered identities (Agha, 2009; De Fina, 2015). Politically 

speaking, the xenophobic and ultra extreme online versions of the offline 

communities might further deepen inter-communal rifts and weaken national unity in 

the country, because, for most of the post-US led invasion generations, social media 

represent the only way to familiarize self and communicate with the different other 

and out-group members. 

 The respondents‟ subscriptions to the constructed communities in each 

response thread were identified mainly by analyzing the content of the response or the 

pseudonyms chosen by the respondents. Additionally, tracing the respondents‟ rapport 

management between each other was a useful means to identify the respondents‟ 

memberships in the communities constructed online. It appeared that the respondents 

who indexed their memberships in one of the online communities would act in a 

rapport enhancing manner when interacting with respondents perceived to be from the 



205 

 

same online community, whereas they would act aggressively or even offensively 

when interacting with respondents perceived to be from the rival community. This 

aggressiveness towards the respondents perceived as out-group members has an 

important interactional function in creating a sense of in-group bonding among 

respondents who shared the same ideological biases (also see Garces-Conejos 

Blitvich, 2010: 543; Perelmutter, 2014: 87; Bou Franch & Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 

2014: 21). This type of aggressiveness, which often gave rise to impoliteness,  

emerged because each discursively constructed community presupposed the existence 

of a different frame of reference against which the members of that community 

evaluated their own and other‟s behaviors normatively. Alluding to the unifying force 

of the moral and normative orders, Chilton (2204: 199) argues that “sharing of a 

common view regarding these concepts [i.e. justice and injustice, good and evil] is an 

intrinsic part of constituting a social or political group”. Yet at the same time, 

establishing a shared frame of reference also positions those who do not share that 

group as a separate, distinctive community of others. Example 19 shows how 

respondents‟ different evaluations of a particular response made by one of the readers 

of the news section and their different rapport-sensitive reaction to the respondent 

who posted it could indicate their memberships in different online communities. 

Example 19: 

22. Respondent 1:  

ٗوٍٞ ُي ٗلٖ ًَٝ  ..…حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُ٘ـخع ٣خ هخثي حُُٜٞش حُظخكَس ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش ٝحُـئؿخء ٝح٤ُِٔٞر٤٤ٖ أ٣ٜخ 

 ..…حُو٣َ٤ٖ ٝح٤٘١ُٖٞ ٝح٫كَحٍ ٖٓ حر٘خء ٗؼذ حُؼَحم ٓؼي ٝ ؿ٘ٞىح ٍٖٛ اٗخٍطي

Oh you Al-Maliki the courageous, the leader of the victorious charge on the 

terrorists, the mobs and the wanted…. We say to you we are along with all the good, 

patriotic and free people of Iraq are with you as soldiers at your service.  

 

24. Respondent 2: 

٤ُِٚ ُِٞحهغ حهَ ط٣َٜق ُؼ١ٝ٬ رخٗٚ ُٖ ٣َٗق ٬ُٗظوخرخص حُوخىٓش هٞكخ ٖٓ ًًخء ح٫ٍُك٢ ٝ كٌ٘ظٚ حُٔزخ٤ٓش ٝ طق

 ...حُؼَحه٢ ٝ حُؼخ٢ُٔ 

The last statement for Alawi was that he would not run in the next election because he 

was afraid of the punctured one‟s ((a play with words to refer to the respondent Al-

Azraqi offensively)) intelligence, political experience and realistic analysis for the 

Iraqi and the global situations…  
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26. Respondent 3: 

 .ك٤ش ح٠ُ ح٫ٍُه٢ حُؼَحه٢ ٝٛٞ ٣وخّٝ رٌِٔظٚ ؿٔٞع حُلخهي٣ٖ ػ٠ِ ٗؼذ حُؼَحم ح٫ر٢ص

Greeting to the Iraqi Al-Azraqi as he is resisting by his words the crowds of the 

malicious (who are) against the dignified Iraqi people.  

 

27. Respondent 1:  

ًَح حه٢ ح٣ٌَُْ أكٔي ػ٠ِ حُظل٤ش ٝػ٠ِ ًِٔخطي  ح١٥َحء  ح٤٤ُزش ٝ ٤٘١ٝظي حُٜخىهش  طـخٙ ١ٝ٘ي حُؼَحم ٝ ٕ

هِْ  ٣ٝل٠لٕٞ  حػظِحُى ك٢ حر٘خء حُؼَحم حَُ٘كخء ح٣ٌُٖ ٣يحكؼٕٞ ػٖ ح١ُٖٞ   ًَٝ ٖٓ ٓٞهؼٚ ٓٞحء رخ٬ُٔف حٝ رخٍ

 !! ٛئ٫ء ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش ح٫َٗحٍ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣ٔظٜيكٕٞ حُؼَحم حُؼظ٤ْ ٝٗؼزٚ ح٣ٌَُْ 

Thanks my dear brother Ahmed for the salutation and the words of compliment and 

for your true patriotism towards you country Iraq and for cherishing the honest sons 

of Iraq who are defend the homeland each from their position whether by arms or by 

the pen to expose those evil terrorists who target the great Iraq and its decent 

people!!  

 

28. Respondent 4: 

ٖٓ حر٘خء حُؼ٘خثَ حُظ٢ طلخٍد  حٗظٚ ٖٓ ٓٞهؼي طٔخٗي حُؼَحم ٝؿ٤٘ٚ ٝح٫َٗحف .رًٍٞض ح٣ٜخ ح٫ٍُه٢ حُؼَحه٢ 

 .هٟٞ حُظ٬ّ ٖٝٓ ٣يػٜٔخ ٖٓ حُـِٜش ٝح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ

Bless you the Iraqi Al-Azraqi. You are from your position supporting Iraq, its army 

and the tribesmen who are fighting the forces of darkness and whoever supporting 

them, the ignorant and sectarianists. 

 

(Response thread 2) 

In example 19, respondent 1 used legitimization topoi to express his support to the 

former Prime Minister. In a bid to communicate his political view, respondent 2 

ridiculed respondent 1‟s legitimization of the former Prime Minister, orienting rapport 

towards challenging respondent 1 and the group he belonged to. The normative frame 

of reference based on which respondent 2 made his negative evaluation of respondent 

1‟s legitimization of Al-Maliki was congruent with the dominantly Sunni ideological 

biases. Therefore, by making this normatively motivated attitudinal reaction, 

respondent 2 indexed his subscription to the online version of the Sunni community 

constructed in interaction. Conversely, both respondents 3 and 4 agreed with 

respondent 1‟s political stance over Al-Maliki, who was stereotypically described as a 



207 

 

Shiite leader, orienting rapport towards enhancement with respondent 1 by means of 

the compliments they paid to him, as well as their encouragement to him to continue 

what he was doing. The normative frame of reference based on which respondents 3 

and 4 made their positive evaluations of respondent 1‟s legitimization of Al-Maliki 

was congruent with the dominantly Shiite ideological biases. Therefore, by making 

these normatively motivated attitudinal reactions, the respondents indexed their 

subscription to the online version of the Shiite community constructed in interaction. 

 

7.4 Rapport perceptions and variability of impoliteness assessments in online 

readers’ response threads   

As shown in the previous chapters, in order to pinpoint the affective repercussions and 

moral implications of the discursive conflict for power, it was important to analyze 

different aspects of impoliteness. The multi-tiered positioning analysis could capture 

meticulously how various sets of impoliteness assessment were triggered and 

functionally employed in the response threads taking into consideration the different 

spatiotemporal levels of the interaction. In the conflictive online interactions analyzed 

in this chapter, impoliteness could function as a social categorization tool in order to 

classify the respondents as in and out-group members. This could be achieved by two 

types of impoliteness: on the one hand exogenous impoliteness assessments, which 

clarified the respondents‟ moral stance in regards to certain political practices and the 

actors responsible for them; on the other hand endogenous impoliteness, which often 

involved affective expressions of attitudes used to reinforce certain identities and 

oppose others (Culpeper, 2011: 252; cf. Svensson, 2011), and by so doing enhance 

rapport between the like minded respondents and simultaneously underscore 

divergence with and difference from others (Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2010: 543; 

Perelmutter, 2014: 87; Bou Franch & Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2014: 21).  

 In the three response threads, several instances of exogenous impoliteness 

were identified by means of which the respondents communicated moral stances and 

emotionally fraught negative attitudes towards particular political practices as part of 

the respondents‟ delegitimization of out-group members. Consider example 20.  

Example 20: 



208 

 

٬ُٓق  حُ٘ي٣ي رؼٞ  حَٛ ح٫ٗزخٍ  ه٠ؼٞح ح٠ُ  حٝحَٓ   حٍٛخد حُوخػيس  ٝ ىحػٖ   رؼيّ حُٔ٘خًٍش  رخ٫ٗظوخد 

ح٣ٌُٖ كويٝح ح٣ُٜٞش حُؼَحه٤ش ٝ ٛٔ٘ٞح حٗلْٜٔ رخٗلْٜٔ  ..    ٣خ ك٤ق ػ٠ِ    حُُِْ. ُْ ٣٘خًٍٞح هٞكخ  ٖٓ حُؼوخد ٝ

 ٖٓ حؿَ  حٍٟخء   حٝحَٓ  كل٘ش حٍٛخر٤ش حؿخٗذ  ؟

Regretfully, some of the people of Anbar have yielded to the orders of Al-Qaeda and 

DAESH ((ISIL))‟s terrorism by not participating in the election, they have not 

participated for being fearful of punishment… what a pity  for the men who lost their 

Iraqi identity and marginalized themselves by themselves for obeying a clique of 

foreign terrorists‟ orders.  

(Response thread  3) 

In the example above, the respondent used the negative evaluation of an out-group 

action to delegitimize the people of Anbar who boycotted the 2014 parliamentary 

election and represented this boycott as an act of obeying the terrorists‟ orders. In 

doing so, the respondent explicitly appealed to the moral order to highlight the 

negative nature of this political stance in a vehement fashion. The respondent 

evaluated this political stance negatively, describing it as a regretful and pitiful 

practice, i.e. regretfully,…. what a pity for the men who lost their Iraqi identity. 

Invoking the moral order to evaluate this stance negatively amounts to impoliteness 

assessment of a public practice (see Culpeper, 2011: 65; Culpeper et al., 2014 for the 

relation between impoliteness and the emotions of regret and pity). Part of the 

impoliteness metapragmatic comment (Culpeper: 2011: 74) was expressed in Iraqi 

colloquial, rather than, modern standard Arabic to express intense emotive response. 

Evaluating the boycott of the election in this way was a typical case of exogenous 

impoliteness, because the action evaluated took place outside the context of the 

interaction. As this type of moral evaluation was embedded in the delegitimization of 

the political action, it was thus analytically captured at the first level of positioning 

analysis.  

 At the second level of positioning analysis, it was possible to capture some 

instances of endogenous impoliteness, especially the ones that included violations of 

the social rights and obligations the respondents expected to be associated with their 

roles. Example 21 shows how a respondent denounced another respondent‟s 

deauthorization of the former Prime Minister for being motivated merely by ethno-

sectarian biases, which was perceived as unfair. 

Example 21:  
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Respondent 1: 

 ..ًِٜخ ٛ٘خى٣ن ؿظ٢ ٖٓ ح٣َحٕ حُٜل٣ٞش!! ٛٞ ٓ٘ٞ حٗظوذ حُٜخ٢ٌُ حرٞ حُٔزق؟؟؟

Who voted for doomed one ((a play with words to refer to Al-Maliki)), the beads seller 

((degrading expression referring to his alleged humble origin))??? They were all 

((ballot)) boxes coming from the Safavid Iran.. 

 

Respondent 2: 

٤ُٝؼِْ حَٛ حُٔ٘ش حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص . حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣لزٚ ٗؼزٚ ٝحُي٤َُ كُٞٙ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ح٫ه٤َٙ رلُٞ ًخٓق 

ٗٞ ط٣َيٝٙ ٣ظَى . ٍ ٓٔخ كَٜ َٓٗل٢ حَٛ حُٔ٘ش هزَ ح٫ه٤َس كٜيص ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ك٢ حَُٔٞٛ ٝح٫ٗزخٍ حًغ

ُْ ُٖٝ ٣ٌٛذ حُلٌْ ٬ُه٤ِش ح٤ُ٘ٔش كؼ٤ٌِْ حٗض طؼَكٞح ! !حُلٌْ رخُؼخك٤ش ٝحُٔزذ ًْ ٝحكي كخهي ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ؟

٤ُْٝ ًَ ٖٓ ٣لِْ ٣ظلون كِٔٚ ٫ٗٚ .ٝكٔذ ٓخ٣وٍٞ حُٔؼَ حُل٢َٔٗ ٖٓ كن ح٫ٗٔخٕ حٕ ٣لِْ . كـٌْٔ ٝطٔظلٞح 

 .ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ك٬ّح حٟـخع ٣ٌٕٞ هي

Al-Maliki is loved by his people and the evidence is his landslide victory in the 

previous election. I want to let the Sunni people know that Al-maliki in the election 

before the last (his) State of Law (coalition) has garnered more votes than Sunni 

candidates in Mousil and Anbar. So, you want him to leave the rule ((to step down)) 

by force because of some Shiite-hating ones?!! The rule will not go to the Sunni 

minority and you must know your size and be ashamed (of yourselves). As a French 

proverb says, everyone has the right to dream (but) not everyone can attain it ((make 

it come true)) because it may be a pipe dream hahahahahahaha. 

 (Response thread 1) 

In example 21 above, respondent 1 attempted to deauthorize the former Prime 

Minister Al-Maliki, implying that he, with support from Iran, managed to rig the 

election. Respondent 2 negatively evaluated respondent 1 and the other Al-Maliki-

opposing respondents‟ attempts to delegitimize Al-Maliki as being motivated by 

ethno-sectarian biases, interpreting these attempts as unjustifiably aggressive and 

consequently impolite. Respondent 2‟s moral evaluation was made by implicitly 

appealing to the concept of fairness within a consociational political system, i.e. you 

must know your size, (cf. Spencer-Oatey, 2008:13, and Culpeper, 2011: 37) and the 

general moral order, i.e. be ashamed¸ in order to highlight respondent 1 and  the other 

Al-Maliki-opposing respondents‟ violations of the normative frame of reference. 

Respondent 2‟s contribution involved an impolite evaluation of the previous response; 

it was interpreted as a face attack targeted indiscriminately at all Sunni respondents, 
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and, thus, as impolite itself (see example 25 below). This means that respondent 2‟s 

contribution included both classificatory impoliteness, as it involved an explicit moral 

judgment of Sunni respondents‟ practices, and expressive impoliteness, as it 

encompassed an affective reaction that was deemed offensive by the Sunni 

respondents later on in the thread. The classificatory impoliteness in the second 

response in the example was analytically captured at the second level of positioning 

analysis, because the appeal to the violation of fairness was associated with the 

respondents‟ interactional roles that defined their rights and obligations.  

 Like the Facebook comment threads, most of the endogenous impoliteness 

instances identified in the online news response threads analyzed in this chapter did 

not involve explicit moral evaluations of the respondents‟ practices inside the 

interaction, i.e. classificatory impoliteness, but rather involved offensive affective 

reactions encoded within the responses, which were considered typical cases of 

expressive impoliteness, as shown in example 22. 

Example 22: 

 .ٝكخهيٕٝ ٝحرٞ حَٓحء ٛخػي هٜزٖ ٓخػ٤ٌِْ....ٝالله ًٌِْ 

I swear to Allah you are all …. and spiteful. And the father of Isra‟a ((honorific 

referring to Al-Maliki)) is at the top ((winning)) whether you want it or not. 

 

(Response thread 3) 

Example 22 shows how a respondent expressed a negative attitude towards other 

respondents who delegitimized the former Prime minister, establishing a strongly 

antithetical alignment to them. The respondent was not concerned about providing a 

counterargument or, at least, refuting the opposing responses, but he was rather more 

interested in attacking the respondents who delegitimized the political actor he 

supported, i.e. Al-Maliki. In the first sentence in the example above, the respondent 

avoided communicating what seemed to be a taboo word directly on record leaving it 

to the readers to fill in the blank, i.e. I swear to Allah you are all …. and spiteful. 

Additionally, the expression whether you want it or not in this context was considered 

highly offensive, because in the Arabic culture it implies that other‟s opinions are not 

respected. This impoliteness assessment was communicated by means of a 

conventional formula of impoliteness that involved personalized negative reference 

(Culpeper, 2011: 135). The response was also emotionally intensive as it was 
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expressed in Iraqi Arabic rather than modern standard Arabic. As such, the response 

above was interpreted by respondents who opposed Al-Maliki as impolite for being 

offensively inappropriate and face-damaging. The response in the example above was 

not directly evaluative in nature, i.e. classificatory impoliteness; it rather involved an 

offensive reaction, which made it a typical case of expressive impoliteness.  

 At the third level of positioning analysis wherein the respondents‟ 

constructions of their sociopolitical identities were under scrutiny, it was theoretically 

possible to identify three types of impoliteness related to the types of identities and 

the aspects of face associated with each of them; viz. institutional, communal and 

personal impoliteness. However, in three response threads, no institutional 

impoliteness was identified. Like the Facebook comment threads, this may be 

attributed to firstly, the non-institutionalized and informal nature of the response 

threads, and secondly the respondents‟ reluctance to associate themselves with 

political institutions (see negative identification in 7.7 above). As was to be expected, 

many cases of communal impoliteness assessments were identified in the response 

threads analyzed in this chapter. Unlike the interactions analyzed in the previous 

chapters, all the three response threads analyzed in this chapter were thriving contexts 

for communal impoliteness to arise regardless of the topics discussed. This was 

because the respondents constantly ethnicized and racialized the discussions in these 

response threads.  

 Interestingly, the communal impoliteness identified in the data analyzed in this 

chapter could be classified into two categories: face-related impoliteness and identity-

related impoliteness (see 3.3 above). The communal impoliteness assessments were 

mostly due to attacking the aspects of face associated with the respondents‟ ethno-

sectarian identities, i.e. face-related impoliteness. Damaging the self-worth, self-

efficacy, dignity or honor, i.e. aspects of face, associated with these ethno-sectarian 

identities was interpreted as a flagrant attack against the entire ethno-sectarian 

community and its values. Therefore, and unlike Culpeper‟s finding about the main 

triggers of impoliteness and interactional aggression in interpersonal settings 

(2011:47), this made the collective face, rather than the personal or Quality face, 

“overwhelmingly the most important type of face relating to impoliteness” (2011:47), 

in an ethnically politicized culture and in the genres that encouraged deindividuation, 

such as the online news readers‟ responses.  Consider example 23. 
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Example 23: 

. ٗ٘خ ُْ ٗؼي ٗ٘يٓؾ ٓغ حَٛ حُـ٘ٞد ٤ٔ٤ُٝخطْٜ ٫حَٛ ح٢ُٓٞ ٝحُـَد هٍَٝح حػ٬ٕ ح٫ه٤ِْ حٓٞس رخهٞطْٜ ح٫ًَحى 

 .ُ٘خ ٓظ٘ظ٢ٜ رخه٤ِْ ٣ٌَٔ ٍؿٌِْ ُٖٝ طيه٫ً٫ِٙٞطٌْ ًَٝ ٛٞٓخ

The people of the Centre and the West decided to announce their region (in a way) 

similar to the Kurdish brothers ((referring to the Kurdish semi-autonomous region)) 

because we can no longer take the people of the South and their Latimiyas ((a 

distinctive Shiite religious rite)). And all your attempts to humiliate us will lead to 

(the establishment of) a region wherein your legs will be broken and you won‟t be 

allowed to enter. 

(Response thread 3) 

In example 23, the respondent negatively represented the Shiites and criminalized 

them, characterizing them as people who cannot be lived with, and who attempted to 

humiliate the Sunni people. The Shiites and the Sunnis were discursively represented 

by means of spatialization, which van Leeuwen (ibid: 46) defined as “a form of 

objectivation in which social actors are represented by means of reference to a place”. 

In the example the people of the South referred to the Shiites, and the people of the 

Centre and the West referred to the Sunnis. In doing so, the respondent delegitimized 

the Shiite community and communicated a strongly negative attitude against them in a 

way that was interpreted as aggressively face damaging and offensively impolite by 

the Shiite respondents. This impoliteness assessment was triggered by a 

conventionalized threat (Culpeper, 2011: 136), i.e. wherein your legs will be broken 

and you won‟t be allowed to enter. In terms of the number of targets, the expressive 

inter-communal impoliteness embedded in this attempt at criminalization was directed 

towards multiple participants at different levels of participation, i.e. Shiite 

respondents and readers (metaparticipants), due to the context collapse, which were 

publically available and viewable by a potentially huge and unknowable audience. 

This type of impoliteness assessment was analytically captured at the third level of 

positioning analysis, because it involved an attack on the aspects of face that were 

associated with the participants‟ ethno-sectarian identities. 

 In contrast to the examples analyzed in the previous chapters, some 

impoliteness assessments identified in the data analyzed in this chapter were not due 

to face attacks targeting particular respondents, but rather motivated by 

disauthenticating their sociopolitical identities, i.e. identity-related impoliteness. 
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Example 24 demonstrates how disauthenticating some respondents‟ ethnic and 

national identities resulted in impoliteness.  

Example 24: 

Respondent 1:  

حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ػخٗٞح حٌُؼ٤َ ..... ١خثلـــــ٢  ٝٗظ٤ق ٣ؼَف ٤ًق ٣ي٣َ حُز٬ى رلٌٔشحُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ح٥ٕ رلخؿش ح٠ُ هخثي ؿ٤َ 

 ،٫  ح٠ُ  هَحد حُؼَحم....ٗلظخؽ ح٠ُ ٍؿَ ٣لؼَ ٤٣ٍٝٞ حُؼَحم ح٠ُ كخٍ حك٠َ ًزو٤ش ىٍٝ حُؼخُْ .... ٝطؼزٞح 

((  ٫ٝ ٓـٌخٕ ))  حه٤٤ٖ كو٢  ٝأْٛ ٢ٗء ٣زو٠ حُؼَحم ُِؼَ................ ًـــــــــل٠ ٓـــــٜخٍُ   ٝهظَ ٝٛيٍ  ىٓخء

 ........... ُِلــَّ حُٔـــــّٞ ك٤ٚ

Iraqis are now in need for a non-sectarianist and clean(handed) leader who knows 

how to run the country wisely….. Iraqis have suffered a lot and have grown tired….. 

We need a man who acts and develops Iraq to (become) better like the rest of the 

world…. NO for the destruction of Iraq, enough, with the nonsense, killings and 

bloodshed……….. The most important thing is (that) Iraq remains for Iraqis only and 

no place for the Persian Magi in it. 

 

Respondent 2: 

 .ُٔض  حٗض ٣خ حٓؼش ٖٓ ٣ليى ٖٓ ٣لٌْ حُؼَحم

It is not (for) you, you flunky, to decide who rules Iraq. 

(Response thread 2) 

In the example above, Respondent 1 made use of the relation between the Shiites in 

Iraq and Iran, which is stereotypically characterized as one of subordination, to 

represent the Shiite Iraqis as Persian Magi. Respondent 1 attempted to use this 

relation as an exclusionary tool in order to deprive the Shiite Iraqis of their national 

identity as Iraqi citizens and ethnic identity as Arabs. In doing so, he presented his, 

tacitly indexed, Sunni identity as a normative standard for Iraqi identity, i.e. The most 

important thing is (that) Iraq remains for Iraqis. This kind of impoliteness was 

implicationally driven by the confrontational atmosphere of the interaction (see 

Culpeper, 2011: 180). As indicated by his reply, respondent 2 interpreted respondent 

1‟s remark as seriously offensive and impolite, which motivated him to respond in an 

offensively retaliatory manner, i.e. [i]t is not (for) you, you flunky, to decide who rules 

Iraq. Respondent 2‟s interpretation of respondent 1‟ remark as offensive and impolite 

was not only because his face was attacked and damaged, but because his national and 

ethnic identities, as an Iraqi and as an Arab, were disauthenticated.  
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 Few instances of personal impoliteness were also found in the online news 

readers‟ responses. However, personal impoliteness was always combined with 

communal impoliteness, which made these impoliteness assessments more offensive, 

because it was directed to the respondents in their capacities as specific individuals 

and in their capacities as members in particular ethno-sectarian communities, as 

shown in example 25. 

Example 25: 

Respondent 1: 

ٖٓ ٗؼذ % 7حٌُِٔ٘ش حُلخًْ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ُٞ أ١ كخًْ ٤ٗؼ٢ ٣ـ٤ٌْ ٍحف طظلـٞح ػ٤ِٚ ط٣َيٕٝ حُلٌْ ر٤يًْ ٝحٗظْ حه٤ِش 

ح٬ٛ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٍكٔٚ ٌُْ ٫ٗٚ ٣وخف الله ٫ٕ ُٞ ٣ـ٢ . …حُٔلَٝٝ ح٫ٗٔخٕ ٣ؼَف كـٔٚ ٝهيٍٙ .حُؼَحم حٗظْ 

 . ؿ٤َٙ ػ٤ٌِْ ٓخ٣وخف الله كٔٞف طظَكٔٞح ػ٠ِ ح٣خّ حُٔخ٢ٌُ

(Your) problem is (with) the Shiite ruler, any Shiite ruler you have you would talk 

(badly) about. You want to rule for yourselves (even though) you are a minority of the 

Iraqi people (representing) 7%. One must know one‟s value and size…. Al-Maliki is a 

mercy of Allah to you because he fears Allah, if you have another ruler with no fears 

of Allah you will long to the days of Al-Maliki.  

Respondent 2: 

ٖٓ ٓٞص ! ٓ٘ش؟ 30طلٌٌْٔ ُٔيس % ٣ُ7ٖ ِٕٗٞ طَٟٕٞ ... ٗٞف ِٕٗٞ ىٓخؽ ِٓ% ....٣5ٔؼٞى حهخف 

 .٣ٌَكٌْ

Oh I am afraid 5%.....what a schmuck… well how had you accepted that the 7% ruled 

you for 30 years ((referring to the Saddam Hussein‟s rule))?! May death take you all.  

 

(Response thread  1) 

In example 25 above, respondent 1 attempted to deauthorize the Sunnis, 

characterizing the Sunni community as a minority, which represents only 7% of the 

population. In his response to respondent 1, respondent 2 insulted both respondent 1 

and the ethno-sectarian community he belonged to, i.e. Shiite people. This response  

engendered multi-directional expressive impoliteness, in which respondent 2 attacked 

respondent 1‟s face that was associated with his personal identity as a unique 

individual, i.e. what a schmuck, and the face associated with his collective identity as 

a member in the Shiite community, i.e. May death take you all. In this sense, the 

second response in the example involved a personal impoliteness, communicated by 

conventional formulae of “third-person negative reference” (Culpeper, 2011: 135), 
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and communal impoliteness communicated implicationally by virtue of the ethno-

sectarianly confrontational context (ibid: 180). To index intense anger, respondent 2 

used the low variety of Arabic to communicate his response (see Culpeper, 2011: 65; 

for the relation between face-related impoliteness and anger). 

 It was theoretically expected, and analytically demonstrated in the previous 

chapters (see 6.4 and 7.4), that delegitimization, rather than legitimization, would give 

rise to impoliteness, because delegitimization entails attacking others‟ face or 

disauthenticating their identities, (also see examples 22, 23, 24 and 25 above). This 

was predominantly attributed to the fact that damaging out-group members‟ face was 

a means to enhance one‟s own and in-group members‟ face in ethno-sectarianly 

polarized interactions like the ones analyzed in this chapter. Surprisingly, however, in 

the data analyzed in this chapter, impoliteness was sometimes motivated by 

legitimization. The current approaches in impoliteness studies may fail to account for 

how legitimization can trigger impoliteness, but by extending Spencer-Oatey‟s (2008: 

16) and Culpeper‟s (2011:39) insights, it can be argued that impoliteness that arose 

from legitimization were motivated by the perceived violation of association and 

equity rights reflecting the respondents‟ concerns over fairness and consideration of 

in-group‟s rights. In highly ethno-sectarianly polarized contexts, (undue) in-group 

legitimization attempts were often perceived by out-group respondents as provocative 

impingements on their ethno-sectarian communities‟ sociopolitical rights. Consider 

example 26 in which an authorization attempt gave rise to impoliteness. 

Example 26: 

Respondent 1: 

٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٛح حٓظوخُش حًؼَ ٖٓ ..!!٤٣خُذ رخٓظوخُش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح١ٌُ كخُص ًظِظٚ رخؿِذ ٓلخكظخص حُـ٘ٞد حٟخكش ح٠ُ رـيحى

 ...ػَ٘ ٤٣٬ٖٓ ٗٔٔش ٛٞطٞح ُٚ

He ((referring to the politician mentioned in the online news report)) is demanding 

Al-Maliki‟s resignation whose bloc won in most of the Southern provinces as well as 

Baghdad!!.. This means a resignation of more than ten million capita (who) voted for 

him...  

 

Respondent 2:  

 ..ٛٞ ٓ٘ٞ حٗظوذ حُٜخ٢ٌُ حرٞ حُٔزق؟؟؟ًِٜخ ٛ٘خى٣ن ؿظ٢ ٖٓ ح٣َحٕ حُٜل٣ٞش
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Who voted for doomed one ((a play with words to refer to Al-Maliki)), the beads seller 

((degrading expression referring to his alleged humble origin))??? They were all 

(ballot) boxes coming from the Safavid Iran.. 

 

 (Response thread 1) 

 

In the example above, respondent 1 attempted to authorize the former Prime Minister 

by appealing to the votes he gleaned in the previous provincial election in order to 

express his rejection of a demand made by an opposition leader in the reported world 

(see figure 7.6 above). Although the first response in the example only expressed 

respondent 1‟s political opinion over the topic in question through legitimizing one of 

the political actors mentioned in the news section, without being directed to other 

respondents, it was perceived as an irritatingly provocative and inflammatory remark, 

and most likely impolite, and consequently triggered an intensively offensive reply in 

the second response (see Culpeper, 2011: 64 for the link between impoliteness related 

to behavioral expectations and moral emotions such as anger and irritation). 

Respondent 2‟s response suggests that he interpreted respondent 1‟s attempt to 

authorize Al-Maliki as a provocative impingement on the sociopolitical rights of his 

Sunni community. Therefore, he reacted by deauthorizing Al-Maliki and accused him 

of being assisted by Iran, for ethno-sectarian reasons, to rig the election results in 

order to retain power. The use of an ethno-sectarian stereotype that had a racial hint to 

it, i.e. Safavid, signaled the ethno-sectarian ground of respondent 2‟s remark, which 

was meant to counterbalance the violation of his expectations regarding the political 

entitlements of his ethno-sectarian community. Although Culpeper (2011: 206) 

indicates that “counter-aggression may be taken as a matter of fair defence”, the 

respondent‟s remark was still interpreted as ethno-sectarianly offensive and impolite 

by Shiite respondents and readers (metaparticipants), because it involved an ethno-

sectarianly offensive stereotype, i.e. Safavid.  

 Contrary to the impoliteness analysis in chapters Five and Six, the instances of 

expressive and classificatory impoliteness analyzed in this chapter did not exhibit 

relevant thematically related differences across the online readers‟ response threads   

analyzed in this chapter as shown in figure 7.8 (below). This can be attributed to three 

different reasons: firstly the respondents always ethnicized the political topics 
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discussed, and as such made these more sensitive (see 7.1 above). In a culture where 

ethno-sectarian identities are often politicized and inter-communal tension is high, 

damaging the self-worth associated with these communal identities is often 

interpreted as an attack against the entire community and its values. In the dataset 

analyzed in this chapter, the use of collective delegitimization topoi, which was fairly 

common, was often perceived as a blatant act of aggression by out-group respondents, 

which consequently triggered various impoliteness assessments. The second factor 

that seems to make impoliteness equally salient across the three response threads   

was the lack of a moderating role in this type of genre that could ease expected 

tensions between the respondents.  Finally, the potential anonymity or pseudonymity 

made the respondents less socially accountable before the eyes of others (cf. Mitchel 

and Haugh, 2015), which gave rise to gratuitous aggressive practices and, in many 

cases, flaming (Lange, 2014: 54). Apparently, the lack of moderation and anonymity 

are specifically related to the affordances of the medium.   

 

Figure 7.8 Percentages of impoliteness in the response threads 

 

The numbers of impoliteness assessments identified in the responses that have 

(de)legitimizing functions were as follows: 29 instances of expressive impoliteness 

and 5 instances of classificatory impoliteness in the first response thread, 19 instances 

of expressive impoliteness and 3 instances of classificatory impoliteness in the second 

response thread, and 38 instances of expressive impoliteness and 11 instances of 

classificatory impoliteness in the third response thread. The impoliteness assessments 

in each response thread were normalized by the number of responses identified as 

having (de)legitimizing functions. Figure 7.8 also shows that classificatory 
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impoliteness instances identified in the three online news response threads were much 

fewer than the instances of expressive impoliteness. This suggests that the 

respondents had a tendency to register their negative attitudes towards others‟ 

interactional practices in a retaliatory fashion rather than sanctioning moral and 

normative judgments about others‟ violations of appropriateness or their aggressive 

behaviors, i.e. classificatory impoliteness. Additionally, collating the results in figure 

7.8 with those in 7.5 and the in-depth look at the individual impoliteness assessments 

identified shows that actor-oriented delegitimization seemed to be more socially 

reprehensible than the action-oriented types of delegitimization, and as such, was 

more likely to be evaluated as impolite.  

 

7.5 Summary  

The aim of this chapter was to examine how the conflict for power could be 

discursively produced, perceived and evaluated across thematically different contexts 

in three online readers‟ response threads. Focusing on how conflict for power was 

argumentatively structured and linguistically realized, the first level of positioning 

analysis demonstrated that the respondents employed various topoi of 

(de)legitimization in order to express their political views. Collective topoi in general 

and out-group criminalization and ethno-sectarian differentiation and exclusions in 

particular were by far the most commonly used topoi in the three response threads   

regardless of the topics discussed, which, when compared to the results in the 

previous chapters, suggests that it was the medium, rather than the topic, that had the 

greatest impact on how the (de)legitimization patterns emerged in the interactions 

analyzed in this genre. Distinctively, the respondents employed history-inspired racial 

stereotypes and ethno-sectarian biases in their (de)legitimization to highlight 

sociopolitical divergence. More importantly, the quantitative and qualitative analyses 

suggested that in the unmoderated genre of the online response threads, the 

respondents‟ expressions of opinions were not necessarily based on politically 

substantiated ground, but rather motivated by ethno-sectarian biases.  

 At the second level of positioning analysis, and due to the affordances of the 

response thread, it was possible for the respondents to index responsiveness explicitly 

using the response title or implicitly by expressing their opinion about the topics in 

question, and in doing so establish alignments to the intended recipients. 
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Interactionally, the online respondents‟ interactions lacked the presence of a 

moderator or gate-keeper, which made the response threads highly confrontational, 

and as such different from the data analyzed in the previous chapters. It was also 

found that the set of the interactional orders available in the online respondents‟ 

interactions divided the argumentation into multiple, embedded debates that were 

rhizomatically attached to each other with no substantive hierarchical connection.  

 The third level of positioning analysis showed that the respondents‟ 

sociopolitical identities were almost always the result of interweaving political stances 

with ethno-sectarian identities. Distinctively, however, these ethno-sectarian identities 

frequently functioned as supranational, rather than sub-national, identities. Like the 

data analyzed in the previous chapters, although with higher margins, the respondents 

constructed their sociopolitical identities via negative identification, which supported 

the argument made by many political analysts and civil activists about the crisis of 

democracy and the lack of public confidence in the political system in Iraq. Most 

importantly, the findings also indicated that most respondents in the online response 

threads tended to organize themselves in online communities that represented highly 

xenophobic and ultra extreme online versions of their offline communities. This 

explains why the unmoderated online response threads functioned as a platform that 

facilitated the expression and exchange of extreme ideological views giving rise to 

polemical discourses that lacked rational political deliberation.  

 Focusing on how the discursive conflict for power was perceived and 

evaluated, the last section investigated the normative and moral aspects of the 

respondents‟ use of (de)legitimization to express their political views. The multi-

tiered positioning analysis was used to identify various instances of exogenous and 

endogenous impoliteness assessments, each of which triggered in different 

spatiotemporal levels of the interactions. The impoliteness assessments identified 

were always communal in nature. Although occasionally combined with personal 

impoliteness, these instances of communal impoliteness were often utilized as a social 

categorization strategy. Surprisingly, in the data analyzed in this chapter, impoliteness 

assessments were sometimes triggered by legitimization. This was because (undue) 

in-group legitimizations in highly ethno-sectarianly polarized contexts were often 

perceived by out-group commentators as provocative impingements on their ethno-

sectarian communities‟ sociopolitical rights. Quantitative analysis of impoliteness 
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indicated that the respondents in the online response threads were a mainly interested 

in the retaliatory tit for tat rather than the explicit moral evaluations of others‟ 

behaviors. Unlike the data analyzed in the previous chapters, the quantitative analysis 

of impoliteness assessments did not demonstrate thematic variation across the three 

response threads analyzed in this chapter, because, due to the medium, they were all 

ethno-sectarianly sensitive.   
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Chapter Eight 

Discussion and Conclusions 

 

8. Introduction 

The main objective of this study was to advance the understanding on the discursive 

conflict for power within Iraqi political Discourse. Ultimately, at a broader level, this 

was meant to shed light on how the ethno-sectarian and social divisions in Iraq are 

reflected in mainstream and new media, and how these divisions are perpetuated by 

means of the very same discourses instantiated in these two types of media. To that 

effect, the thesis attempted to answer the following primary research question:  

what are the interactional, sociopolitical, affective and moral implications 

of the conflict for power taking place in the Iraqi political discourses 

instantiated in three different genres representing mainstream and social 

media? 

 This primary question was operationalized by three sets of subordinate 

methodological, empirical and theoretical questions.  

 The methodological question dealt with the potential operationalization of the 

empirical objectives of this thesis by exploring the possible methods to bridge the gap 

between the context of production and reception in the political discourses circulated 

in both the mainstream and the social media. Methodologically, the present thesis 

drew on Political Discourse Analysis to analyze how the conflict for legitimacy and 

power was argumentatively structured and linguistically realized in the data. To attend 

to the reception of text, I employed the study of rapport and that of impoliteness to 

account for how the conflict for domination and power was perceived and evaluated, 

as these frameworks attend to the contexts of reception as they were made evident in 

the different interactional contexts in the data. The analytical gap between macro 

discourse analytical approaches, e.g. the CDS-informed Political Discourse Analysis, 

and micro analytical approaches, e.g. discursive analyses of rapport management and 

(im)politeness was innovatively bridged by employing Bamberg‟s (1997) multi-tiered 

positioning analysis. This facilitated the cross fertilization between two often 

perceived as unrelated approaches, viz political discourse analysis and rapport and 

impoliteness studies. This cross fertilization made it analytically possible to trace the 

attitudinal and affective repercussions, and the moral implications of the different 
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(de)legitimization topoi used in the multi-participant, debate-like, political 

interactions instantiated in mainstream and social media.  

 From a theoretical perspective, the thesis provided fresh insights into Political 

Discourse Analysis in two ways. Firstly, it identified new sets of “content-related 

argumentation schemes” (Reisigl, 2014:77), i.e. topoi, used by the interlocutors to 

legitimize their political viewpoints and to delegitimize those of their opponents. 

These sets of topoi included in-group victimization vs. out-group criminalization, and 

in-group authorization (claims of majority) vs. out-group deauthorization (claims of 

minority). These sets of topoi are entrenched within the sentiments of victimhood and 

disenfranchisement that permeate all Iraqi ethno-sectarian communities, and underlie 

many of the political actors‟ attempts to pursue increased political power. These topoi 

seem to be characteristic of Iraqi political Discourse, and seem to define its distinctive 

sociopolitical nature. This also suggests that (de)legitimization topoi are conditioned 

by the context of culture, in Malinowski‟s (1966 [1923]) term, more than any other 

contextual factors. In this sense, identifying these culture specific (de)legitimization 

topoi expanded on the topoi identified by other researchers, predominantly in western 

discourses, and highlighted the cultural diversity of human discourses and the ways 

these discourses could be approached and analyzed from culturally sensitive, but 

globally minded, perspectives (Shi-xu, 2015). Secondly, (de)legitimization in this 

thesis was conceptualized as a micro argumentative practice that could be attitudinally 

and affectively confronted and morally assessed in interaction, rather than as a macro 

discursive goal of highly formalized political texts and speeches as often 

conceptualized in Political Discourse Analysis. The conceptualization was innovative 

in bringing (de)legitimization closer to the study of rapport and impoliteness analysis, 

and, in so doing, it could pinpoint the affective and attitudinal consequences and 

moral implications of the conflicts for power in Iraqi political discourses across 

mainstream and social media in which oppositional sociopolitical viewpoints were 

competing for legitimacy.  

 The thesis also made an important contribution to the study of impoliteness 

and that of rapport by providing an ethno-sectarian perspective, which represents a 

relatively fresh perspective in these emerging fields of scholarship. The thesis made 

an important distinction between exogenous and endogenous evaluations of 

impoliteness taking place at different spatiotemporal levels of the interaction. This 
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distinction elucidated how the evaluations of impoliteness could trigger and be 

triggered by (de)legitimization, thus highlighting the multifunctionality and 

intertextuality of  impoliteness assessments in ethno-sectarian and political discourses. 

The other contribution to the study of impoliteness that the thesis made was to 

propose a necessary expansion of Spencer-Oatey‟s (2008: 16) association and equity 

rights in order to account for the evaluations of impoliteness that could be triggered 

by legitimizations. In typical interactional contexts, it might not be expected that 

legitimization could give rise to an impoliteness assessment, because legitimization 

does not involve explicit norm disruptive behavior or face attack. However, in ethno-

sectarianly polarized contexts it was found that legitimization could indeed trigger 

impoliteness assessment. Although the current approaches in impoliteness studies 

may not adequately account for how legitimization triggers impoliteness assessment, 

extending Spencer-Oatey‟s (2008: 16) and Culpeper‟s (2011:39) insights on 

association and equity rights, which reflect the interlocutors‟ concerns over fairness 

and consideration of  in-group‟s rights, can explain this atypical case of impoliteness. 

Based on the evidence from the data in this thesis, I argued that (undue) in-group 

legitimization was often perceived by out-group interlocutors as a provocative 

impingement on their ethno-sectarian communities‟ sociopolitical rights. 

 

8.1 General Trends in Iraqi Political Discourse 

Despite the thematically and generically prompted variations in the data, several 

common discursive patterns could be found in the various forms of political 

discourses analyzed in this thesis. From an empirical perspective, the thesis attempted 

to answer four empirical questions. Each of these empirical questions was related to a 

different level of the analysis, viz. the three levels of positioning analysis and the 

overarching analysis of rapport and impoliteness. The four levels of analysis 

accounted for different aspects of the conflict for power in three different genres 

representing mainstream and social media, and measured its cross-thematic and cross-

generic variations, as clarified below: 

1. analyzing the (de)legitimization patterns in each genre across three 

different thematic contexts, 

2. identifying the roles and participation frameworks afforded by the 

media in these genres, 
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3. unpacking the sociopolitical identities, their functions and social 

implications, and finally 

4. examining the functions, sources, types and directionality of 

impoliteness assessments across different thematic and generic contexts. 

 

 At the first level of positioning analysis, the findings showed that interlocutors 

employ a limited number of (de)legitimization topoi to (dis)agree with others or 

express sociopolitical views. These (de)legitimization topoi could be categorized in 

two different respects: argumentative orientation and multitude of targets. In terms of 

the argumentative orientation, the (de)legitimization topoi were either actor-oriented 

or action-oriented. The analysis indicated that actor-oriented (de)legitimization 

supported the long-rooted ideological biases about self and others and, therefore, 

tended to have a panoramic focus on the sociopolitical conflicts in Iraq. Alternatively, 

action-oriented (de)legitimization tended to be short-ranged in nature focusing on the 

specific contexts in which the political actions (de)legitimized took place. In terms of 

multitude of targets, the (de)legitimization topoi were either individualistic or 

collective in nature. The former (de)legitimize individuals, typically politicians, 

whereas the latter (de)legitimize groups and communities in their entirety. 

Individualistic (de)legitimization topoi were political in essence; they targeted 

specific political actors based on their political performance. They aimed to persuade 

most of the Iraqi people about certain political claims regardless of their ethno-

sectarian affiliations. In contrast, collective (de)legitimization was always ethno-

sectarian in nature; they were frequently addressed to an intended audience, i.e. the in-

group members, for out-group members would not tend to accept the arguments that 

were based on delegitimizing their ethno-sectarian communities.  

 The quantitative analysis of the (de)legitimization patterns demonstrated that 

actor-oriented (de)legitimization topoi were more commonly used than action-

oriented (de)legitimization topoi in all the interactions analyzed in this thesis; this was 

characteristically salient in the political discourses produced in online contexts. These 

results suggested that the argumentation structures in all the political debates analyzed 

in the thesis were personalized and infrequently agenda-oriented, as the interlocutors 

tended to (de)legitimize the political actors and their images rather than their actions 

and agendas regardless of the topic being debated and the medium affordances.  
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 The quantitative analysis showed that the argumentation structures, and, as 

such, the interlocutors‟ self identification practices, in the Iraqi political Discourse 

tended to be based on delegitimization rather than legitimization regardless of the 

topics debated or their generic contexts. This seemed to be prompted by two different 

reasons. On the one hand, and from a rhetorical perspective, employing 

delegitimization in argumentation was less committal and more equivocal. 

Delegitimization made it easy for the interlocutor to avoid discussing their own 

political ideological convictions and political thoughts, which might require them to 

commit to certain premises or courses of actions, and offered them the chance to 

indulge in apparently effortless attacks of opponents‟ political convictions. On the 

other hand, and from a political perspective, the interlocutors seemed not to trust the 

key political actors and the political institutions to which they belonged. This 

substantiated the argument made by many political analysts (e.g. Radwan, 2012) and 

civil activists (e.g. Dawood, 2014), about the crisis of democracy and the lack of 

public confidence in the political system in Iraq.  

 In terms of the sociopolitical identities constructed in the interactions taking 

place in the different genres across mainstream and social media, the ethno-sectarian 

identities were always at play due to cultural and political reasons. However, these 

ethno-sectarian identities seemed to be unstable, versatile and multifunctional. They 

could be played out as sub-national or supranational identities based on the contexts 

or even the interlocutors‟ interactional needs. In terms of the functions, the ethno-

sectarian identities were employed as a means to reinforce inter-communal solidarity 

and to counterbalance the negative stereotypes associated with these enregistered 

ethno-sectarian identities, or to voice dissent and express ethno-sectarian antagonism.  

 The analysis demonstrated how the evaluative and argumentative aspects of 

language are inseparably interrelated in the Iraqi political discourses produced in both 

mainstream and social media. This was evident in the relationship between instances 

of (de)legitimization that could trigger and be triggered by evaluations of 

impoliteness. In some cases, the evaluations of impoliteness were argumentatively 

employed to delegitimize political actions. This took place when the interlocutors 

invoked the moral order to evaluate certain political actions as immoral, unfair or 

unacceptable. The term exogenous impoliteness was used to refer to these evaluations 

of impoliteness because the political actions evaluated as negative, unfair or immoral 
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took place outside the interactions in which they were evaluated. Exogenous 

impoliteness could be captured at the first level of positioning analysis, because its 

analytical focus was the actions that took place in the there-and-then moment of the 

reported events, but they were recontextualized in the here-and-now moments of these 

interactions. Alternatively, (de)legitimization was found to trigger various 

impoliteness assessments, some of which were prompted by violations of behavioral 

expectations, while others were due to attacking various aspects of self. These types 

of impoliteness were called endogenous impoliteness because the practices evaluated 

as impolite occurred inside the interactions in which they were evaluated. Endogenous 

impoliteness could be captured by the second and third levels of positioning analysis, 

which focused on the interlocutors‟ interactional roles and their sociopolitical 

identities respectively. Broadly speaking, and unlike Culpeper‟s finding about the 

main triggers of impoliteness and interactional aggression in interpersonal settings 

(2011:47), the aspects of face associated with collective identity (rather than those 

associated with the personal or interactional identities), were found to be the most 

important aspects of face relating to impoliteness in contexts that are politicized along 

ethno-sectarian lines. 

 

8.2 Cross Thematic Comparison of Iraqi Political Discourse 

The data analyzed in each of the analytical chapters included different political 

interactions in which three different political themes were discussed. The three themes 

included: the 2012 political deadlock in the country, the sectarian-based power-

sharing process in post US-led invasion Iraq, and finally the results of the 2014 

parliamentary election, and thus provided a cross thematic perspective on the conflict 

for power in Iraqi political Discourse. The results exhibited thematically prompted 

variations in the political TV interviews and the Facebook comment threads. In cross-

sectarian political interactions, i.e. the first theme, the actor-oriented topos of negative 

representation of other was the most commonly used. The collective topoi, especially 

criminalization and victimization, were the most frequent when the topics discussed 

were ethno-sectarianly sensitive, i.e. the second theme, which made interactions about 

this topic more clearly polarized and inter-communally confrontational. The use of 

authorization and deauthorization were prominently salient when discussing the topic 

of the 2014 election.   
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 The cross thematic variations in the (de)legitimization patterns affected how 

offensively aggressive the political discussions were. As might be expected, the 

interactions that focused on ethno-sectarian topics tended to be more emotionally 

sensitive and so interactionally aggressive than any other political topics, because 

these ethno-sectarian interactions could eventually generate highly exclusionary 

remarks. However, the interactions that focused on the election-related topics tended 

to be less emotionally sensitive and aggressive than the interactions that discussed 

other topics, because the interlocutors in these interactions used relatively fewer 

delegitimization topoi. 

 

8.3 Cross Generic Comparison of Iraqi Political Discourse 

The analysis could also provide a broad contrastive perspective as to how the conflict 

for power instantiated in the Iraqi political discourses could be produced and 

perceived across different genres across mainstream and social media. The findings in 

the three analytical Chapters (Chapters Five, Six and Seven) suggested that there were 

differences in the (de)legitimization patterns, argumentation structures, dynamics of 

interaction, identity construction, rapport perception and impoliteness assessments 

between the television interviews, Facebook interactions and online readers‟ response 

threads. These differences prompted by the genre gave rise to different interactional, 

sociopolitical and moral implications in the interactions under investigation.  

 The results demonstrated that the interlocutors‟ discursive practices in the TV 

interviews focused on (de)legitimizing specific political actions and actors in manners 

that were relatively less aggressive. As TV interviews represented a more 

institutionalized type of media than the other genres analyzed in the thesis, there were 

established cultural and institutional conventions that prevented explicitly aggressive 

and offensive behaviors. In this respect, the interviewers, who had powerful 

interactional roles, often ensured that these cultural and institutional conventions were 

respected. Therefore, the interviewees were found to employ action-oriented 

(de)legitimization more frequently than in social media. This made the interactions in 

this genre more focused on debating specific political issues or actions, which were 

predominantly raised by the interviewers themselves, rather than on indulging in the 

long-standing and diachronic aspect of the political conflicts in the country, which 

could give rise to exclusionary and offensively aggressive remarks. The other 
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important finding that supported this argument was that the interviewees were found 

to use (de)legitimizing topoi that did not involve explicit exclusionary remarks; no 

instances of criminalization and sectarian exclusion from the national space were 

found even in the ethno-sectarianly polarized debate, i.e. the second TV interview. 

Characteristically, explicit indexing of self ethno-political affiliations was perceived 

as morally acceptable, because it functioned as a means to reinforce inter-communal 

solidarity or to counterbalance the negative stereotypes associated with these 

enregistered sectarian identities. However, the interviewees frequently employed in-

group victimization as an indirect strategy to make implicit negative remarks about 

the other ethno-sectarian communities, or in extreme cases, employed negative 

characterization of particular political actors who were perceived as representing the 

rival communities to delegitimize these communities. 

 In the TV interviews analyzed in this thesis, the medium affordances and the 

interactional roles available greatly influenced the dynamic of the argumentation 

process and affective and moral aspects of the interactions. Firstly, the interviewers 

tended to reorient the interaction towards the reestablished goals of the interviews 

every time they felt these goals were not being served. Therefore, they interrupted the 

interviewees or rephrased the questions they believed were not being fully answered 

by the interviewees. Secondly, the interviewers made use of the power associated with 

their interactional roles to moderate the interviews in order to contain any 

confrontation between the interviewees. Even in extreme cases, when interviewees 

took offence at each other‟s practices, they tended to invoke the normative frame of 

reference in order to sanction a moral stance (Haugh, 2015: 280), rather than 

descending to a tit-for-tat exchange of offenses as was found in the online response 

threads, and to a lesser extent in the Facebook comment threads. This was 

demonstrated by the percentages of classificatory impoliteness compared to 

expressive impoliteness in the TV interviews.   

 Broadly speaking, in the TV interviews analyzed in this thesis, the 

interlocutors persistently served their predefined goals in line with their affiliation to 

their respective political institutions. They tended to legitimize the political views 

institutionally endorsed by their political parties and to delegitimize the ones 

institutionally endorsed by the opposing parties. This was evident in the interlocutors‟ 

frequent attempts to index their institutional identities when performing 
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(de)legitimization. Even in ethno-sectarianly polarized interactions, e.g. the second 

TV interview, in which they might be expected to advance the goals of the ethno-

sectarian community they belonged to, the interlocutors tended to employ ethno-

sectarian ideologies to advance the goals of their political institutions not vice versa. 

This suggested that these behaviors were motivated by instrumental (or goal-oriented) 

rationality (Mueller, 1989), which made these TV interviews not only exclusive but 

also quite manipulative, and as such more detrimental to the public sphere (cf. 

Habermas, 1989).  

 In the analysis of online discourses, the affordances of genres in which the 

political discourses were produced led to varying outcomes. In the interactions that 

took place in the online news readers‟ responses, the respondents‟ discursive practices 

seemed to be motivated by expressive rationality (Svensson, 2008). This was because 

the respondents tended to use actor-oriented (de)legitimization very frequently to 

support their ideological biases about self and others, expressing their sociopolitical 

views in an aggressive and offensive fashion. In the readers‟ response threads, the 

(de)legitimization patterns exhibited an abundance of explicit negative ethno-sectarian 

stereotypes communicated by means of collective topoi, such as criminalization and 

sectarian exclusion. Furthermore, recontextualizing historical events and the use of 

history-inspired stereotypes to express sectarianly exclusionary political views were 

very salient in this genre. 

 The medium affordances and the lack of a moderator role in the online news 

comment threads greatly influenced the interlocutor‟s self-positioning, the dynamic of 

the argumentation and the affective and attitudinal aspects of the interactions. In terms 

of sociopolitical identities and the ways they were played out in this genre, the 

respondents‟ ethno-sectarianly politicized identities were indexed specifically to voice 

political dissent and express ethno-sectarian antagonism. In this genre, although the 

argumentation was rhizomatically structured, the respondents tended to foreground 

their ethno-sectarian identities to organize themselves in online communities that 

represented highly xenophobic and ultra extreme versions of their offline 

communities. Anonymity and pseudonymity afforded by the medium made the 

respondents feel they were less socially or morally accountable for their discursive 

practices in the interaction, which resulted in a notably high number of instances of 

retaliatory (i.e. expressive) impoliteness in this genre. In this highly polarized context, 
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impoliteness was sometimes motivated by legitimization. This was because (undue) 

in-group legitimizations in highly ethno-sectarianly polarized contexts were often 

perceived by out-group commentators as provocative impingements on their ethno-

sectarian communities‟ sociopolitical rights. Polarization, use of exclusionary topoi 

and construction of ethno-sectarian identities to highlight dissent indicated how this 

unmoderated genre could function as a platform that facilitates the reproduction of 

extreme ideologies giving rise to polemical discourses that perpetuated the offline 

ethno-sectarian conflicts.  

 In the Facebook comment threads, although the interactions reflected some 

ethno-sectarian biases, especially when debating an ethno-sectarianly sensitive topic, 

the (de)legitimization patterns were, to a large extent, based on the commenters‟ 

political preferences and interactional needs. This was reflected by the relatively 

infrequent exclusionary remarks made by the commenters. The analysis shows that 

commenters used (de)legitimization to voice their (dis)agreement with the political 

views presented in interaction. In this respect, the (de)legitimization patterns exhibited 

thematic variation, which indicated that the commenters were more focused on the 

topic in question. 

 The medium affordances and the interactional roles available on the Facebook 

page influenced the dynamic of the argumentation process and evaluative aspects of 

the interactions. The post authors made use of the power associated with their 

interactional roles to moderate the interactions that were generated by their posts on 

their Facebook pages in order to prevent the interactions from developing into 

aggressive confrontations. They could explicitly invoke a normative frame of 

reference to remind the commenters about their rules for acceptable political debates 

in their Facebook pages, or suppress ethno-sectarianly exclusionary and offensively 

aggressive behaviors. In this genre, the medium affordances divided the 

argumentation into a series of decentralized debates that were rhizomatically 

connected to each other. Each of these decentralized debates discussed different 

aspects of the political topics originally raised by the post authors. The commenters 

tended to engage in these decentralized debates according to their interactional 

interests. This allowed the commenters to organize themselves in online imagined 

communities in these decentralized debates. These online constructed communities 

ranged from completely imagined communities, which were divided over specific 
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political issues, to recreated versions of offline communities with all their ethno-

sectarian biases.  

 These minimally regulated Facebook interactions gave rise to an online public 

sphere that was more inclusive than the one offered in mainstream media and less 

pathologically polemical than the one offered in the online news readers‟ responses, 

which suggested that the commenters‟ practices in the genre of Facebook comment 

threads were, to a moderate extent, motivated by communicative rationality 

(Habermas, 1989). However, a caveat must be stated here.  Just because the Facebook 

affordances can facilitate rational dialogue among a wide range of interlocutors, this 

does not entail that all political debates on Facebook pages will be rationally 

deliberative, producing well argued counter-discourses that can inform the general 

public and simultaneously offset hegemonic discourses (Dahlberg, 2007: 837). This is 

because rational discussions are the outcome of effective moderation and minimal 

gate-keeping (Mahlouly, 2014: 79), which may not be available all the time.  

 In terms of the viability of political deliberation that can sustain truly 

democratic political participation, the results, then, question both the techno-

enthusiasts‟ argument about the democratization in the online public sphere and 

highlight its contingency, and the net-sceptics‟ pessimism about online public 

engagement (Virkar, 2014:41).  The general conclusion in this regard is that it seems 

necessary to consider the affordances of the medium as well as the recognized roles 

and functions in the genre under scrutiny, when examining how political discourses 

are produced and perceived, because meaning, especially in computer mediated 

communications, is locally situated and generically conditioned. 

 

8.4 Limitations and challenges 

Like all academic research, there are some limitations to this thesis. The nature of the 

research and its design made it difficult to analyze sizeable datasets that allowed the 

use of corpus linguistic or social network analytic techniques to produce large scale 

quantitative results. The thesis had a predominantly micro analytical perspective that 

drew on qualitative analysis. This was because the thesis aimed to identify the 

(de)legitimizing topoi and explains their potential functions as means to examine the 

argumentative structures and linguistic realizations (i.e. production) of the conflicts 

for power in the Iraqi political Discourse. The thesis also concentrated on pinpointing 
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the interactional consequences, attitudinal and affective reactions and 

normative/moral evaluations of using (de)legitimization topoi as a means for 

unpacking how the discursive conflict for power was perceived and evaluated. On the 

other hand, the quantitative analysis used in this thesis only aimed to provide a 

glimpse to cross-generic and cross-thematic perspectives by focusing on the various 

argumentative and interactional patterns that emerged in different generic and 

thematic contexts. Since the data encompassed a small number of topics within a 

limited time frame, it is then necessary to highlight that the findings of the cross-

generic analysis might be transferable to similar contexts but not necessarily 

generalizable (Teddlie & Yu, 2007: 78, 98 fn2). 

  There were two major challenges in this thesis; on the one hand, it was not 

possible to make use of inter-rater reliability checks due to the nature of any PhD 

thesis like this. In this respect, several methodological decisions were made to 

minimize the inevitable subjectivity involved in the qualitative, micro-analytic types 

of analysis (see 4.1.1). On the other hand, and due to speed at which the forms of 

online discourse change, my online datasets inevitably represented a snapshot of 

particular kinds of interaction that seemed very analytically important and relevant in 

the current Iraqi social and political contexts. Nonetheless, these datasets have a 

longitudinal importance as much as they reflect cultural and sociopolitical patterns in 

Iraqi society that seem to have become increasingly established, especially in the 

post-US led invasion era.  

 

8.5 Potential for further research 

There is much potential for further research that can emerge from this thesis. As the 

thesis provides a cross-section view of the conflict for power in the Iraqi political 

discourses produced in the mainstream and social media, one possibility might be 

conducting a diachronic study that traces the changes in the Iraqi political Discourse 

over a long period of time. There is also a potential to conduct a comparative study 

that analyzes the political conflict for power in two different cultures in terms of 

production or reception or both to identify cross-cultural variations in terms of the 

argumentative structures, cultural and political underpinnings that shape the discourse 

in these cultures. Furthermore, the interdisciplinary approach developed in the present 

thesis sets the stage for further research into rapport management in political 
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discourse, which can allow for a better understanding of self-positioning in a variety 

of media discourses that have extensive affective possibilities.  
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Appendix 1 (Consent Templates) 

A. English Version 

Dear Respondents, 

I am writing a thesis on how power and rapport are employed and represented in 

modern Iraqi political discourse, and I would like to gather some more examples of 

the posts and comments on current political issues in Iraq posted on your Facebook 

accounts. 

Any data will be anonymized, so that your name and references to places that might 

be used to identify you will be removed. 

The anonymized examples will only be used in this thesis, and the data will be kept 

only for the length of this project and then destroyed. If you decide that you no longer 

want to be part of the project, then please let me know. 

If you would like a copy of the final paper, please let me know and I‟d be happy to 

send one on to you. 

If you are happy to participate in the project, please sign the attached consent form 

and send it back to me at the School of English, University of Leicester. 

Below is the contact detail of my supervisor at the school of English, Dr Ruth Page . 

Should you need more information on this consent form, please contact her or me.   

Dr Ruth Page  

Room 1509, Attenborough Tower 

School of English 

University of Leicester 

Leicester 

LE1 7RH, UK 

+44 (0)116 223 1286 

Rep22@le.ac.uk 

 

Thanks very much in advance for your help, 

Thulfiqar Al-Tahmazi 

Research Student 

School of English 

University of Leicester 

Leicester 

LE1 7RH, UK 

+44 (0)7447013780 

Thmat1@le.ac.uk 
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Consent form 

I agree that Mr. Thulfiqar Hussein Al-Tahmazi can select and analyse posts and 

comments that have been posted on my Facebook account. I understand that any 

information I submit will be anonymized and will be stored separately from this 

document as part of the research project carried out by him. 

I understand that if I want to withdraw my contribution from the project at any 

stage, I can do so. 

I am over 18 years of age. 

Name: 

Date: 
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B. Arabic Version  

٤ٓيط٢ ح٣ٌَُٔش / ٤ٓي١ ح٣ٌَُْ

ػٌق كخ٤ُخ ػ٠ِ ًظخرش ح١َٝكظ٢ ُِيًظٍٞحٙ ك٢ ؿخٓؼش ُٔظَ ك٢ أح٢ٗ رخكغ ك٢ ٓـخٍ حُِٔخ٤ٗخص ٝطل٤َِ حُو٤خد، 

: جدٌدالتنازع على السلطة فً الخطاب السٌاسً العراقً فً الاعلام التقلٌدي وال"حٌُِٔٔش حُٔظليس ٝحُظ٢ طظ٘خٍٝ 

ُٝي١ّ حَُؿزش رـٔغ حٓؼِش ػٖ رؼٞ  ،"ستراتٌجٌات الحجاج والشرعنة، تشكل الهوٌات السوسٌوسٌاسٌة، وتلقً الاخرأ

حٍُٔ٘٘ٞحص ٝحُظؼ٤ِوخص حُظ٢ طوٚ حُ٘ؤٕ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ حُؼَحه٢ ٝحُظ٢ َُٗ٘صْ ك٢ كٔخرٌْ ػ٠ِ حُل٤ْ رٞى ٫ٓظؼٔخُٜخ 

 .ًز٤خٗخص ٫ؿَحء حُظل٤َِ

حُظ٢ ٓظئهٌ ٖٓ كٔخرٌْ ػ٠ِ حُل٤ْ رٞى ٤ٓظْ حٓظؼٔخُٜخ ٖٓ ىٕٝ ح٫ٗخٍس ح٠ُ ح٫ْٓ ٤ٓٝظْ حٝى حُظؤ٤ًي حٕ حُز٤خٗخص 

ك٢ كخٍ هٍَطْ ح٫ٗٔلخد ٖٓ حُزلغ ك٢ ح١ َٓكِش ٓ٘ٚ، اً . ٓٔق ٌٛٙ حُز٤خٗخص رؼي ح٫ٗظٜخء ٖٓ ٌٛٙ حُيٍحٓش

. ربٌٓخٌْٗ حر٬ؿ٢ رٌُي ٤ُِٓٝز٠ّ ١ِزٌْ

. ٖٓ حُيٍحٓش، ٣َؿ٠ حر٬ؿ٢ رٌُي ٝٓؤٍِٜٓخ ٌُْ رخٓظ٘خٕك٢ كخٍ ٍؿزظْ رخُلٍٜٞ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ٔوش حُٜ٘خث٤ش 

. ك٢ كخٍ ٓٞحكوظٌْ ػ٠ِ حُٔ٘خًٍش ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُيٍحٓش ٣َؿ٠ حُظٞه٤غ ػ٠ِ ١ِذ حُٔٞحكوش حَُٔكن

ٍٝع ر٤ؾ ٖٓ  هْٔ . ُِلٍٜٞ ػ٠ِ ٓؼِٞٓخص طل٤ِ٤ٜش ػٖ حُيٍحٓش ٣ٌٌْٔ٘ ح٫طٜخٍ رَٔ٘كظ٢ حُؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔيس ى

. حُِـش ح٣ِ٤ٌِٗ٫ش

ٍٝع ر٤ؾ . ى

ط٘زَح ر٘خ٣ش أ 1509ٌٓظذ ٍهْ 

هْٔ حُِـش ح٣ِ٤ٌِٗ٫ش 

ؿخٓؼش ُٔظَ 

 حٌُِٔٔش حُٔظليس

 rep22@leicester.ac.uk: حُز٣َي ح٫ٌُظ٢َٗٝ

 1286 223 116(0) 44+: حُٜخطق

 

ٌَٗح ؿ٬٣ِ ُٔٔخػيطٌْ ٝٓٔخٛٔظٌْ ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُيٍحٓش 

ح١ُ ًٝحُلوخٍ ك٤ٖٔ ح٤ُْٜ

هْٔ حُِـش ح٣ِ٤ٌِٗ٫ش 

ؿخٓؼش ُٔظَ 

 حٌُِٔٔش حُٔظليس

 7447013780(0) 44+: حُٜخطق

 Thmat1@le.ac.uk: حُز٣َي ح٫ٌُظ٢َٗٝ
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اعرواسج الوْافمح 

 

حٝحكن ػ٠ِ حٕ ٣وّٞ ح٤ُٔي ًٝحُلوخٍ ك٤ٖٔ ح٤ُٜٔخ١ُ رخهظ٤خٍ ٗٔخًؽ ٖٓ حٍُٔ٘٘ٞحص ٝحُظؼ٤ِوخص حُظ٢ ػِٔظٜخ ك٢ 

٣خًّ ٖٝٓ ىٕٝ ًًَ ح٫ْٓ ٝرخٜٗخ . كٔخر٢ ػ٠ِ حُل٤ْ رٞى َّ ػِٔخ ح٢ٗ رُِـّضُ إٔ ٌٛٙ حُ٘ٔخًؽ ٤ٓظْ حُظؼخَٓ رٜخ ٓ

. ٓظُٔظؼَٔ ؿِءحُ ٖٓ ر٤خٗخص حُيٍحٓش حُظ٢ ٣وّٞ رٜخ

رُِـّضُ ح٠٣خ إٔ ٢ُ حُلن رٔلذ حُ٘ٔخًؽ حُظ٢ أهٌُصْ ٖٓ كٔخر٢ ػ٠ِ حُل٤ْ رٞى ٖٓ حُيٍحٓش ك٢ ح٣ش َٓكِش ٜٓ٘خ 

. ػ٘ي ٍؿزظ٢ رٌُي

. ٓ٘ش 18ػ١َٔ ٛٞ حًؼَ ٖٓ ػِٔخ رخٕ 

 

: ح٫ْٓ

: حُظخ٣ٍن

 :حُظٞه٤غ
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Appendix 2 (Consent Forms) 
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Appendix 3 (Transcripts of the Data) 

 

A. First TV Interview 

Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ngTZRf6V1xY 

No. Interlocutors Turns 

1 Interviewer 

رؼي ٌٛح حُظو٣ََ َٗكذ ر٤ي ىًظٍٞ ٥خكَ، ح٤ُٔي ػِص حُٜ٘ز٘يٍ ٣ٌٖٔ ؿخ٤٣٘ٚ ٣ٌٖٔ ه٬ٍ  : حُٔويّ

رْ ه٢٘٤ِ حٓخٍ حُٔئحٍ حَُث٢ٔ٤ ح٢ُ رٔلٍٞ كِوظ٘ٚ ح٤ُّٞ، ٣ٌٖٔ طظلن ٣ٝخ١ . ىه٤وظ٤ٖ ٣٘ظْ حُ٘ٚ

ٗٞكٕٞ حٗٞ ٛخ١ ح٫ٍرغ ٓ٘ٞحص ػ٘ٞحٗٚ حٌُز٤َ ٢ٛ هٜٞٓش ر٤ٖ ٍث٤ْ ٝطظلن ٣ٝٚ حٌُؼ٣َ٤ٖ ح٢ُ ١

ح٤ُّٞ ًَ حُٔزخىٍحص ؿخ١ طظـٚ . حٍُُٞحء حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝ حٙ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٝهٜٞٓٚ ح٢ُ ٓؼظَٟٖ ػ٠ِ حىحٍطٚ

حُٔئحٍ ٛ٘خ، ٌٛٙ حَُؿزش رخُو٬ٙ ٖٓ حّ حٌُِٔ٘ش ح٢ُ . ٗلٞ حُحكش حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٝ طـ٤٤َ حُلٌٞٓش

، حّ ٢ٛ ٍؿزش رخُحكش  حٜٛٚ ٤ٓخ٢ٓ ػ٘يٙ ٗؼز٤ش حػزظض ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُزؼٞ ٣ؼظزَٙ ٛٞ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء

ح٫ه٤َس حٗٞ ٓخُحٍ ػ٘يٙ ٗؼز٤ش ٝحهٌ حًَُِٔ ح٫ٍٝ؟ ٝطو٠٘ ٌٛٙ حٌُٔٞٗخص حٝ ٌٛٙ حٌُظَ ٖٓ روخثٚ 

ٝحكظلخٟٚ رٌٜٙ حُ٘ؼز٤ش ٝروخثٚ رٔٞهؼٚ ٝحكظلخ٥ٚ رخ٤ُِٔش ُيٍٝس ػخ٤ٗش؟ 

 

2 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

. ٣ؼ٢٘ َٛ ُٚ ٗؼز٤ش حّ ٫. ٛٞ حٗخ ٫ ح٣ٍي حٕ حٌَٗ حٕ َُث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ٗؼز٤ش. حَُك٤ْ رْٔ الله حَُكٖٔ

ٛٞ ُي٣ٚ ٗؼز٤ش ٓٞحء ٓخًخٕ حػزظظٚ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُزَُٔخ٤ٗش حُٔخروش ػ٘يٓخ كَٜ ػ٠ِ حػ٠ِ ح٫ٛٞحص 

ٖٓ  حٗخ ٫ح٣ٍي حٕ حهَِ. ك٢ رـيحى حٝ ك٤ٔخ٣ظؼِن ك٢ حٗظوخرخص ٓـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص حُظ٢ ؿَص هزَ ح٣خّ

ٌُٖٝ ح٠٣خ ٫ح٣ٍي حٕ حؿٔٞ . ه٤ٔش ٓخكِٜض ػ٤ِٚ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ك٢ حٗظوخرخص ٓـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص

رَ ٝكظ٠ ك٢ حُٔلخكظخص . حٜٜٛٚ ك٢ ٓؼظْ حُٔلخكظخص. ػ٢٘٤ ػٖ حٜٗخ طَحؿؼض ح٠ُ كي ٤ُْ ه٤َِ

حُظ٢ ًخٗض طؼظزَ ه٬ػخ رخُ٘ٔزش ُٜخ حٝ ٬ًٓح ُـٍٜٔٞٛخ هي طخػَص ح٠ُ كي ًز٤َ ُٜخُق ًَٗخء 

 ٝٓ٘خك٢ٔ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٫ه٣َٖ، ًظِش حُٔٞح١ٖ ٝ

 

3 Interviewee  ٞٗالوالىً ػٌذٍ شؼثٍحرخُ٘ظ٤ـش طظلن ٓغ حَُأ١ ح٢ُ ٣ٌٍٞ ح. 

4 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 لا لاشه لا شه

5 Interviewee 

٤١ذ، حَُؿزش رخُحكظش ٣ؼ٢٘ ًَ حُٔزخىٍحص، حُيًظٍٞ ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ حٓظوخُش حُٔخ٢ٌُ، ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ 

ٌٛح .... ًِٜخ طظـٚ رخطـخٙ حٗٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٫ُّ ٤٣ِغ ٖٓ حُلٌْ. ٓظو٤َ حُلٌٞٓش ٝط٤َٜ ؿ٤َ كٌٞٓشص

 .ح٫طـخٙ رٔزذ حُٔ٘خًَ ٫ٗٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓزذ حُٔ٘خًَ ُٞ ٫ٗٞ طوخكٕٞ ٖٓ ٛخ١ حُ٘ؼز٤ش حُٔٞؿٞىس

6 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ك٢ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓؼظْ حُٔخكخص ٗلٖ ُٔ٘خ حُلو٤وش ٤ُْ ُي٣٘خ هِن ٖٓ ٗؼز٤ش حُٔخ٢ٌُ، ٫ٗٚ ك٢ . ٫ ٫ٗٞ 

حٜٛٚ حُٔلخكظخص حُظ٢ ك٤ٜخ حُظ٢ ك٤ٜخ حُؼَحه٤ش، ٝح٫ٕ ٓظليٕٝ ك٢ . ٓظِحك٤ٖٔ ٓغ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ

حٗظوخرخص ٓـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص، ٥َٜ رخٜٗخ طٌخى طٌٕٞ ح٠ُٝ٫ ػ٠ِ ٓؼظْ حُٔلخكظخص ح٢ُ حٝ ًَ 

ٝكظ٠ ك٢ رـيحى هخثٔش . س ر٤٘٘خٝرخُظخ٢ُ ٤ُْ ٛ٘خى ِٓحكْ.  حُٔلخكظخص حُظ٢ حُظ٢ حٗظًَض ك٤ٜخ

ٓظليٕٝ ٢ٛ حُوخثٔش حُؼخ٤ٗش رؼي ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ رـٞ حُ٘ظَ ١زؼخ ك٢ حُلـّٞ، ٛ٘خى كَم رخُلـّٞ 

 ٤ًق ٣٘ظَ حُٔخ٢ٌُ: حُٔئحٍ ًخ٫ط٢. رخ٫ٛٞحص ر٤٘٘خ ٝر٤ٖ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ

7 Interviewee َ٣ٔؼ 

8 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٬ٓٓخص

9 Interviewee َٔٓيالله ٣ 

10 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

٤ًق ٣٘ظَ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٬ُِٓثٚ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٖٓ ح٫ه٣َٖ؟ َٛ ٣٘ظَ ُْٜ ًَٗخء حّ حػيحء ٝهّٜٞ؟ حٗٚ 

ح٬ٛ حٓظخً ( ٣يهَ ح٤٠ُق حُؼخ٢ٗ ح٠ُ ح٫ٓظٞى٣ٞ....)حٓظٔؼض ُو٤خرٚ ح٤ُّٞ ٝٝٝٝ ك٢ ه٤خد ح٤ُّٞ

 .ػِص

11 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ؿ٤َ ٓٔٔٞع

12 Interviewer ٫ رخى٣ٖ ٝالله 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ngTZRf6V1xY
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1(Al-Ani) 

13 Interviewer ٚ٘٫ري٣٘ٚ ٝالله، رخُـٞ ٛٔٚ حك 

14 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٣ؼ٢٘ كظ٠

15 Interviewer حٓظخً ػِص، طل٠َ حٓظ٣َق ِٞٛ 

16 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 للْلدكظ٠ ٖٓ ٌٍٗٞ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٣ٕٔٞٝ حٟخػٚ 

17 Interviewer الرغٌْفػ٠ِ ، ٓظؼ٤ِٖٔ ٌغْفْى 

18 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 كظ٠ حُـٍٜٔٞ ٣ؼٌٍُٗٚاا : 

19 All حٌَُ ٠٣لي 

20 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ك٤خى الله

21 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 الله ٣ل٤ي، الله حرٞ حُو٤َ: 

22 Interviewer الله حرٞ حُو٤َ، ح٬ٛ ٬ٜٓٝ حٓظخً ػِص 

23 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ٝح٤ُّٞ ك٢ ه٤خد ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء، ٤ًق ٣٘ظَ ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ح٠ُ ٬ُٓثٚ ح٫ه٣َٖ؟  

 ....حُظ٤ٛٞق ح٢ُ حٓظويٓٚ حْٜٗ حػيحء ٝحْٜٗ هّٜٞ، ٝرخُظخ٢ُ

24 Interviewer رخػظوخىى ؿخٕ ٣وٜي ٓ٘ٞ رخ٫ػيحء؟ 

25 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ٛٞ ًخٕ ٣ِٔق، ٛٞ ُْ ٣وَ ًُي، ًخٕ . ُْ حُ٘ٞحدٛٞ ًخٕ ٣ظليع رٌَ٘ ٍث٢ٔ٤ ػٖ ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ ٓؾ

ٝػٔٞٓخ حًح ًخٗض، حًح ًخٕ حُظ٤ٛٞق رٌٜح حٌَُ٘، رخْٜٗ حػيحء ٤ُٝٔٞح . ٣ِٔق، ٛخح ُْ ٣وَ رخ٫ْٓ

ح٫ُحكش طٌٕٞ ٓوزُٞش، . ًَٗخء، كخ٫ُحكش ك٢ حُٔئحٍ ح٢ُ طل٠ِض ػ٘ٚ ك٠َطي ٛٞ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓوزٍٞ

هي ٌٕٗٞ ٓ٘خك٤ٖٔ ٫ٗي، رخُظ٤ٛٞق ح٫ىم حٗ٘خ حٓخ ٗلٖ ك٘ظَ حٗ٘خ ًَٗخء، . ٫ٜٗخ حُحكش ػيٝ

ح٫كٌخٍ حُظ٢ ١َكض ك٢ ٓخ٣ظؼِن ك٢ كٌٞٓش ٓئهظش . ٓظ٘خكٕٔٞ ٌُٖٝ ُٔ٘خ ُٔ٘خ هٜٞٓخ حٝ حػيحء

ٓخرؼي كَ حُزَُٔخٕ، ٣ؼ٢٘ حٓظوخُش حُلٌٞٓش ػْ كٌٞٓش ٓئهظش ػْ كَ حُزَُٔخٕ، ٢ٛ طخط٢ ح٠٣خ ك٢ 

 ه٬ٍ حُلظَس حُٔخ٤ٟش ك٢ ٓخ٣ظؼِن رخ٫ٗظوخرخص ٓزخىٍس ًخٗض ٤ُِٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ٤ُخُٔخ ١َكٜخ

 .الوثىشج

26 Interviewer  ر٤ٜخ ٣ٌٖٔ حُزخٍكش، ًٝخٕ ٟٓٞٞػ٘خ ٌٛح ًٝخٗض حُظَحطز٤ش طوظِقدجٌٍا. 

27 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حًح ً٘خ ..... ٤١ذ، ٛٞ ٛٞ حُٔئحٍ، ٛٞ ٛٞ ٌٛح حُظ٤ٛٞق، حًح ً٘خ حػيحء ٓظٌٕٞ ح٫ُحكش ٓوزُٞش

 .ًرمذم تٍِاؿ٢ حٕ طٌٕٞ حُِٜٔلش حُؼخٓش ٢ٛ حُظ٢ طلٌْ ٝٓوظَكخط٘خ حكٌخٍٗخ  ح٢ُ ًَٗخء ك٤٘ذ

28 Interviewer 

، ٤١ذ، حٓظخً ػِص حُٔئحٍ ح٢ُ ١َكظٚ ػ٠ِ حُيًظٍٞ ٥خكَ هزَ ُٝٛٞي، ٛٞ حٗٞٝ حُيػٞحص طٍة

٣ؼ٢٘ هخٛش ٖٓ حٜٜٛٚ . ٣ؼ٢٘ ٖٓ طِغ ٓ٘ٞحص ًِٜخ طٜذ رخطـخٙ حٗٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ـذ حٕ ٣ظَى ٜٓ٘زٚ

ح٤ُّٞ طـٔيص ٝحُزخٍكش، حُيًظٍٞ ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ٣ٌٍٞ حك٘ش حٓخّ كَد ح٤ِٛش حًح ٓخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحُلٌٞٓش 

. طٔظو٤َ، ٓزخىٍس ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٢ٛ كَ حُلٌٞٓش ٝط٤ٌَ٘ كٌٞٓش ٜٓـَس ٝرؼي٣ٖ كَ حُزَُٔخٕ

حُٔئحٍ ٛٞ ٛخ١ حَُؿزش ك٢ حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ظَى ٜٓ٘زٚ هٞف ٖٓ ٓ٘خكْ حّ حَُؿزش ك٢ حُظوِٚ ٖٓ 

 ٜٛٚ حّ حٌُِٔ٘ش؟حٙ

29 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 

 .ٌَٗح ُي ٝٓؼ٤ي ح٢ٗ رٜي٣و٘خ ٝحهٞٗخ ٥خكَ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ

30 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٗٞ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ

31 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 صٌيح٢ٗ هز٤ض حػ٤ٖ٘ ٥خكَ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ . ٥خكَ حُؼخ٢ٗ حُؼ٣ِِ

32 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 الؼٍغاّيح٠٣خ ٓؼ٤ي ٫ٕ ً٘ض ُِظٞ ٓغ حه٢ حُيًظٍٞ ٍحكغ ٍ اًَ اى
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33 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ِٓػؾ ٣٫وزَ حٍ  حٜٜٛٚ. رَٜحكش حًِي. حٜٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ِٓػؾ. ، ٣ؼ٢٘، طل٤خط٢ػظٍن

34 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 حُظو٤ْٔ

35 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

٣٫ٝوزَ ٖٓ حًَُ٘خء حٕ ٣ٌٞٗٞح ًَٗخء . ٍ حٜٗٞ ٤ٜ٣َ طـخُٝ ػ٠ِ حُيٓظ٣٫ٍٞوذ. حُظو٤ْٔ حُؼَحم

٣ؼ٢٘ ىحثٔخ ٛٔٚ ًَٗخء حٜٛٚ رْ ر٤ٖ ًَٗخء، ًَٗخء . رخ٫ْٓ رْ ٛٔٚ حػيحء ٝٓظخ٣َٖٓ ك٢ حُٞحهغ

كٌٜح حُٔٞهق حُٔٞهق ٓٞهق . رْ رخُٞحؿزخص ٣ظخَٕٓٝ ػ٤ِٚ. رخٌُٔخٓذ ًَٝٗخء رخ٫ٓظ٤خُحص

ٛخٍ كٍٞ ٛئ٫ء حًَُ٘خء ك٢ ٗظَٙ ح٠ُ ٓٞهغ حٜٜٛٚ، ًيٍ ٢٤٘٣  حًٞ طَحًْ طَحًْ. حُٔخ٢ٌُ

ٓٞ ٖٓ ِٜٓلش ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ٣َ٣ي حٕ ٢٘ٔ٣ رلٌٞٓش . ط٤ٛٞلٚ حُيه٤ن حه٣ٞش ٥خكَ، ٓٞهغ ح٫ػيحء

رخُؼٌْ ح٤ُ٘ٔن كظ٠ . ٤ِٓٔش ٣ٝٔظَٔ كظ٠ حًح ًخٕ ١خٓق رخُظٔي٣ي ٝح٫ٓظَٔحٍ ٝٛٞ ٣ؼخى١ ًَٗخثٚ

هَ ٌٍٗٞ ٛٞ ٍؿَ ٤٣ٔق ٫ٕ ٣ٔظَٔ ك٢ ٌٛح . د ح٣ُٞٔشٖٓ رخد حُِٜٔلش، ٤ُْٝ ٤ُْٝ ٖٓ رخ

ٌٛح . حُٔٞهغ، حُٔلَٝٝ ٢َٟ٣ ٛئ٫ء حًَُ٘خء ٌُٖٝ حًح ٛئ٫ء حًَُ٘خء رخ٣ي ًَٗخء ٝرخ٣ي حػيحء

٣ؼ٢٘ ْٛ ٓؼٚ ك٢ حُلٌٞٓش ك٢ رـيحى . حُٟٔٞٞع ٛٞ ح٢ُ ٓخهِٚ ح٫ؿٞحء ٓخطٔظَٔ رٍٜٞس ٛل٤لٚ

 .٢ٗ ٌٛح ٤ًق ٣وزَ؟ ٣٫وز٣َغ. ٣ٝظخَٕٓٝ ك٢ حٍر٤َ ُٔلذ حُؼوش ػ٘ٚ ٓؼ٬

36 Interviewer ٌٛح حُٔزذ حُٞك٤ي ح٢ُ ٣و٢ِ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ظٌِْ ػٖ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش؟ 

37 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ٗٞف ٢ٛ كٌٞٓش ٓـِْ حُلٌْ، كٌٞٓش حَُ٘حًش ٝ كٌٞٓش حُٞكيس ح٤١ُٞ٘ش  ًِٜخ، ٛٔٚ حًح هزِ٘خٛخ 

. ح٠ُ حٜٗخ حػزظض، حًح ٌٍٓ٘ٞ كِٜ٘خ، ٓخحػزظض ٗـخكٜخحٟخكش . ػ٠ِ ٠ٓٞ ك٢ٜ كٌٞٓخص َٓك٤ِش

حُ٘ظخّ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ر٤ز٤ؼظٚ حًح ٣ظ٤ٍٞ، كخَُٔكِش . ٛٔٚ حًح حػزظض ٗـخكٜخ كوِٚ ًٝظٜخ حًٔزخ٣َ

ٝػيٗخ حَٛحٍ حٕ ٫طٌٕٞ حؿِز٤ش ,. ٓٞ ٓٞ ٓؼ٤ذ. ح٫ه٤َس ُِظ٤ٍٞ ٛٞ ٌٛح حٕ ط٤َٜ كٌٞٓخص حؿِز٤ش

ػظ٤ٔش ك٢ ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓؼ٬، حٗٚ ك٢ حُظلخُق ٣ؼ٢٘ حٌُٔخٓذ . ١خثل٤ش، حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش

 ....تالرذالفٝحًٞ حهٞحٕ حهَٟ حه٣َٖ . ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ حطلخُق ٓغ ح١َحف ك٢ حُؼَحه٤ش، حُظلخُق ح٢ُ٘ٔ

38 Interviewer طائفٍحٛخ١؟ ْٛ ٍؿؼض  شرغوٍِا!. 

39 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

١ٝ طلض ح١خٍ ٤ٗؼ٢، حطلخُق ٓغ ح١َحف ٖٓ حُوخثٔش ٣ؼ٢٘ حٗٚ حٌَٗ حٗٚ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ح٢ُ ٓ٘ٞ. لا لا لا

حٌَٗ ح٫ؿِز٤ش، ٝح١ٔق ٫ٕ حطلخُق ٓغ ح١َحف . حُؼَحه٤ش ح٢ُ ٢ٛ طلض ػ٘ٞحٕ ٟٖٔ ح١خٍ ٢٘ٓ

ح٫ٝ  :رٌٜح حك٘ٚ ػ٣َٖ٘ ػٜلٍٞ َٟر٘ٚ رلـَ ٝحكي. كظ٠ طخهٌ ٌٛٙ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٤ٛـٚ حك٠َ. ًَى٣ش

حػ٤ٖ٘، حهِٜ٘خ ٖٓ ٛخ١ .  ٗخّ طل٤ٜ٣ٌَْ طيحٍٝ ٤ُِِٔش ؿ٤َٔ، ٛ٘خى ٓؼخٍٟش ٝٛ٘خى كٌْ 

 .هؼاسضح اّ دىام٣ؼ٢٘ حٗٚ ٝحه٢ ٥خكَ . حُٔلخٜٛش ح٤ُخثل٤ش، حٗظٜض ح٠ُ ح٫ري

40 Interviewer 

حٍحىس ط٣َي طٌَ٘ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش .  ٖٓ حُلي٣غ حٗٞ حَُٜحع ر٤ٖ حٍحىط٤ٖارا دورْس ظافش ٌثذّ 

ء ٖٓ حُٔ٘ش ٝؿِء ٖٓ ح٫ًَحى ٝحٌَٗ ح٫ٗظوخرخص رخه٤ِٜخ ٓ٘ش ٌٖٓٔ حطلخُق ٓغ ؿِ. ٝحٟلش ٍإحٛخ

رْ حُو٤خد حُـخ١ ط٤َكٞح ٛٔٚ، حَُإ٣ش ٓخُظٌْ حُؼخ٤ٗش ٢ٛ ٓـَى حٗٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ . كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش

 .َٓ٘ٝػٌْ حُوخىّ ٗ٘ٞ؟  ٛٔٚ ٓخٓٔؼ٘ٚ ؿ٤َ رْ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤٣ِغ ٝحٗظوخرخص ٓزٌَس. ٤٣ِغ

41 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٓظخً ػِص؟٣ؼ٢٘ ح٢ٗ حٜٛٚ رْ ٣ٞٗش حػِن ػ٠ِ حه٢ ح٫

42 Interviewer ٍح١ رْ ٫ط٠ٔ٘ حُٔئح. 

43 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ُٞ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش طؼظٔي ػ٠ِ حٕ طٌٕٞ ػخرَس ٬ُػ٤٘خص ٝح٤ُخثل٤ش، طٔخّ حٓظخً ػِص؟. ٫ حريح

44 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ح٤ًي

45 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 .هؤاهشجٛخح ٢ٛ ٍؿزش رظ٤ٌَ٘ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ح٢ُ حٗظٚ ٤ٔٓظٜخ  ؿ٤ي، ٌٛح ح٢ُ ًخٕ ك٢ حٍر٤َ

46 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 طي١ٍ ٤ُٖ ٤ٔٓظخٛخ ٓئحَٓس، رْ ٌٛح حُٔئحٍ. ٤١ذسّػح، سّػح، 

47 Interviewer ٫ ؿخٕ ٣وٜي ح٫ػ٤ٖ٘ ٓئحَٓس 

48 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ّػششج ّولِيحػ٤ٖ٘ ٝط٬ػش 

49 Interviewer ولِي هؤاهشاخ 
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50 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٌشرشط٫ٜٗخ طوّٞ ػ٠ِ حُحكش ح٤َُف ح٫هَ، ٣ؼ٢٘ 

51 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 هْجْد الىذسعراًًحُظ٤خٍ حُٜي١ٍ ٓٞؿٞى ٝحُي٣ٔوَح٢١  لٍش هْ

52 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٛٞ حٗظٞ ٓخحح حٗظٞ ُحػـٌْ حُٔخ٢ٌُ. ٫هَ حُٔخ٢ٌُح٤َُف حلا لا هي ُْ الطشف الاخش؟ 

53 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 لا لا تظ اعوذلً

54 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ح٢ُ طًَذ رخٍر٤َ، ح٢ُِ طؼظزَٙ حٗض ٗظخّ حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ٣٘ظ١َ ك٢ ٗـخكٚ حٕ اًَ ُزا الوششّع 

 ٤ُٖ؟. ٣ِحف ٌٛح حُؼوزش

55 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حٗض طؼظزَ حٗٞ ريٕٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣٫ٌٖٔ حٕ ٣وّٞ حُؼَحم، حٝ ٫ ٣ٌٖٔ حٕ ؟ ؿ٤ي،حًح حٗض ٗظؼظزَ رخُٔوخرَ

 .ػولٍح عٍاعٍحطٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى 

56 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 
 لا هْ ٍُج

57 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

٣ٍن ىٓظ١ٍٞ ٣ظؼِن حٗٚ حُحكش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٢ٛ ٗلٜٔخ ٓئحَٓس ػ٠ِ حَُؿْ ٖٓ حٕ ح٫هٞحٕ ًٛزٞح ك٢ ١

رخؿَحءحص ٓلذ حُؼوش ٝحؿَءحص ىٓظ٣ٍٞش ١ٝز٤ؼ٤ش ًٝخٗض ٛ٘خى ٓلخٟٝخص ك٤ٜخ ٖٓ ح٫هٞس حهٞط٢ 

 .ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٖٝٓ حٌَُى ٖٝٓ حُٔلخكظخص ٖٓ حُؼَحم

58 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٤١ذ، ٓخٗـلٞح

59 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ؿ٤ي ٌُٜ٘خ ٤ُٔض ٓئحَٓس

60 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 هي هاًجذْا اااٍ هاًجذْاهٞ ٓخًر٤٘خْٛ رخُلزْ 

61 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

. ري٤َُ حٗي ط٣َي حٕ طٌِٕٔٞ ك٢ حَُٔس حُوخىٓش ٝحٗخ حٗـغ  ًُي. ٤ُْ ىه٤وخ جٍذ جٍذ لىي الرْصٍف

حص ٝحٗخ ح٤ٛق ٓؼخى طٔخٓخ ػ٠ِ حٕ ٫طٌٕٞ حُلٌٞٓخص حُوخىٓش حٝحُظلخُلخص ٢ٛ طلخُلخص كج٣ٞش ً

ػ٘يٓخ : ػخ٤ٗخ. ؿ٤ي. ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓٞ طلخُق ٤ٗؼ٢ ًَى١ ٣ٔظزؼي ٓ٘ٚ حُظًَٔخٕ ٝ حُؼَد حُٔ٘ش. ١خرغ كج١ٞ

..... ًخٕ ح٫هَٕٝ، طؼظزَٕٝ ح٫ه٣َٖ ٓظخ٣َٖٓ ػ٠ِ ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء، ُٔخًح ٌٛٙ حُويٍس ػ٠ِ 

ُٔخًح؟ ٌٛح  حٗٞ ٜٓخُلش ٝحٍٟخء حُظلخُق حٌَُىٓظخ٢ٗ ٝحروخء حُؼَحه٤ش ك٢ ٛخ حُؼيحء ٓغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟

ر٤ٖ ٤ٓخُذ َٓ٘ٝػش، حٗض ٤ٔٓظٜخ َٓ٘ٝػش حًؼَ ٖٓ َٓس، ٝر٤ٖ ٤ٓخُذ حٗض ًخٕ ُي٣ي . ٓئحٍ

 حػظَحٝ ػ٤ِٜخ؟

62 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 .ّلاصلد، رٌج هششّػح ُّاي ػٌذي ػلٍِا اػرشاضاخ٫ُُٝض، 

63 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ٛخٍ ٗ٘ٞ، حٗٞ ح٢ُ حًٞ حػظَحٟخص ػ٤ِٜخ ٖٓ ؿ٘خري ؟ ؿ٤ي ٌُٖ ح٢ُ جٍذ، طٍة لىي الً صاس شٌْ

 .ااا ذن ذلثٍرِاٙ

64 Interviewer هشد 

65 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٓ٘ض

66 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٢ًِ، ح٢٘٤٤ٗ ٝحكي؟

67 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ح١، ٛٔٚ هِٚ ٓ٘ض

68 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ُااا غٍش هغوْع

69 Interviewer ٌَحُؼخ٢ٗ ٌٛح ح٤ُّٞ تؼذ شٌْح ُزا هْضْػ 
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70 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ر٘لخك٤ش، . حٗٚ حػظوي حٗٞ ُي٣٘خ ػويس. حٓخ ح٤ُٔخُذ ح٢ُ ط٤ٜٔٔخ َٓ٘ٝػش ٓخطِحٍ ػ٠ِ حَُف ًَٓٞٗش

حػظوي حٕ ُي٣٘خ ػويس ٝؿِء ؿ٤َ ه٤َِ ٖٓ حُؼويس حػظَف رٚ حٜٗٞ ٢ٛ ػويس ًحص ١خرغ ٗو٢ٜ ػويس 

 َُٝرٔخ حٕ ٛ٘خى هيٍٍرٔخ، حًٞ ٝهض ُٞ ط٣َي طَٝف كخَٛ؟. ١خرغ ٗو٢ٜ ًحص

71 Interviewer َ٫٫٫ طل٠. 

72 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 لىل الاطشافحٕ ٛ٘خى ط٤ِ٠َ ك٢ حُٔؼِٞٓخص حُظ٢ طَٜ 

73 Interviewer ر٤٘ش ٛخك٤ش ، ٓخًخػي٣ٖ ٓٞسهاواػذٌي عْج 

74 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ٝٗؼٍٞٗخ حٗٚ ٓغ ػيحُش ٤ٓخُز٘خ ٝحػظَحف ح٤َُف حُٔوخرَ رٜخ، ح٫ حٗٚ ٓٔظؼي . ع حُلٞحٍح٠٣خ حطو٤خ

 .للرجاّب هؼاًَحٕ ٣ويّ ح١ ط٘خٍُ ١٫ ١َف حهَ ٌُ٘ٚ ؿ٤َ ٓٔظؼي 

75 Interviewer 

، حٓظخً ػِص ِٕٗٞ ٣ٌيٍ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٌَ٘ كٌٞٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٌٛٙ؟ ٝح٤ُّٞ ٣لـ٢ صٌي صٌي

ٝٛٞ رخُظخ٤ًي ر٤٘ظٚ ػ٠ِ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُوخىٓش ػ٠ِ حُزَُٔخٕ حُوخىّ . حُزَُٔخٕرلٌٞٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٝكَ٘ 

ِٕٗٞ ٍحف ٣ٌيٍ ٣ٌَ٘، ٝٝحٟق ؿيح ٛٞ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخ حػَف . ٣ـذ حٕ طٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش

ٓخحًيٍ حطليع ػ٘ٚ ٝحًٍٞ حٗٞ ٣َ٣ي ٣َأّ ٌٛٙ حُلٌٞٓش، رْ ٝحٟق ؿيح ٣زيٝ حٗٞ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش 

حٛٚ ِٕٗٞ ٍحف ٣ٌيٍ ك٢ ٥َ ًَ ٌٛٙ ح٫ػظَحٟخص ٖٓ ٌٓٞٗخص . ري٣َ حهَ حُوخٕٗٞ ٓخٓٔظؼي حٕ ٣ويّ

 ٜٓٔش ًٝظَ ٜٓش حٕ ٣٘ـق رظ٤ٌَ٘ ًَ ٌٛٙ ح٫ؿِز٤ش؟

76 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

حًح ٛٞ . حًح ٛٔٚ ًيٍٝح ٣لووٕٞ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٗخهٌُْٜ طل٤ش. ٤ُٝلَ٘، ح٫َٛ حٗٞ ٌٛح ٌٛٙ حُوخػيس ط٢٘ٔ

 ػـِ ٌُٗٞٚ ٛخٍى ُي ٓٞٝ؟

77 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ح١

78 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٌشّح للوؼاسضحهٞ ٣ٞٓزو٠ ح٠ُ ح٫ري ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء،  .ٌُٗٞٚ ٛخٍى ُي، ٗ٘ٞ ٛخ٤ُٜٔزش

79 Interviewer 
، رْ ٣ٌُٞي  حكظٔخٍ ٤ٓؼـِ، ٫ٕ ؿخ١ ٣ويّ ط٘خ٫ُص ٣ٌِي حٗض ٓؼظَٝ ػ٤ِٜخ ك٢ ٓز٤َ تظ ٌىْله

 .ٍ الاغلثٍحٌوِذ لِزحٕ ٣لون، 

80 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 .، ١زؼخ حًح ك٤َٟظٚ ٛل٤لش ح٢ٗ حهق ٣ٝخٙ ٟي حُٔخ٢ٌُلا لا

81 Interviewer ُؼي ٗ٘ٞ ح٢ُ ٛخٍ؟ 

82 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ُْٝ ٣لَٜ ٓٞحٙ، ح٫طلخم ػ٠ِ حٕ حُلٞحٍ ٛٞ حُوخػيس حُٜل٤لش ُلَ . ح١ٌُ كَٜ ٗت ٝحكي

طٌِ٘ض ُـ٘ش ٍرخػ٤ش حػ٤ٖ٘ رخػ٤ٖ٘، ٟٝٗٞؼض ٓزغ ػٖٔ ٗوخ١ ح٢ُ ٢ٛ حُٔخُم، . ٙحُٔ٘خًَ، هَ

ٌُٖ . ٌٛح ٛٞ. ح٠ُ ح٫ٕ ٓخِٝٛٞ ح٠ُ كَ ٗو٤ش ٝحكيس . ٓزذ ح٫ُٓش، ٍحف حٜٜٜٛٚ ٣لـٕٞ ر٤ٜخ

حَُحثغ رخُو٤ٞس، ٛٞ ٣ظًٌَ حه٢ ٥خكَ، ٌٗي ًخٕ ح٫هٞس حٌَُى ػ٤٘ي٣ٖ رخٕ ٫ كٞحٍ ٌٝٓخٕ 

٠ُ حُحكش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛٞ حٍر٤َ، ح٫ٕ ٢ٛ حٍر٤َ طـ٢ ٝح٤ٜٔٓخ رَٝف ٤٘١ٝش ح٫طلخهخص ٝحُٔئحَٓحص ع

١ٌٛ ه٤ٞس ٫ُّ ٣ويٍٛخ . ٣ٍٝخ٤ٟش ٢ٛ ٍحثؼش، ٢ٛ حٍر٤َ طـ٢ ح٠ُ رـيحى، طؼخُٞح ٗظلخْٛ ؿخ٣ِٖٛ

ح٫هٞحٕ حُؼَد حُٔ٘ش، حٗٚ حٓخٍ حه٢ ٥خكَ، . حُٔخ٢ٌُ، حًح ٤ٓويٍٛخ ٓٞٛل٤ق، ٗو٤ش ٟيس ٓٞ حُٚ

 ٣ش ح٫ًَحى؟ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٛخ١ ح٫ُٓش ٛؼيص ح٠ُ ٌٛٙ حٍ، ٗؼ٘يس؟ٗؼ٘يٙ ٓ٘خًَ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝ

83 Interviewer ٣ٝش ٣ٝش؟؟ 

84 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ٗ٘ٞ ٓ٘خًِٚ؟ ٢ٛ ٗلْ حُٔٔخثَ حُظ٢ ًخٕ ٣ؼ٤َٛخ ح٫م حٓخٓش حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٣ٝو٤ْ . حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓغ ح٫ًَحى: 

ًَ ح٢ُ حٓخٓش حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ر٤ٜخ ٍرق ٓ٘خًِٚ ٓغ حٌَُى ٢ٛ ٗلْ حُٔ٘خ. حُي٤ٗخ ٫ٝ ٣وؼيٛخ رٔززٜخ

ُٔخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٜؼي حُٔٞهق  ٣ًٝٞق ٝهلش ٍؿَ ٖٓ كي٣ي رٞؿٚ ٍكخهٚ ح٫ًَحى ٝحهٞحٗٚ . ح٫ٗظوخرخص

ٛٔٚ ط٣َي ٗلظق ًَ . ٌٛح ٓؼ٤ذ. ٝكِلخثٚ، حٗض ٣خ حٓخٓش حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ طَٝف ٖٓ ٍٝحٙ ط٤َٜ ًَى١

 حُِٔلخص؟

85 Interviewer ٝالله ٣خ٣ٍض. 

86 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٛؼذ رَٜحكش ٛؼذ

87 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 --لا خل

88 
Interviewer 2 

(Al-
 صؼة
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Shahbandar) 

89 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

٤ٜ٣َ ٣ؼ٢٘ . حٗض ٣ٞٓض حُظ٤ٛٞق ، ٤ٓوظ٘غ حُ٘خّ ر٬ٌٓي ريٕٝ ٛخ١ حُظلخ٤َٛ. حٗض ٓخرو٤ض ٢ٗ

 ٣ؼ٢٘ ًٝخٗي حطٜٔض ح٫ه٣َٖ ريٕٝ حىُش

90 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ِٕٞٗ ٫ 

91 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 اًا اٌضا٣ؼ٢٘ ٓؼ٬، ٓؼ٬، ىػ٢٘ حهٍٞ ُي، حٗخ ح٠٣خ 

92 Interviewer 
حٗٞ ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ كَٜ ػ٠ِ ٛخ١ حُ٘ؼز٤ش ٝح٫ٛٞحص رٔزذ ٓٞهلش  ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخهخٌُٚؼًٌ هالالَ، 

 للىْسد حُٔؼخى١

93 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 
 غٍش هغوْع...... ّالله هاّصل الا تصْخ اي

94 Interviewer غٍش هغوْع 

95 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 .....ّالوٌاطك الرً واًد لذٌِارٔزذ ه٤خرش حُٔيحكغ ػٖ ٓلخكظظٚ 

96 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ........ذغلن سائغ، سائغ: 

97 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 جٍذ جٍذ.. الاخْج الىْسد، ُل الوصلذحالرً لذٌِا هشاول هغ 

98 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 
 لاػٌذج لاػٌذج ذاسٌخ ًضالً هغ صذام ّلا ػٌذ ذاسٌخ اَُِ ادذ اًؼذهلَ ّلا

99 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 َٛ ح٤ُِٔٞد حٕ ٣زو٠ حُؼيحء ٓٔظَٔح؟

100 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 
 لا

101 Interviewer ظشّفَ الذالٍح ّالاصهح الذالٍح اًْ الاوشاد ٌجٍْٓؼَ ٓخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛٔٚ ٣ـُٞ ؿزَطٚ . طثؼالا. 

102 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حُلَم حٗٞ حٓخٓش ٤ُْ ر٤يٙ ٤ِٓخص ط٘ل٣ٌ٤ش رل٤غ ٣ٌيٍ ٣ٔ٘ق حٌٍُٞى  .هوراص هوراص هوراص هوراص

حكي ك٢ حَُٔٞٛ ٫ٝ ك٢ ًًَٞى ٫ٝ . ٟٓٞ ح٬ُّٔ ٛخ١ ح٤ٗ٫خء ًحص ح٤ُخرغ حُٔؼ١ٞ٘. ٟٓٞ ح٬ُّٔ

ٛٔٚ ه٢ِ رؼي ح٣خّ . ٫ٝ ك٢ ى٣خ٠ُ ٣ظ٠٘ٔ ػيحء ر٤ٖ حهٞحٗٚ ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُٔلخكظخص ٝح٫هٞس حٌٍُٞى

ٝٝٝ ٫حػَف َٛ  ٌمذم ذٌاصلاخ. ٓظظَٜ طلخ٤َٛ ح٫طلخم ح١ٌُ ؿَٟ ر٤ٖ حُلٌٞٓش ٝح٫هٞس حٌٍُٞى

المثٍل اّ ٣ق حٝ ٗت ٖٓ ٌٛح ٗظلَٔ ؿِء ٖٓ حُٔٔئ٤ُٝش ك٢ حٗ٘خ ٟٝؼ٘خ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓؼ٬ ك٢ ٟٝغ ٟغ

 اًَ

103 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 لٍش ، لٍش: 

104 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 رل٤غ حٓظ٤خع حٗٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ

105 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 
 لي ٌمذم

106 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حٗخ . ط٠ حُٔخروش ٝٝٝ ح٤ٗخء حهَٟطظؼِن رظٞحؿي حُز٤ًَ٘ٔش ك٢ ًًَٞى ٝطظؼِن ريكغ حُٔٔظلوخص حٍ ف

ٌُٖ حٗخ ٫حهزَ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ . حٗخ ٫ح٣ٍي ح١ ٓٞهق ػيحث٢ ٖٓ كٌٞٓش رـيحى طـخٙ ح٫هٞس حٌَُى، ٫ٗي

كٔخ رخُي حًح ًخٕ ٌٛح ح٤َُف ٛٞ حُٔلخكظخص حُظ٢ حٗخ حٗظ٢ٔ . ٛ٘خى حطلخم ػ٠ِ كٔخد ١َف حهَ

ح ٟٝي ٝؿٞىٗخ ٟٝي ٓلخكظخط٘خ ٟٝي حًح ٗؼَٗخ رخٕ ٛ٘خى ٢ٗ ٟي ٜٓخُلٖ .١زؼخ ٫ ٫ حهزَ. ُٜخ

حُو٤٠ش، كظ٠ ح٫م ػِص ح٫ٕ ػ٘يٓخ ٣ظليع ...... حك٘ٚ. ؿٍٜٔٞٗخ ٤ٓٝخُز٘خ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ُ٘خ ٓٞهق

٣ؼ٢٘ حٕ ٛ٘خُي .  ػٖ ح٫م حٓخٓش رٌٜح حُظ٤ٛٞق ٝرٌٜح حٌَُ٘، ٓظئًي ُي ٓيٟ ٗوٜ٘ش حُٟٔٞٞع

 :ثاًٍا. حٕ ٛ٘خُي، حٕ ح٤ُخرغ حُ٘و٢ٜ ٌُِِٔ٘ش ٤ُْ ه٬٤ِ

107 Interviewer طٍة 

108 Interviewer  :ٓخهٍٞ كي ؿِٔش، ٓخهٍٞ ؿِٔش ٜٓٔش ًٝز٤َس 
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1(Al-Ani) 

109 Interviewer ٣ُٖ ًز٤َس رْ ٓٞ ٣ٞ١ِش. 

110 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حٗخ ٗو٤ٜخ، ٗو٤ٜخ حػظوي رخٗٞ ه٤خٍ ٓلذ حُؼوش ٤ُْ ه٤خٍح، . ٣٘ظق ك٘ـَطٚ. ٫ ًز٤َس، ًز٤َس

ٝحٗٔخ ٛ٘خُي كٍِٞ حهَٟ ٣٘زـ٢ حٕ ٣ظْ ًِٜٓٞخ هزَ حٕ . ٤ُْ ٛٞ حُلَ. حُلَ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٤ُْ ٛٞ ٤ُْ ٛٞ

٤ُْ ك٬، ٤ُْ كو٢ ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع، ٌُٖٝ ٫ٗٚ ٤ُْ ٓظخكخ ٢ٌُ . ٣ظْ حٍُٞٛٞ ح٠ُ ه٤٠ش حُو٤٤ؼش

 .ّاًاّاًاحًٕٞ ٝحهؼ٤خ 

111 Interviewer طٍة 

112 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
ٌٞٗ 

113 Interviewer ػيْٛ حػ٬ٍٕحف ٣ٌٜٕٞ ػ٢ِ ،ٚٗ. 

114 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٤١ذ

115 Interviewer 
ػ٘ٔخ . ىًظٍٞ ٥خكَ هزَ ٓخ٤ٌ٣ؼ٘خ حُلخَٛ، كؼ٬ ً٘ض طظليع رـِٔش ًز٤َس. ح٬ٛ رٌْ َٓس حهَٟ

 حٓٔغ ه٤خى١ ك٢ ٓظليٕٝ ٤ُْ ٓغ حٌُٛخد ٓغ ه٤خٍ ٓلذ حُؼوش، ٤ًق؟

116 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حٗخ ك٢ حُٜ٘خ٣ش حٗٔخٕ ٣ؼ٢٘ حًخى٢ٔ٣ ٢ًٗٞٝ حىٍّ حُٟٔٞٞع ٖٓ ُح٣ٝش  .ح١، حٗخ حهِي حه٢ حكٔي

ٌُٖٝ ٛٞ . ٓٞكو٢ ٢ٗ٫ حٗخ، ٤ُْ ٢ٗ٫ ؿ٤َ ٍحؿذ رٔلذ حُؼوش ػٖ حُٔخ٢ٌُ. حُٔيٍٓش حُٞحهؼ٤ش

َٛ ٛٞ ٌٖٓٔ؟ ٛخ، حك٘ش ؿَر٘خ ٟٓٞٞع ٓلذ حُؼوش ػ٘يٓخ ًخٕ ٛ٘خى طلخُق ٝػ٤ن ًٝز٤َ : حُٔئحٍ

ٝػ٤ِ٘خ حٕ ٗؼظَف رخٗٚ ًخٗض . ٍىٓظخ٢ٗ ٝح٫هٞس ك٢ حُظ٤خٍ حُٜي١ٍٓخر٤ٖ حُؼَحه٤ش ٝحُظلخُق حُي

ٝح١ ٗوٚ ك٢ ٍثخٓش . ٝٓخطِحٍ ُي٣ٚ ٌٛٙ حُويٍس. ُِٔخ٢ٌُ هيٍس ػ٠ِ حٕ ٣ٔظ٤َٔ حُزؼٞ ٖٓ ىحهِ٘ٚ

كٌٞٓش طٌٕٞ ُي٣ٚ حٍٝحم ًز٤َس، هٜٞٛخ ك٢ ٥َ رِي ُي٣ٚ ٌٛٙ ح٫ٌٓخ٤ٗخص حُٞحٓؼش ٝح٬ُٜك٤خص 

حهٍٞ حٗٚ ٌٛح ٌٛح ٤ُْ ه٤خٍح ٓظخكخ ك٢ . ّ ىحه٢ِ ُٔـِْ حٍُُٞحءحُٔٔظيس ك٢ ٥َ ػيّ ٝؿٞى ٗظخ

 .٫ٝ حػظوي رخٕ ٛ٘خى ٍؿزش رخ٢٠ُٔ رخطـخٛٚ. حُٞهض حُلخ٢ُ ٗخُ٘ٔزش ُ٘خ

117 Interviewer  ؟ هااػشفٓخحػَف ِٕٗٞ ُؼي؟ 

118 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ٓش حٓظوخُظٜخ ٤ُْٝ حٕ ٣ـ١َ حُظ٢ ١َكٜخ ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ ٓـِْ حُ٘ٞحد ٛٞ حٕ طويّ حُلٌٞ ُزٍ الفىشج

 .ٓلذ حُؼوش ػٜ٘خ

119 Interviewer  ذغذثْى الثمحح١ ٣ـُٞ ٫ٕ ٓخًيٍطٞح 

120 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٢ٛٝ ؿخثض ٍىح لا لا ًُّ

121 Interviewer ًتالٌرٍجح الِذف ّادذ ُْ اًَ الوالى 

122 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

هٍٞ ُي رَٜحكش رَٜحكش ح٠٣خ، ٛٞ حٗٞ ٓزخىٍس ح٤ُٔي حٗخ ٓخ. ، ٢ٛٝ ؿخثض ٍىحًُّ جائد سدا

ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ٛٞ حٕ ٣وّٞ حُزَُٔخٕ رلَ ٗلٔٚ ٫ؿَحء حٗظوخرخص ٓزٌَس، ٣ٔؼَ، ٌٛٙ ح٠٣خ ٤ُْ 

ُٖ ٣لَ ٗلٔٚ ٫ٕ حك٘ش ٌٓ٘يٍ ٗلَ حُزَُٔخٕ َٝٗٝف . حُزَُٔخٕ ُٖ ٣لَ ٗلٔٚ ٛخح. كٌَس ٝحهؼ٤ش

 ّالاى ادٌَ. ٣ْ حٍُُٞحءُـٍٜٔٞٗٚ ٌِِٝٗٚ ٣خرش حك٘ش ِٓٔ٘خًْ ر٤ي ٍة

123 Interviewer ٣ٔظو٤َ ٓٞٝ؟ ّالوالىً هاساح 

124 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ....ذخٍل الْضغ اراٝح٫ٕ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ك٢ ٥َ ٝؿٞى حُزَُٔخٕ، حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓوزَ ٣ـ٢ حٓظ٠خكش حٍرغ َٓحص، 

125 Interviewer 
ٝحٌَُ ٓظـٚ ٗلٞ حٗظوخرخص . طزو٣٠لَ ٗلٔٚ، ٝحُٔخ٢ٌُ َٓحف ٣ٔظو٤َ ٝكٌٞٓظٚ  طٍة الثشلواى هشاح

 رَُٔخ٤ٗش هخىٓش، حٜٛٚ ٛٞح١ َٓح٤ٖ٘ٛ ػ٠ِ ٗظ٤ـظٜخ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ؟

126 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ٗؼْ، حٛٚ ٗٚ ىه٤وش حًًَ حه٢ حُؼ٣ِِ ٥خكَ، ُٔخ حٌٍُٞى، حهٞحٗٚ حٌٍُٞى ٝحػِحث٘خ، ريٝح ٠٣ـ٤ٕٞ 

 ف ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ حٌَُى١ػ٠ِ حُٔخ٢ٌُ كظ٠ طخ٣ٍو٤خ ٝػخ١ل٤خ، ح٣ٖ حُظلخٍ

127 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
ٚٛ ٚٛ 

128 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٛخ، ٗ٘ٞ ؿخٕ ؿٞحد ٓخ٢ٓ حُؼ١ٌَٔ ٣ٝخ٤ٖٓ ٓـ٤ي؟

129 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 .حٗظ٠ٜ ٌٛح حُظلخُق

130 Interviewer وزتح 

131 
Interviewer 2 

(Al-

٫ ح٢ٗ ١ِؼض ٝكِٔلض . ٢ٌُ ٓخػ٘يٙ ٍؿزش رخطـخٙ حهٞحٗٚ حُؼَد حُٔ٘شكظ٠ طٌٍٞ حُٔخ! ، طو٤َ؟وزتح

ًِٝض ٫ ٝالله ٌٛح حُظلخُق ٓويّ ٝطخ٣ٍو٢ ٍٝحثغ، ٌُٖٝ ًحى ك٢ َٓكِش حٓوخ١ حُيًظخط٣ٍٞش ٝح٫ٕ 
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Shahbandar) ٝطلخُل٘خ ٓغ ح٫هٞحٕ حٌٍُٞى ٣ـذ حٕ ٣لَٜ ٌُٖٝ حريح ٤ُْ ػ٠ِ . ٗلٖ ك٢ َٓكِش حٓوخ١ حُيُٝش

ٌٛح ط٘ظ٤َٗٚ ًيُٝش هخٕٗٞ، ٌٛح ٣ٖٝ حك٘ٚ ً٘خ ٍح٣ل٤ٖ؟ ٓٞ حُْٜ؟ رْ . ٣َكٔخد حٌُٕٔٞ ح٫هَ ٓٔظق

ح٫م حُيًظٍٞ ٛخُق ح٤ُِٔي، ٛخٍص ح٫ػظٜخٓخص، ك٠ٔ ح٫ػظٜخٓخص ريثض .... ح٢ٗ ح٣ٍي حًًَ، 

حٗؤٔض حُؼَحه٤ش ه٤ٖٔٔ، ٝحكي ًٝق ػ٠ِ حُظَ ٣ظلَؽ، ػَٔ رٖ حُؼخٙ، ٣٘ٞف ٣ٝٚ . ك٢ حَُٓخى١

حٓخ . ٝٗخّ ٍحكٞح ًؼيٝح ػ٠ِ حُٜٔ٘خص. ػ٢ِ حِْٓ، ٓخح٣ٍي حًُٞٚ ٓ٘ٞٓؼخ٣ٝش حىْٓ ٝح٬ُٜس هِق 

٫ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٍح٢ٟ ػ٘ٚ، ٫ ٛٞ ٓ٘ٔـْ . حٌَُٔ٘ ٌُحطٚ ٌٛح حُز٤َ ٛخُق ح٤ُِٔي، ٍحف ًؼي ٣ٝٚ حُٔخ٢ٌُ

 ٤ُٖ؟. ٓؼخٙ ٫ٝكَٜ ٓ٘ٚ ٢ٗ ٣ٝـِيٝٙ ك٢ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ

132 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٛٚ؟

133 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٛٞ ٣ؼِْ. ٫ٕ ٣ي١ٍ ٛ٘خ ٣ٌيٍ ٣ويّ حهٞحٗٚ حٛلخد ح٤ُٔخُذ ٓٞ ٛ٘خى

134 Interviewer ٌٝٛح حًُ٘ٔٞؽ ح٢ُ ٌٖٓٔ طٌِٕ٘ٞ ٣ٝخٙ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش؟ 

135 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٤ُٖ ٫؟ ٤ُٖ ٛٞ ٤ٖ٘ٓ، ٓٞ ٖٓ حَُٓخى١؟

136 Interviewer ٜٚٛح 

137 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

٤ٖ٘ٓ ٛٞ، ٖٓ حُلِٔس، ٖٓ حُي٣ٞح٤ٗش؟ ٛٞ ٖٓ حَُٓخى١، ٛٞ ٝؿٔخٍ حٌَُر٢ُٞ ًٝؼ٤َ ٖٓ ح٫هٞحٕ 

 .حُٔٞؿٞى٣ٖ ٛٔٚ ٖٓ حَُٓخى١ ٝحُلِٞؿش

138 Interviewer ٣ُٖ؟ 

139 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ثغ رْ َٓحص ٍح. كخ٣ٍي حٕ حًٍٞ ٢ٌٗٛ ٫طٖ٘ٔٞٛ، ٫ٗٞ ح٫م ٥خكَ ٓخ٣ٌَى ٤ٜ٣َ ٓٞ ٟٓٞٞػ٢

ٛٞ ًخٍ ُؼِ٘خ ٗلٖ كَ٘ٗخٙ، حٝ حك٘ٚ ؿِء ٖٓ حُٔزذ ك٢ . ٟٓٞٞػ٤ظٚ ٤٤٘٣ٜخ حٗخٍس ًِٖ ٛـ٤َٙ

 كَ٘ٙ حٕ ٣ظٞؿٚ، ٫ ٛل٤ق ٛل٤ق

140 Interviewer  : ُزا الوْضْعٝحَُؿَ ٣َ٣ي ٣وِٚ ٖٓ ٌٛح 

141 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 غٍش هغوْع

142 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

٣ُٖ، ٗ٘ظوَ، . ٕ ٛيه٢٘ ُْ ٣ٌٛذ، كَ٘طٔٞٙ ٌُٝ٘ٚ ُْ ٣ٌٛذ ح٠ُ حٍر٤َ حٍر٤َ ؿخءص ػ٘يٙ، ُيّلىي

 ٗ٘ٞ ًخٕ ٓئحٍ ك٠َطي؟

143 Interviewer ٍٞ٫ حُٔئحٍ ٛ٘خ ٍحف ٣ظل. 

144 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ح٢ًٝ

145 Interviewer 

ُٔئحٍ ٖٓ ٬ًّ ح٤ُٔي ػِص ػلٞح، ٛ٘خ ٖٓ ٝحكي ٣وَٙ حُٔخكش، رخؿَ حٗظوخرخص، ٍٝحف حٓظٞك٢ ح

حُٜ٘ز٘يٍ، حٗٚ ًٝخٗٞح كٌٞٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ح٢ُ ٣ٍٜٞٛخ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٫ٕ ٢ٛ كٌٞٓش ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ 

ٝحُٔـِْ ح٫ػ٠ِ ٝح١٫َحف حٌَُى٣ش، ٤ُيكغ رٔظليٕٝ ٝحُظ٤خٍ حُٜي١ٍ ٣ٝـُٞ ٣َٝف ٣ٝخْٛ حُظـ٤٤َ 

 .٣ؼ٢٘ ٛخ١ كٌٞٓش حٌَُ٘ حُؼخّ حُلٌٞٓش حُٔظٞهؼش. حًح ٓوظ٘غ

146 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 حُلو٤وش ٌٛح، حٗض طًٌَ ؿ٘خري، حٗٞ ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء

147 Interviewer ١زؼخ رخ٫ٟخكش ح٠ُ حٍ حُلجش ح٢ُ حٗخٍُٜخ حٓظخً ػِص. 

148 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 .ح٢ٗ حًٝق ٟيٛخ حري. ٫ ١زؼخ حًح ٤ٛؾ ح٫طـخٙ ٛخ١ حؿِز٤ش ١خثل٤ش حري ًٗٞق ٟيٛخ

149 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 تالاضافح الى٫ ٛٞ ٍحى ٣ٌُٞي 

150 Interviewer ىًظٍٞ ٛخُق ٝٝ تالاضافح الى 

151 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ، ٫ ٓٞ ِٓلن رـٔغ حًٌَُٔ حُٔخُْ حريح ٫لا هاوْ اضافح

152 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٫ ٓٞ رخ٫ٟخكٚ، ػلٞح ًَٗخء: 

153 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ًّطوخ. ًَٗخء كو٤و٤ٖ، ١ز٤ؼ٢



250 

 

154 Interviewer ّػذُن ػذُن 

155 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 حُٔخكش حٌَُى٣ش ٢ٛ ؿِء ٖٓ حُؼَحم. رخ٫هٞس حٌٍُٞى ًّطوخ

156 Interviewer 
ٝح١٫َحف ح٢ُ  حك٘ٚ ًِ٘خ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ حُٔـِْ ح٫ػ٠ِ. ٫ ٫، رخُظلي٣ي هَ ٗخًي ٛخ١ حٍُٜٞس

 حَٗطِٜخ ك٠َطي ح٢ُ ٢ٛ ىًظٍٞ ٛخُق ٝكًَش حُلَ ٝؿ٤َٛخ، ٛخ١ ح٢ُ طٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش؟

157 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 .ٓ٘ي١ٍ. ٓٞ حُٚ حُلَ، ٤ُٖ حُلَ؟ ٣ـُٞ ٓظليٕٝ

158 Interviewer شً ران الطاط ّران الذوامٓخ٣ٞٓ٘خ  !ٓظليٕٝ؟ 

159 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ػلٞح ُٔخ طل٤ٖ حُوٜش ٤٘٣َٝف حَُٔ٘ٝع ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ، ٣ـُٞ ٍإ٣ش ٓظليٕٝ . ، ٓ٘ي١ٍلا .......لٍش؟

 .جثِح الذْاسط٘ٔـْ ٓغ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٤ُٝٔض ٍإ٣ش 

160 Interviewer الله الله ٌثششن تالخٍش 

161 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ػ٤ٖ٘ ٓٔٞؿٞىحص رخ٤َُف، ح٫ٝ ٓخًٞ ٛيه٢٘، ٗٞف حًُٞي ٝالله حًٞ ح. ٓخًٞ طؼ٤٤ٖ ٖٓ ح٫ٕ

حًٞ كَم ًِٖ ًز٤َ : حػ٤ٖ٘. ٓخًٞ ٤ٛؾ ط٘و٤ٚ. ط٘و٤ٚ ٓ٘ٞ ٛٞ ٢ٌ٣َٗ رلٌٞٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش، حري

ٌُُٝي حًٍٞ ُٝ٘ؤَ ٗلٖ، حٗض . ٓي٤ًٍٖ حك٘ش ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع. ر٤ٖ حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ٝحؿِز٤ش ١خثل٤ش

حُْٜٔ . ٣ش؟ ٝحٗ٘خء الله ٓخ٣ٌيٍٓخُظ٢٘ ٓئحٍ ًِٖ كِٞ، ٓ٘ٞ ًخٍ ٣ٌيٍ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ١ٞٔ٣ كٌٞٓش حؿِذ

 .ُايهِٜٞٗخ ٖٓ ٛخ٤ُٜٔزش . حٗٞ حؿِز٤ش ٝحه٤ِٜخ. حُٔٔظْ ٌٛح ٢٘ٔ٣

162 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 .٫ٕ َٓحف ٣لَٜ ػ٠ِ ػيى ٓوخػي ًخك٤ش/ ٛٞ َٓحف ٣ٌيٍ. ٓٞ حٗ٘خء الله ٤ٌٓيٍ لا ُْ

163 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ّالله هٍِوًٌح٢ٗ ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤ٓ، 

164 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ح٢ٗ ٓظخًي. ًً اػشفح

165 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ح٢ٗ ٢ٜ٘ٔ٣ حُ٘ظ٤ـش

166 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حًح ًخٕ ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍ، حًح ًخٗض ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ هي هَٔص ك٢ . رْ ح٢ٗ ؿ٤َ ٓٔٔٞع. ح٢ٗ حػَف

 ..…فً هجالظ الوذافظاخهمؼذ  59اّ  56حٗظوخرخص ٓـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص ٌٛٙ كَم 

167 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 
 لا تؼذ تؼذ

168 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 52حٝ  ٤١50ذ 

169 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

٫ ٫ 

170 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ًح ُٝٔخ. طو٤َ حٗٞ ػ٠ِ ٓـِْ حُ٘ٞحد ًْ ٓظؤَ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ. ُ٘لظَٝ حٜٗخ هَٔص ٌٛح حُؼيى

 .هَٔص ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ؟ ىػ٢٘ حؿ٤ذ ػٖ ٌٛح حُٔئحٍ

171 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 حٗض ٤ُٖ طلظَ، ٤ُٖ ط١ٞٔ كلَحٕ، ٤ُٖ

172 Interviewer َتؼذُا الٌرائج هاطالؼ 

173 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 
 لٍش ذٌثً الذمٍمح ػلى فشضٍح

174 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٫ حُ٘ظخثؾ ٥َٜص. ٛخ حُٔئحٍ ىػ٢٘ حؿ٤ذ ػٖ

175 Interviewer  ٕذشىل دىْهح اغلثٍح٫ ٢ًِ ُٔخًح ٫طٔظ٤٤غ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ح 

176 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ح٫ حًح، ٌٝٛح حَُٔ٘ٝع ١َٝ٘ٓ، حٗٞ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ك٢ ٌٛح ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٓـخُْ . حٗخ حهُٞي اًا الْله

. حٗٞ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ حٓظويٓض ه٤خرخ ًٝ ١خرغ كَر٢حُٔلخكظخص، ٝح٥ٖ حٕ حه٢ ػِص ٣ظلن ٓؼ٢، 

ٛخ ٝحٗخ حًًَٙ رخُو٤خرخص ؿ٤َ حُٔٞكوش ُيُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٓٞحء ًخٕ ك٢ ى٣خ٠ُ حٝ ك٢ ٤ٓٔخٕ حٝ ك٢ 
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هي ٣ٌٕٞ ك٤ٜخ ٍؿزش ك٢ حػخٍس حُـٍٜٔٞ، ٌُٖٝ حٗخ حهٍٞ ُي رخٜٗخ ه٤خرخص . ًَر٬ء حٝ ك٢ حُ٘ـق

حٕ حهيّ حٓظ٘خ٢ٗ ُِـٍٜٔٞ ح١ٌُ حٗٔخم ٓغ حُو٤خد ح٢ُِٔٔ  ٌٝٛح حٗخ ٛ٘خ ح٣ٍي. ًخٗض ٓؼزجش رخُؼيحث٤ش

ٝحُٔظٔيٕ ٣ؼ٢٘ ُِوٞحثْ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ح٫هَٟ حُظ٢ كخُص رخ٫ٗظوخرخص ر٘ظخثؾ ُْ طٌٖ هي كِٜض ػَ  

 .ٍرؼٜخ ك٢ حٗظوخرخص ٓـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص حُٔخروش

177 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 حُٔـِْ ح٫ػ٠ِ

178 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ُٖٝ ٣ٌٕٞ رخٓظ٤خػش حهٞحٗٚ ك٢ ىُٝش . ؿ٤ي،  ٌُُٝي حًح رو٢ ٌٛح حُو٤خد ٓظٌٕٞ حُ٘ظ٤ـش ٓئُٔش

حُوخٕٗٞ ٫ حٕ ٣لِٜٞح ػ٠ِ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٫ٝ حٕ ٣و٘ؼٞح ح٫ه٣َٖ رخٕ ٣ٌٞٗٞح ًَٗخثْٜ حًح حٓظَٔ ٌٛح 

 .ُّزا الؼذاءحُو٤خد ٝحًح حٓظَٔص ٌٛٙ حُوٜٞٓش 

179 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 .، هخػيس ٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٍٗٞ حك٘ش ٓغ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش ٫ٝ ٫ دٌَ لٍش هٌرٌالش تالماػذجا

180 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 .اًا هغ دىْهح اغلثٍح

181 Interviewer ٌجْص هرفمٍي ػلى الاغلثٍح 

182 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 حكٔ٘ض

183 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ئٌْحاًا هغ دىْهح اغلثٍح لٍغد ف

184 Interviewer اعرار ػضخ، اعوذلً دورْس 

185 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٫ ٤ُٔض ١خثل٤ش

186 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ح١

187 Interviewer 
٣ؼ٢٘ ط٣َي طو٘غ ىًظٍٞ ٥خكَ ٝط٣َي طو٘غ حُٔ٘خٛي٣ٖ حٗٞ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛخٍُٚ ٣ٌٖٔ ٓ٘ش ٣لـ٢ 

 اًْ ٌصٍش تٌاءىٍٝس حُـخ٣ش، ٟٓٞٞع ػ٤َٔ ؿيح رلٌٞٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٝٗخ١ٝ ػ٠ِ حٍ

188 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ؟ّصسائِاٛٞ ٣وزَ رخؿِز٤ش ٖٓ ىٕٝ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛٞ ٍث٤ْ . ُْ ُْ

189 Interviewer ُْ ُْ ٌٛٞٛح ٓئح٢ُ. 

190 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

ح٢ٗ . كٞ ػ٘يٝ حػظوخىٙ ٛٞٛٞ ٍؿَ ػ٘يٝ ٗو٤ٜظٞ ػ٘يٝ ١ٔٞ. حٗٚ ح٫ٕ ٓخحٗٞد ػ٘ٚ ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُوٜش

ح٢ٗ حكٌَ حٗٞ ٫ُّ . َٛ ٣لٌَ حٗٞ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ريٝٗٚ حؿِز٤ش حٝ ٫، ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤ٓ. ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤ٓ حٗٞ ٛٞ ِٕٗٞ ٣لٌَ

٣ـذ حٕ ٌٗٛذ ح٠ُ كٌٞٓش . ٤ٜ٣َ، رؼي ًل٠ ٌٛح ح٠ُلي ػ٠ِ حٌُهٕٞ، َٗحًش ٝٝكيس ٝٓي١ٍ ٗ٘ٞ

 .ٓٞ ْٜٓ. ٝ هَٔٗخٓٞ ًظِي ٛخٍى ُي كظ٠ ٍ. ٝهَ ٌٕٗٞ حك٘ش ح٫ه٤ِش. حؿِز٤ش ٝحه٤ِش

191 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 حٜٛٚ ه٢ِ

192 Interviewer رْ ًؼَس حُيػٞحص طزيٝ ٖٓ ٬ًّ ٝحػن؟ 

193 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 .…ٖٓ كوٚ ُٞ ٓٞ ٖٓ كوٚ؟ حًح ٛٞ ٛٞ ٛٞ حًح 

194 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 لٍش لآٖ كوٚ ١ٞٔ٣ رَٝرًٞخٗيح 

195 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 ٛٔٚ ٛٞ ٓٞ ٍهْ ٖٓ حٍهخّ حُٔخكش؟. لا لا

196 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٗؼْ ٫ٗي، ٫رَ ٛٞ حَُهْ ٛٞٝح٫ٕ ح٫ٕ ح٫ٍٝ ك٢ رـيحى

197 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

حُْٜٔ ػ٘ي١ . ٣ظٞكن ٓخ ٣ظٞكن ٓٞ ٛٞح١ ْٜٓ ػ٘ي١. ٖٓ كوٚ ٛٞ ٤٣َف َٓ٘ٝع ٣ٝظز٘خٙ، ٖٓ كوٚ

 .ٙ ٛقَٓ٘ٝع

198 Interviewer ٤ٛؾ ٍؿَ ح٣ُلش ُٞ حطلخْٛ ٣ٝخٙ حكٖٔ؟ 

199 Interviewer ٚ٫ ح٣ُل. 
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1(Al-Ani) 

200 Interviewer ٜٜٚٛ ٤ُٖ؟ 

201 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 .٣ؼ٢٘ ح٣ُلٚ حٕ ُْ ٣ؼيٍ ٤ٓخٓخطٚ. حٗخ حهٍٞ ُي ُٔخًح

202 

Interviewer 2 

(Al-

Shahbandar) 

 خلً ٌخغش ّدذٍ. ط٣ِلٚ حٗض ٛٔٚ ًِض ٛٞ ٍحف ٣ؤَرؼي ٤ُٖ حٗض . ٛٞ هَٔحٕ

203 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حط٠٘ٔ ٓٞ رْ ُيُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٤ُِٔٝي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء، ُِـ٤ٔغ  حٕ ٣ظؼوِٖ ه٤خرْٜ حٕ ٣ظَٗي  اًا اًا اًا

 ح٢ٗ رْ ح٣ٍي حًًَ ٫ٕ كخطظ٢٘ ؿِٔش هخُٜخ ح٫ٓظخً. حٕ ٣ظٌٜد حٗٞ حٕ ٣ظـٚ رخطـخٙ حَُ٘حًش ٝح٫هٞس

ٌُٖٝ ٛٞ ٟي . حٗخ ٫ ح٣ٍي حٕ حٌَٗ ًُي. ػِص، حٗٞ ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ٟي حُظو٤ْٔ ٟي حٛٚ

ٌُٖٝ ٛٞ ٫ حُظو٤ْٔ ُي٣ٚ حُليٍح٤ُش، حطو٤َ ًُي، طٔخّ حه٢ . حُظو٤ْٔ ػ٘يٓخ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓٞؿٞىح ك٢ ح٤ُِٔش

ص ٍث٤ٔخ ٝحٗخ ػ٘يٓخ ًٖ. ػِص؟ حٗٞ حُظو٤ْٔ ٛٞ ه٤٠ش كيٍح٤ُش؟ ٝرخُٔ٘خٓزش حٗخ ُٔض ٓغ حُليٍح٤ُش

هِض . ُِـ٘ش ح٫هخ٤ُْ ك٢ حُيٍٝس حُزَُٔخ٤ٗش حُٔخروش حٓظوِض ك٢ ح٤ُّٞ ح١ٌُ هزَ حٕ ٣وَأ هخٕٗٞ ح٫هخ٤ُْ

 .ٝ ٓخطِحٍ ُي١ ه٘خػظ٢. حٗظ١َ طوي٣ْ حٓظوخُظ٢ ٖٓ ٖٓ ٖٓ حُِـ٘ش

204 Interviewer ه٢ِ 

205 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ٫ ٫ٝطَٝف كخَٛ

206 Interviewer ٖى١ ك٤ْ رٞىٓٞ كخَٛ، ػ 

207 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 
 ىه٤وش ٝحكيس ىه٤وش ٝحكيس

208 Interviewer َطل٠َ ٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ طل٠ ٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

209 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

حٗخ . حٗٚ ػ٘يٓخ طظؼخٍٝ رؼٞ حكٌخٍ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓغ ٝؿٞىس ك٢ ح٤ُِٔش ٛٞ ٠٣َرٜخ ػَٝ حُلخث٢

ُزَُٔخ٤ٗش حُٔخروش ػ٘يٓخ ٥َٜص ٗظ٤ـش حُؼَحه٤ش ٓٞف حًًَى ٝحًًَ حه٢ ػِص، حٗٚ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ح

 لرشىٍل دىْهححٜٗخ ًخٗض حػ٠ِ ٖٓ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ًٝخٕ حٕ ٛ٘خى حكظٔخٍ حُؼَحه٤ش طٌٛذ 

210 Interviewer ذشىٍل دىْهح 

211 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ٌٛٙ  طًٌَ. ػَٔ حُق ٓئطَٔ ٝٓئطَٔ ك٢ ٓلخكظخص ح٢ُٓٞ ٝحُـ٘ٞد ُظ٤ٌَ٘ حه٤ِْ ح٢ُٓٞ ٝحُـ٘ٞد

 ٫ٝ ٫؟

212 Interviewer ٝحٟق 

213 
Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani) 

ح٤ُٔي ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ٗؼْ ُي٣ٚ ٓٞهق ك٢ ٓخ٣ظؼِن رخ٤ُِٔش ح٣ًَُِٔش . ًٝخٕ ٣يػٞح ح٠ُ ٌٛح ح٫ه٤ِْ

ٝٓخ٣ظؼِن رخهٞح٢ٗ ح٫ًَحى حٝ حُٔلخكظخص ح٫هَٟ، ٌُٖٝ ػ٘يٓخ طظٜيى ٤ِٓظٚ ٛٞ ٓٔظؼي ُظوي٣ْ ٣ؼ٢٘ 

 ٓخىحّ ٛٞ رخه٢ ك٢ ح٤ُِٔش.  حٝ حُظ٘خ٫ُص، ٓغ حكظَح٢ٓ حٝ ٗت ٖٓ ٌٛح حُوز٤َحٛٚ ح٫ٓظ٤خُحص 

214 Interviewer 
٤١ذ ٤١ذ هِٞٗٚ َٗٝف ٗ٘ٞف حٍحء حُل٤ْ رٞى ٌٝٗخُٞ حُ٘خّ رخُل٤ْ رٞى ٖٓ ه٬ٍ كٞحًٍْ 

 .ٝٗخٓ٘ز٤ٞح ٖٓ طؼ٤ِوخص
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B. Second TV Interview 

Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_jhNK8_dqhc 

 

No. Interlocutors Turns 

1 Interviewer 

ٓو٢ حُ٘ظخّ ٤ُٔو٢ ٓؼٚ كٔخرخص ٝكٔخرخص، ٍكَ ٛيحّ .   ٓ٘خٛي٣٘خ حٌَُحّ ح٣٘ٔخ ً٘ض ك٤خًْ الله

حُـَحرش   ٝرؼي حٕ ًخٕ حُؼَحه٤٤ٕٞ ٤ُظَى ٍٝحثٚ ح٫٫ف ٖٓ ح٫ٓجِش ٝطَحع ٛخث٬ ٖٓ حُؼ٘ق ٝحُوظَ ٝ

حَٟٓ حُؼ٤ٖ حُٞحكيس ك٢ حُ٘ظَ ٝحَُثش حُٞحكيس ك٢ حُ٘لْ ٝح٤ُٜ٘ن ح١ٌُ ٣٫ظزؼٚ ُك٤َ حٝ حُِك٤َ 

طـَرش ؿي٣يس ٛخثِش ح٠ُٔخ٤ٖٓ، ٝٓٞحء ؿخثض ريرخرخص حُٔلظَ ًٔخ ٣َٟ ك٣َن حٝ ....... ح١ٌُ 

. ٍ ٝريءص حٍُٜٞ حُـي٣يس ط٤ـ٠حُْٜٔ حٕ ٓخ كَٜ هي كٚ. رظ٠ل٤خص ٗؼذ ًٔخ ٣ئٖٓ ك٣َن حهَ

ٌُٖ ٛ٘خى ٍٛٞ حهَٟ . ٛ٘يٕٝ حٗظوخرخص ٍٝٝهش حهظَحع طؼيى٣ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش كيٍح٤ُش، حهخ٤ُْ، حكِحد

حٍُٜٞطخٕ ٓظ٘خه٠ظخٕ طٔخٓخ، . ح٠٣خ، ١خثل٤ش، كٔخى ، حٍٛخد، ٓٞص ٓـخ٢ٗ ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍٛلش، حؿ٘يحص

ًح حُٔٔخء، ُٔخًح ٣زيٝ حُ٘ظخّ ك٢ هلخ٣خ ٓؼِ٘ش ُٚ. ٌُٖ ح١خٍح ٝحكيح ؿٔؼٜٔخ ٛ٘خ ك٢ حٍٝ حُؼَحم

ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٓؼويح ٌُٜح حُلي؟ َٛ ًخٗض ػٔخٍ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش، ٗؼٍٞ ح٤ُ٘ؼش رخٗٚ ًٔزٞح 

ٓخهَٔٝٙ ٌٓ٘ ػوٞى، ٝحكٔخّ حُٔ٘ش حْٜٗ حُوخَٕٓٝ ك٢ ُؼزش حُظـ٤٤َ ٝٗؼٍٞ ح٫ه٤ِخص حُي٤٘٣ش 

ٍحه٤٤ٕٞ ك٢ ًَ ٢ٗ كظ٠ ك٢ ٝحُؼَحه٤ش حٜٗخ ر٬ ٬ًٓ ك٢ هخ١ٍش ٓزٜٔش ُْٜ؟ ُٔخًح ٣وظِق حُغ

ىٓظٍْٞٛ؟ ح٤ُْ ٖٓ كن حُٔظلخث٤ِٖ ريُٝش ؿي٣يس حٕ ٣ظلخثِٞح ١خُٔخ ٛ٘خى حٗظوخرخص، ٝى٣ٔوَح٤١ش، 

ٝىُٝش، ٓئٝٓٔخص، ٝطيحٍٝ ٢ِٔٓ ٤ُِِٔش؟ ًٔخ ٖٓ كن حُٔظ٘خث٤ٖٔ حٕ ٣ظ٘خثٔٞح ١ِٔخ ٛ٘خى 

ىُٝش؟ حٍكذ رٌْ ػَ٘حص ح٫٫ف ٓو٤ٞح ٌٓ٘ ريء حُظـ٤٤َ ٝه٬ف ىحثْ ػ٠ِ حر٢ٔ ري٤ٜ٣خص حٍ

حٍكذ ح٠٣خ ر٤٠ل٢ ح٤ٔ٣ٌَُٖ ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُلِوش  . ٓ٘خٛي٣٘خ حٌَُحّ ك٢ كِوش ح٤ُّٞ ٖٓ هلخ٣خ ٓؼِ٘ش

 حُو٤خى١ ك٢ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ح٫ٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ حُؼ١ٌَٔ ك٤خًْ الله ٤ٟلخ ٣ًَٔخ

2 

Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

(Interviewee 

1) 

 .ح٬ٛ َٝٓكزخ ري

3 Interviewer 
رٌْ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ ٝح٠٣خ ٤ٟلخ ٣ًَٔخ حُوخ٣خى١ ك٢ حثظ٬ف ٓظليٕٝ حُيًظٍٞ، ٓظليٕٝ  َٓكزخ

 .٬ٛ٬ُف حُيًظٍٞ حكٔي حُٔٔخ١ٍ، ٬ٛ ري ىًظٍٞ حكٔي

4 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ح٬ٛ ٬ٜٓٝ

5 Interviewer 

س حُلخِٛش ك٢ ك٢ حُزيح٣ش ك٢ ُلظش حُظـ٤٤َ حٛٚ ٍرٔخ ٌٛٙ حُ٘و٢. َٓكزخ ري، ٫ٝريء ٓ٘ي حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ

طخ٣ٍن حُؼَحم، َٛ ً٘ض طظٞهغ حٗٚ رؼي ػَ٘س حػٞحّ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ح٬ٌُّ ٓ٘خرٜخ ُٔخ ًخٕ ػ٤ِٚ حُلخٍ ك٢ 

 .طِي حُِلظش

6 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

رخُظخ٤ًي ُٔض ٝكي١ . رْٔ الله حَُكٖٔ حَُك٤ْ، ٌَٗح ُي ٤٠ُٝلي ح٣ٌَُْ ُٝٔ٘خٛي٣ٖ ح٣َُٓٞٔش

حٌُؼ٤َٕٝ ًخٕ . ٝهؼٕٞ حٕ ح٫كيحع طـ١َ ك٢ حُؼَحم ًْ ِٝٛض ح٤ُٚٝحٗٔخ ًؼ٤َٕٝ ؿ١َ٤ ٓخًخٗٞح ٣ض

 .٣ظٞهغ حٕ حُظـ٤٤َ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ٣َٓغ ٝر٘خء حُـُٞش ٤ٌٕٓٞ حَٓع

7 Interviewer حْٓ، ٓخح١ٌُ ػ٤َ ٌٛٙ حُز٘خء. 

8 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 .حٜٛٚ ٌُٖ ٣زيٝ حٕ ٌٛٙ حُوَحءس ُْ طٌٖ ىه٤وش ُْٝ طٌٖ ػ٤ٔوش رٔخ٣ٌل٢

9 Interviewer ْٔٓح 

10 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

. حٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٢ٌُ طيٍى ح٬ٌُ٘ٔص حُظ٢ هِلٜخ حُ٘ظخّ حُٔخرن ٝٓخ٬ٌُ٘ٔص حُظ٢ ٗوَص رخُيُٝش حُؼَحه٤ش

ُْ ٣ظـ٤َ حُ٘ظخّ كو٢، ٝٝٝ ُْ ٤٣ق رخُيًظخطٍٞ كو٢، حٗٔخ حٜٗخٍص ىُٝش رٌخِٜٓخ  ٤ٗ2033ٔخٕ  ٣9ّٞ 

 .حٓٔض ك٢ ػ٤٤٘٣َ٘خص حُوَٕ حُٔخ٢ٟ

11 Interviewer ْٔٓح 

12 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

ٖٓ ؿخُز٤ش حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ٌُٜ٘خ ٓلَٟٝش ػ٠ِ ٌٛح  -----ىُٝش حٜٜٜٛٚ ًخٗض َٓكٟٞش ٝٝٝٝ

ىُٝش ٓز٤٘ش ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ػ١َٜ٘ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ١خثل٢ ػخ٠ٗ ك٢ ِٟٜخ ؿخُز٤ش حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ . حُ٘ؼذ

 .ٛيحّ ك٤ِٖٔٝٝٛض ح٠ُ ٓخِٝٛض ح٤ُٚ ك٢ حٓٞء كخ٫طٜخ ػ٠ِ ٣ي 

13 Interviewer ٓخح١ٌُ حُؼ٤َ ٌٛٙ حُو٤٠ش؟ 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_jhNK8_dqhc
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14 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

ٝ حٍ ٝ ح٢ُ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٛ٘خُي حٍع ػو٤َ ِٝٓػؾ ٝؿي . ح١ٌُ ػ٤ِٜخ ٛٞ حُؼٔن حُظخ٣ٍو٢ ٌُٜح حٌُِٔ٘ٚ

ح٢ُ٘ ح٫هَ حٕ حُظـ٤٤َ ك٢ حُؼَحم . ٣َٟن طلظٚ ---حُؼَحه٤٤ٕٞ حٝ ٝؿي ٖٓ ر٠٘ حُـي٣يس ٝكخٍٝ 

رو٬ف حٍحىس ىٍٝ حه٤ٔ٤ِش ك٢ ح٤ُ٘ٔوش هخ١زش، ٣ؼ٢٘ رخٓظؼ٘خء ىُٝش حٝ ىُٝظ٤ٖ ٍكزظخ رخُظـ٤٤َ، ًَ ؿخء 

ُؼَ ك٢ ٓويٓظٜخ حٕ ٌٛح حُظـ٤٤َ ريٍ . ىٍٝ ح٤ُ٘ٔوش ًخٗض ؿ٤َ ٍح٤ٟش ػٖ حُظـ٤٤َ ُلٔخرخص ٓوظِلش

٣ٌٞ ػ٠ِ ح٤ُٔ٘ؾ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ُِيٍٝ حُٔز٢٘ ػ٠ِ ح٣خّ ٓخ٣ْ د. ح٤ُٔ٘ؾ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ك٢ ح٤ُ٘ٔوش حُؼَر٤ش

ٌُُٝي طٔض ٓٞحؿٜش ٌٛح . ٌٛح حُظـ٤٤َ حكيع ِٛس ٤ُْ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٝحٗٔخ ك٢ ح٤ُ٘ٔوش. ٣َ١وش ٓؼ٤٘ش

 .حُظـ٤٤َ

15 Interviewer ٤١ذ هزَ ح٫ٗظوخٍ ىًظٍٞ ٓخ٢ٓ 

16 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 .ٌُُٝي ريء ريء حُوَحٍ حُؼَحه٢ ٣ظؤػَ رخ٣لخثخص ٟٝـ١ٞ ٝطيه٬ص حُيٍٝ ح٫ه٤ٔ٤ِش

17 Interviewer 

 ٤١2003ذ ٌٛح ٓلّٜٞ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ ٌُٖٝ هزَ ح٫ٗظوخٍ ُِيًظٍٞ حكٔي، َٛ ًَ ٓخؿَٟ ُِؼَحم رؼي 

ٓٔخ ٣٫ظٞحكن ٓغ ٝؿٜش ٗظَى ك٢ ر٘خء حُيُٝش رٌَ٘ ٛل٤ق ٛٞ َٓطز٢ كو٢ رخُوخٍؽ؟ ُْ طٌٖ ٛ٘خى 

 حه٤خء ك٢ حُيحهَ؟ ُْ طٌٖ ٛ٘خى حه٤خء ك٢ ر٘خء حُيُٝش؟

18 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

حُزؼي حُوخٍؿ٢ ٓٞؿٞى ٌُٖٝ حُزؼي حُوخٍؿ٢ ٤ُْ ٛٞ حُٞك٤ي، ح٫ٓخّ ٛٞ . حُـِء ح٫ًزَ ك٢ حُيحهَ

٣ؼ٢٘ حٗض حَٗص ك٢ ٓويٓظي ٢ٛٝ ٛل٤لش، ٫ٍٝ َٓس ٣ـي ح٤ُ٘ؼش حٗلْٜٔ ْٛ , حُظـ٤٤َ حُيحه٢ِ

ًَٗخء ك٢ ٌٛح  ٫ٍٝ َٓس ٣ـي حُٔ٘ش حْٜٗ ٓـَى. حًؼ٣َش ك٢ حُزِي ٝػ٤ِْٜ حٕ ٣وٞىٝح حىحٍس ٌٛٙ حُزِي

ٌٓ٘ طؤ٤ْٓ حُيُٝش حُؼَحه٤ش حُٔ٘ش، ٝهزَ طؤ٤ْٓ حُيُٝش حُؼَحه٢، ًخٗٞح . حُزِي، ٤ُٝٔٞح ٓخىس ٌُٜٙ حُزِي

 .الؼشاقكٌخّ 

19 Interviewer  (ؿ٤َ ٝحٟق)٣ؼ٢٘ 

20 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 .ُـظٚ حٌَُى١ ٣٘ؼَ رخٗٚ ٓٞح١ٖ ٖٓ حُيٍؿش ح٠ُٝ٫ ُٝي٣ٚ كن حٓظويح٣ّؼ٢٘ ٫ٍٝ َٓس 

21 Interviewer ٤١ذ. 

22 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٛخ١ حُظـ٤٤َحص ح٢ُ كِٜض حُـ٣َٛٞش ٓخً٘ض ٤َٟٓش ٍ ُـخُز٤ش ح٢ُ

23 Interviewer 
٣ؼ٢٘ َٛ ًخٕ ٜٓ٘لخ ُِٔ٘ش حٕ ٠٣ؼٞح طلض ١خثِش ٌٛح حُ٘ؼٍٞ حٝ حٕ ٣َٞٛ ح٫ٍٝ رْٜ حٕ ٣٘ؼَٝح 

 ٓؼ٬ رخْٜٗ ٜٕٓٔ٘ٞ؟

24 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

ٌُٖ ك٤ٖ . ٤ُْ ٜٓ٘لخ حٕ طٔظزؼي ٫حًؼ٣َش ٫ٝ حه٤ِش. ٫ ٛٞ ٤ُْ ٤ُْ ٜٓ٘لخ حٕ حٜٜٛٚ ٣ٔظزؼي حكي

طؼظخى ػ٠ِ ٢ٗ، طؼظخى حٕ طٌٕٞ حٗض حُلخًْ ٝح٢ٗ حُٔلٌّٞ، ك٤ٖ طظـ٤َ حُٔؼخىُش ٌٕٝٗٞ ًَٗخء ك٢ 

٫كظ٘خ ك٢ ريح٣ش .  ٝحُزخط٢ِ طلخٍٝ ٓوخٝٓظٚ، ٫ٝكظ٘ٚ حُٔوخٝٓش. حُلٌْ، هي ٫ ٤َٟ٣ي ٌٛح ح٫َٓ

طخ٤ْٓ حُ٘ظخّ حُـي٣ي ٛ٘خى ٓوخ١ؼش ُٔئٓٔخص حُيُٝش، ٓوخ١ؼش ٬ُٗظوخرخص رلـؾ ًؼ٤َس، ٝ ٍكغ ٝ 

ٌٛح حُظـ٤٤َ ُْ ٣ٌٖ، ػ٠ِ . كَٔ ح٬ُٔف رلـش ٓوخٝٓش ح٫كظ٬ٍ، ٌُٖ حُلو٤وش ٛٞ ٓوخٝٓش ٌٛح حُظـ٤٤َ

ػيٛٚ، ػخٗض ٖٓ حُ٘ظخّ حُٔخرن ح٫هَ حُـخُز٤ش ٖٓ ح٢ُٓٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ، ٍح٤ٟش ر٤ٚ، ٍؿْ حٜٗخ، ؿِء ٖٓ 

 الغالثٍحٌُٖ 

25 Interviewer ٤١ذ. 

26 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 .ط٘ؼَ رخٕ ٌٛح حُظـ٤٤َ ٓخؿخء ر٠ٖٔ كٔخرظٜخ حُظ٢ ًخٗض ط٣َيٛخ

27 Interviewer 

حًح ىًظٍٞ حكٔي، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخًًَٙ ح٫ٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ ٗوخ١ ًؼ٤َس، رخُظخ٤ًي ح٫ٕ حٗض . ٤١ذ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ

٣ؼ٢٘ حٛٚ ٛٞ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓـَٔ ٓخ٣وٍٞ حٕ حُظـ٤٤َ ح١ٌُ كَٜ ًخٕ َٓكٟٞخ ٖٓ هزَ . حؽ َُِى ػ٤ِٜخطلض

ٌُُي ًَ ٓخ٣ـ١َ ٖٓ ٓ٘خًَ ٛٞ كو٢ ُِظؼز٤َ ػٖ ٌٛح حَُكٞ، كظ٠ ٝحٕ حطوٌ ٍٛٞ ٝحٌٗخٍ . حُٔ٘ش

 .ٓوظِلش
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28 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

ه٤وش ٤ُْ د حٜٜٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ كَٜ ٣ؼ٢٘ ح٫ٝ رٞى١ حٕ حهٍٞ حٕ حٛٚ حُظـ٤٤َ حٜٛٚ ح١ٌُ كَٜ ف

ٝحٗٔخ حُ٘ظخّ حُٔخرن ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٓلٔٞرخ ػ٠ِ ٌٕٓٞ ٓؼ٤ٖ ٝحٗٔخ . ُِٜٔلش حٛٚ ١َف ػ٠ِ ١َف حهَ

ٖٓ ًخٕ رؼؼ٤خ ًخٕ ٣ؼظزَ . ٣ؼ٢٘ ح٫ُٞء ًخٕ ُِزؼغ، ٤ُْ ُِٔ٘ش ٫ٝ ٤ُِ٘ؼش. ًخٕ ٓلٔٞرخ ُـٜش كِر٤ش

٣خ، ٓٞحء ًخٕ ٤٘ٓخ حٝ ٤ٗؼ٤خ، ٤ُْ ٖٝٓ ُْ ٣ٌٖ رؼغ. ٖٓ حُيٍؿش ح٠ُٝ٫ ُٝٚ حٛٚ ح٤ُٝ٫ش ك٢ ًَ ٢ٗ

حًح ًخٕ ح٫ُٞء ػ٠ِ حٓخّ . ُٚ حٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ حٛٚ ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٓوَرخ حٝ ٤ُْ ُٚ ىٍؿش حٛٚ ٖٓ ٖٓ ح٣٫ُٞش

ٝحُي٤َُ ك٢ ًُي حٕ حٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ حٍ حٍ حٍ حٍُُٞحء ٝكظ٠ ٍإٓخء . حُلِد ٤ُْٝ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ح٤ُخثلش

 1920ٝحٜٜٜٗٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ كظ٠ ًًَ ح٫م ٖٓ  .حٍُُٞحء ح٣ٌُٖ طؼخهزٞح ػ٠ِ كٌْ حُؼَحم ًخٗٞح ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼش

ٌٓ٘ طخ٤ْٓ حُيُٝش حُؼَحه٤ش ٝكظ٠ ح٫ٕ، حُظخ٣ٍن ٣وٍٞ رخٗٚ ٛ٘خُي حًؼَ ٖٓ  ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ٤ٗؼ٢ 

ًٝخٕ حُْٜٝ ح٤ُٔي ؿؼلَ حرٞ حُظٖٔ، ٝٝ ٝح٠ُ ٓؼيٕٝ كٔخى١ ح٠ُ حٛٚ ٓؼيٕٝ كٔخى١ ح٠ُ ٓلٔي 

حًح ُْ ٣ٌٖ حُ٘ظخّ . حُي ٍُٝحء ٤ٗؼشحُِر٤ي١، ح٠ُ ٓلٔي كِٔس حُِر٤ي١، ًَ ٛئ٫ء ٝ كظ٠ ًخٕ ٖٛ

ٝحٗٔخ ًخٕ ح٫ُٞء ُِلِد حُلخًْ ك٢ ٝهظٚ، ٌُٖٝ . ح٠ُ ًُي حُل٤ٖ، ٣وَد ١خثلش ػ٠ِ ١خثلش حهَٟ

حُظـ٤٤َ ح١ٌُ كَٜ ك٢ رؼي ًُي ٝحُٔ٘خًَ حُظ٢ كيػض ك٢ حُظـ٤٤َ ٓززٜخ ٛٞ حُز٘خء حُوخ١ت ُِيُٝش 

ُ٘خ ح٠ُ ٌٛح، ٝحُز٘خء هخ١ت ٫ٗٚ ر٢٘ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ حُز٘خء حُوخ١ت ٛٞ ح١ٌُ حٝٙ. حُؼَحه٤ش رؼي ح٫كظ٬ٍ

١خثل٢ ٝحٗخ حًًَى، حٍٝ ٓخ ٌَٗ ٓـِْ حُلٌْ ٌَٗ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ٌٛح ٢٘ٓ ٌٝٛح ٤ٗؼ٢ ٌٝٛح ًَى١، 

حٗٚ حُظو٤ْٔ ح٫ٕ ٛخٍ طو٤ْٔ ١خثل٢ ٝػَه٢، ٌٝٛح ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٓٞؿٞىح ك٢ . حًح ٖٓ ٛ٘خ ريءص حٌُِٔ٘ش

رؼي . ء رؼؼ٢ كو٢، ٫ حكي ٓٞؿٞى ك٢ حُٔخكشحُ٘ظخّ حُٔخرن، ًخٕ ٓٞؿٞىح ٫ٝء كِر٢ كو٢ ٫ٝ

ػْ . ح٫كظ٬ٍ ٛخٍ، حٍٝ ٓخٌَٗ ٓـِْ حُلٌْ ٌَٗ ٌٛح ٢٘ٓ ٌٛح ٤ٗؼ٢ ٌٛح ًَى١، حًح ٛخٍ طو٤ْٔ

رؼي ًُي ريءص حُيُٝش حُؼَحه٤ش طٔظَٔ ػ٠ِ ٌٛح حُز٘خء حُوخ١ت، رل٤غ ٖٓ ًخٕ ٓٞح٤ُخ ٌُٜٙ ح٤ُخثلش 

٣٘ظ٢ٔ ٤ُخثلش حهَٟ ٖٛٔ ٝ ٝ حٓظزؼي، حٛٚ  أحط٢ رٚ ٝهَد ٝحػ٢٤ ٓٔئ٤ُٝخص ًز٤َس، ٖٝٓ ًخٕ

 ّدىْهحًٔ٘ٚ ٗٔٔغ ٬ًّ ػٖ كٌٞٓش َٗحًش ٤٘١ٝش  ---ٝح٬ٌُّ،  ٝ ْٗ

29 Interviewer  َح٫ٓظلخٟش ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُ٘و٤ش٤١ذ ٣ؼ٢٘ هز 

30 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ح٫ٍٝ لن ٌىي هْجْدا ػلى ّالغٌُٖٝ ٌٛح 

31 Interviewer 

حُ٘و٤ش،ىًظٍٞ حكٔي هزَ ح٫ٓظلخٟش ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُ٘و٤ش ، ٣ؼ٢٘ َٛ  ٌٛٙ هزَ ح٫ٓظلخٟش ك٢

٣٘خٓذ ٌٛح حُٟٞغ حُـي٣ي ٝٛق َٓكِش ٛيحّ ك٤ٖٔ رخٜٗخ ًخٗض َٓكِش حهٜخء كِر٢ 

، حَُٔكِش حُظ٢ ٣يؿٜ٘خ 2003كو٢ ُْٝ طٌٖ َٓكِش حهٜخء ١خثل٢؟ ٝحٕ َٓكِش ٓخرؼي 

ًٞٗخص ُِٔ٘خًٍش ك٢ ٌٛٙ ٛ٘يٝم حهظَحع ٝحٗظوخرخص ٝطيحٍٝ ٢ِٔٓ ٤ُِِٔش ٝطٔخرن ًَ حُْ

 حُؼ٤ِٔش، رخٜٗخ َٓكِش حهٜخء ١خثل٢، َٛ ٣٘خٓذ ٌٛح حُٟٞغ ٌٛح حُظ٤ٛٞق؟

32 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٛح، ٣ؼ٢٘ حُلو٤وش ٣ؼ٢٘ ح٤ُّٞ ٖٓ طـ٢ طٔخٍ ػ٠ِ حٜٜٛٚ ػ٠ِ حُزؼؼ٤٤ٖ هزَ ح٫كظ٬ٍ، ًْ ػيى 

٢ٗ حٌُٔخطذ، ٣ؼ٢٘ حٍ حٍ حٛٚ حُٔ٘ظ٤ٖٔ حػ٠خء حُلَٝع، حػ٠خء حُ٘ؼذ، حػ٠خء حٍ حٜٛٚ حٍ حٍ ٣غ

حًح ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٌٛح . ح٠ُ حُلِد، حػ٠خء حُو٤خىس ٌٗي ػيىْٛ؟ ًخٕ حًؼَ ٖٓ ْٜٜٗ ًخٗٞح ٖٓ حُ٘ؼ٤ش

حُ٘وٚ ٣ٔظزؼي ٫ٗٚ ٖٓ ح٤ُخثلش حُل٤ٗ٬ش، ٝحٗٔخ ًخٕ ٣ٔظزؼي حٝ ٣لخٍد حٝ ًٌح ٫ٗٚ ٣٫٘ظ٢ٔ ٌُٜح 

رؼي ح٫كظ٬ٍ حُز٘خء ٛخٍ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ حٛٚ،  ٫ٗٚ ٤ُْ رؼؼ٤خ، ٣لخٍد، حٛٚ ٣ٔظزؼي، ٌُٖ. حُلِد

ٌُُي ريء حُز٘خء ١خثل٤خ . َٟٝرظِي ٓؼَ ٖٓ ٓـِْ حُلٌْ ريءٗخ، ٓخٍ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ح٤ُخثلش ٝحُؼَم

 الاىُٝلي 

33 Interviewer 
ٓخىكغ ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ُِوٍٞ رخٕ ٛ٘خى حكزخ١ ٢٘ٓ ٖٓ حُؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ك٢ حُؼَحم،  ٌٝٛح

 كٌَ حُٔ٘ش رخ٫ٗلٜخٍ؟ٝحًح ُْ ٣ؼخُؾ ٣َٓؼخ كوي ١

34 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

هي ٣ِـت حُٔ٘ش ح٠ُ ط٤ٌَ٘ . ٫ ٬ًّ ػ٠ِ ح٫ٗلٜخٍ ٌُٖٝ ح٬ٌُّ ػ٠ِ ط٤ٌَ٘ ح٫هخ٤ُْ ٓؼ٬

حهخ٤ُْ حٛٚ حُظ٢ طلل٦ ٝكيس حُؼَحم، ُلل٦ حٍ حٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ كٌْ حٌُحص حٕ ٣لٌٔٞح حٗلْٔ 

 .اخشح٤ُّٞ ػ٠ِ ًٖٓٞ رؼ٤٘ٚ ىٕٝ  ٫ٕ كو٤وش ٛ٘خى حهٜخء ٝط٤ٜٖٔ ٥ِْٝ ٓٞؿٞى. رخٗلْٜٔ

35 Interviewer ٤١ذ 

36 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

ح٫هٜخء ٝحُظ٤ٜٖٔ  هي ٝحٟق ٝكظ٠ ك٤ٚ طخ٤ًي ٖٓ هزَ ُـخٕ ػ٤ِخ ٌِٓ٘ش ح٫ٕ كظ٠ ك٢ ٓـِْ 

 .حٍُُٞحء

37 Interviewer ٤١ذ 
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38 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

ك٢ حُظٞحُٕ ٝهي ٟٝؼض ٌٛح حُوَِ ٝحَٗطٚ ًٝخٕ  ٛ٘خُي ُـ٘ش ٌِٗض حٜٜٛٚ ُز٤خٕ ٓيٟ حُوَِ

 .ٝحٟلخ ؿيح

39 Interviewer 

حًح حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخ ح١ٌُ ؿخثض رٚ ػ٤ِٔش حُظـ٤٤َ حٝ َٓكِش حُظـ٤٤َ؟ . ٤١ذ، ؿ٤ي ىًظٍٞ حكٔي

ًَ ٓخؿخثض رٚ حهٜخء ح٠ُ حُٔ٘ش ط٤ٜٖٔ ُْٜ حرؼخىْٛ ػٖ ٓ٘خٛذ ٤ٓخى٣ش؟ ٤ُْ ٛ٘خى ٝؿٞى ػ٠ِ 

 رٔخًح طَى؟. ٣ش؟ ٝحٕ ٝؿي كٜٞ ٖٓ حؿَ حَُٜحع كو٢ ٝحُؼٞىس ٍرٔخ ح٠ُ ٗوخ١ هي٣ٔشحُوخ١ٍش ح٤ُٔخّ

40 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

٣ؼ٢٘ هزَ حٕ حؿ٤ذ ػ٠ِ ٓئحُي، ٣ؼ٢٘ كو٢ ُِٔؼِٞٓخص، حًٞ ه٤٠ظ٤ٖ ًًَص، ك٢ كٌٞٓش ػزي ح٣ٌَُْ 

ح٣ٌَُْ هخْٓ ٍث٤ْ  هخْٓ، ٢ٛٝ حٍٝ كٌٞٓش ؿ٣ٍٜٞٔش حٝ حٗو٬د ؿ١ٍٜٞٔ ح١خف رخ٤ٌُِٔش، ًخٕ ػزي

ٌٛح ٓـِْ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش، حٛٚ . ٍُٝحء، ًٝخٕ ٛ٘خُي ٓـِْ ٤ٓخىس، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓـِْ ٓخ٣وخرَ ٓـِْ حَُثخٓش

ٝححط٢ رْٜ رٌٜح حُؼ٘ٞحٕ، ٌٛح ٓٔؼ٬ . ٓـِْ ح٤ُٔخىس، ًخٕ ٝحكي ٤ٗؼ٢ ٝٝحكي ٢٘ٓ ٝٝحكي ًَى١

هخْٓ رؼي حٍرغ ٓ٘ٞحص، ح٠ُ حٕ حٜٗخٍ ٗظخّ ػزي ح٣ٌَُْ . ٤ُِ٘ؼش ٌٝٛح ٓٔؼَ ُِٔ٘ش ٌٝٛح ٓٔؼَ ٌَُِى

حٍ حٛٚ ح٫َٓ ح٫هَ، حُظ٤ٛٞق رخٕ حُ٘ظخ حُٔخرن ٓخًخٕ ٤ٔ٣ِ . ٌٛح حُٔـِْ ٣ٔٔٞٗٚ ٓـِْ ح٤ُٔخىس

. حٗظَ ح٠ُ ٓـِْ ه٤خىس حُؼٍٞس ًْ ك٤ٚ ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼش. ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ٤ٗؼ٢ ٝحٗٔخ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ كِر٢

 ٫ٝٝحكي،

41 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 !٤ًق؟

42 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 حٗظَ، ػيى٢ُ

43 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ػيى٤ُخْٛ، ح١

44 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٫ حٗض ػيى

45 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ٓؼيٕٝ كٔخى١

46 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٓخًخٕ رٔـِْ ه٤خىس حُؼٍٞس

47 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ٓلٔي كِٔسحُِر٤ي١

48 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٓخ ٓخًخٕ د

49 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ًِْٜ ٛئ٫ء ًخٗٞ ٤ٗؼش

50 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

٤ٗٔخٕ ٗٞك٢ِ ًْ ٤ٗؼ٢ رٔـِْ ه٤خىس حُؼٍٞس، ٫ٝ  ٣9ّٞ ٣ّٞ ٓو٢ حُ٘ظخّ، ٣ّٞ ٓو٢ حُ٘ظخّ ٣ّٞ 

ٗٞك٢ِ هخىس حُلَم، ٫ٝٝحكي حٗظَ ح٠ُ حُـ٤ٖ، ٗٞك٢ِ حٛٚ ه٤خىحص حُل٤خُن ٫ٝ ٝحكي ٤ٗؼ٢، . ٝحكي

ٛل٤ق ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٓٞؿٞى٣ٖ ك٢ كِد حُزؼغ، ٛل٤ق ٣ٔٔق ُْٜ ىهٍٞ حُٔئٝٓٔخص حُؼ٣ٌَٔش . ٤ٗؼ٢

ٌُٖ ٛ٘خى ٓٔظ٣ٞخص ٖٓ حُو٤خىس ٓٔظ٣ٞخص ٖٓ ح٥ُٞخثق ٫ ٣ِٜٜخ ٤ٗؼ٢ كظ٠ ُٞ ًخٕ رؼؼ٤خ، كظ٠ ُٞ 

 .ػ٠ٞ ك٢ ه٤خىس

51 Interviewer ٗؼْ، حػ٢٤ ٓؼ٬ ػ٠ِ ٌٛح 

52 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 حًح حُ٘ظخّ ًخٕ ١خثل٢

53 Interviewer 
حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ حػ٢٘٤ ٓؼ٬ ػ٠ِ حٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٓؼ٬ ك٢ ُٖٓ ٛيحّ ٫ ٣ٌٖٔ ُْٜ حٍُٞٛٞ ح٠ُ ٓٞهغ 

 .ٓؼ٤٤ٖ

54 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

حُٔؼخٍ حُـ٤ٖ، ح١ ٟخر٢ ح١ ٟخر٢ ٤ٗؼ٢، ٣ٝٔٔؼ٢ٗٞ هخىس حُـ٤ٖ ٣ٝٔٔؼ٢ٗٞ حُـ٤ٖ حُٔخرن، ح١ 

٫ٝ ك٣َن . ر٢ ؿ٤ٖ ٣َٜ ح٠ُ ٓٔظٟٞ ٓؼ٤ٖ ٖٓ حَُطزش حُؼ٣ٌَٔش ٫ ٣ٌٖٔ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ٤ٗؼ٢ ك٣َنٟخ

 .ك٢ طخ٣ٍن كِد حُزؼغ ٤ٗؼ٢

55 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 رخٍم، رخٍم حُلخؽ ك٤٘ش ٤ٖ٘ٓ؟

56 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٓخًٞ ٍحٓخ ٣لخٍ ػ٠ِ حُظوخػي

57 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 كخؽ ك٤٘ش ٤ٖ٘ٓ؟رخٍم حٍ
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58 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

ٝحًح ٝحكي، حكظَٝ ًخٍ . ٓخًٞ ٫ٝ ٝحكي ٖٓ هخىس حُل٤خُن ٤ٗؼ٢، ٓخًٞ ٝحكي ٖٓ هخىس حُلَم ٤ٗؼ٢

ُٞ ٣ؼ٢٘ . حًٞ ٝحكي، ٖٓ ٓـٔٞع ًْ؟ َٛ ٣ظ٘خٓذ كـٔٚ حٝ ٝؿٞىٙ رلـْ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ح٢ُ ٛٔٚ حًؼ٣َش

ٛٚ ًلخءحص طلٞم حٝ طٔخ١ٝ ٬ُٓثْٜ حُزؼؼ٤٤ٖ ٖٓ حُٔ٘ش؟ ح --ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُزؼؼ٤٤ٖ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٓخًخٕ ك٤ْٜ ه٤خ

 .حٗٔخ ٗظَس حُ٘ظخّ ًخٗض ٗظَس ١خثل٤ش

59 Interviewer ّ٤١ذ، ٌٛح ك٢ ٗظخّ ٛيح 

60 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٌٛح ك٢ ٗظخّ ٛيحّ

61 Interviewer  ٕ(ؿ٤َ ٓلّٜٞ)ٍى ػ٤ِٚ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ ح٤ُّٞ ح 

62 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

ح٤ُّٞ حؿ٤٘ٚ ، ح٫ٕ حٗظوخرخص، ح٫ٗظوخرخص حٛٚ حُلخًْ ك٤ٜخ حُ٘خّ، حُ٘خّ طٌٛذ ح٠ُ ٛ٘خى٣ن ح٫هظَحع، 

طوظخٍ ٓـِْ ٗٞحد، ٓـِْ ٗٞحد ٣ؤط٢ ٓلَٜ ٓٞ رٔؼخ٤٣َ ١خثل٤ش ٫ٝ رٔؼخ٤٣َ ػَه٤ش، ٣ؤط٢ رٔؼخ٤٣َ 

حًؼ٣َش ٣ؤطٕٞ  ٢ٗ ١ز٤ؼ٢ ٫ٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش. ًَ ٓلخكظش ُي٣ٜخ ٗٞحد ٣ٝؤطٕٞ. ٓ٘خ١و٤ش، ٓؼخ٤٣َ ٓلخكظخص

٢ٗٝ ١ز٤ؼ٢ ٫ٕ حُٔ٘ش حه٤ِش ٣خطٕٞ ػيى حُ٘ٞحد رٔخ ٣٘خٓزْٜ، ٌٝٛح ح٫َٓ ٤٘٣زن . حؿِذ حُ٘ٞحد ٤ٗؼش

 .ػ٠ِ حٌَُى

63 Interviewer ٤١ذ ٌٛح ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٝح٫ه٤ِش حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ 

64 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٣٫ٌٖٔ حٕ طظٞهغ

65 Interviewer ٣ؼ٢٘ حػ٤َ ك٤ٜخ ه٬ف 

66 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 ٫ ه٢٘٤ِ حًَٔ

67 Interviewer ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٝٛٞ ٍث٤ْ حُزَُٔخٕ هخٍ حُٔ٘ش حًؼ٣َش 

68 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

٫ ٣ٌٖٔ حٕ، ٣٫ٌٖٔ حٕ طظٞهغ حٕ حُٔ٘ش، حٕ ػيى حُ٘ٞحد حُٔ٘ش ٣ٌٕٞٗٞ ك٢ ىحهَ حُزَُٔخٕ ْٛ 

. حهغ حُ٘خٍع ًٔخ ٛٞ، ٓٞ ًٔخ ٗ٘ظ٢ٜ ًٝٔخ ٣و٢٤ حُزؼ٫ٕٞ حُزَُٔخٕ ٛٞ حٗؼٌخّ ػٖ ٝ. ح٫ًؼ٣َش

 حُظ٤ٜٖٔ ٣ٖٝ، حًٞ ٝحكي. ٌُُي ٓؼ٠ِش حُظ٤ٜٖٔ ٓخُٜخ ٓؼ٠٘ ٓخُٜخ ه٤ٔش

69 Interviewer ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ هخٍ حُٔ٘ش حؿِز٤ش، هخُٜخ رٟٞٞف! كظ٠ ٝحٕ ًخٕ حُٔ٘ش حؿِز٤ش؟. 

70 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 !ٓٞ ٣ٞٓ٘ٚ حٗظوخرخص، ػ٬ع ىٍٝحص رَُٔخ٤ٗش! ؟٣ٖٝ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٣ٖٝ ٓخرخٗض: 

71 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 (ٓوخ١زخ حُٔويّ)ٌٖٓٔ حؿخٝد؟ 

72 Interviewer ١زؼخ ُي ك٣َش ح٫ؿخرش 

73 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

حؿ٤٘ش ُٔـِْ حُ٘ٞحد ح٫ٍٝ ٝحؿ٤٘ش . ؿٔؼ٤ش ٤٘١ٝش، ٣ٌُٕٞٞ حُٔ٘ش ًخٗٞح ٓوخ١ؼ٤ٖ، ٓٞ ٌِٓ٘ش

رَ كظ٠ رـيحى حُظ٢ كظ٠ . حُ٘ٞحد حُؼخ٢ٗ، حؿ٤٘ش ُٔـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص، ٓخر٤ٖ حٗٚ حُٔ٘ش حؿِز٤شُٔـِْ 

. رؼ٠ْٜ ٣ظليع حٕ رـيحى حؿِز٤ظٜخ ٓ٘ش، حٗظَ ح٠ُ ٓـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص ك٢ ًَ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُظ٢ ؿَص

٣ٌٖٔ ٫. ٌٛح ٝحهغ، ٌٛح ٝحهغ، ٝحهغ حُؼَحم حٗٚ حؿِز٤ظٚ ٤ٗؼش ٝح٫ه٤ِش ك٤ٚ ػَد ٓ٘ش ٝ ٝٝٝ حًَحى

ٌٛح ٣٫ؼ٢٘ ط٤ٜٖٔ، ك٤ٖ . طـ٤٤َٛخ، حٕ ه٤٠ش حٍ، حٜٗخ ر٣َ٘ش ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخُٜخ ػ٬هش روَحٍحط٘خ ٍٝؿزخط٘خ

٣خط٢ ػيى حُ٘ٞحد ح٤ُ٘ؼش حًؼَ ٖٓ ػيى حُ٘ٞحد حُٔ٘ش ك٢ حُزَُٔخٕ ٣٫ؼ٢٘ حٕ ٛ٘خى ط٤ٜٖٔ ُْٜ، ٫ٕ 

 حُوَحٍ ك٢ ٜٗخ٣ش ح٤ُٔخف

74 Interviewer ٤١ذ ح٫ ٣ظليع.... 

75 Interviewee 1 ُْٜ ٫ٕ حُوَحٍ ك٢ ٜٗخ٣ش ح٤ُٔخف 
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(Al-Askari) 

76 Interviewer 
حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ، ح٫ ٣ظليع ح٤ُ٘ؼش رخٕ ٓؼ٬ حٗٚ ٜٓ٘ق ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء ٛٞ كٌَ ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ؼش كظ٠ ٝحٕ 

 ُْ ٣٘ٚ ػ٠ِ ًُي ك٢ حُيٓظٍٞ؟

77 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

٤٘ٓخ ًخٕ حٝ ٤ٗؼ٤خ . ُش ح٫ًزَ، كٔذ حُيٓظ٫ٍٞ، حٗٚ ٓـِْ، حٗٚ ٜٓ٘ذ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء طوٍَٙ حٌُض

 .حٝ ًَى٣خ حٝ ػَر٤خ

78 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛحح 

79 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 

ٖٓ ه٬ٍ حُيٍٝحص حُٔخروش، حُـٔؼ٤ش ح٤٘١ُٞش ػْ حُيٍٝط٤٤ٖ حُوخىٓظ٤ٖ، ٫ٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حًؼ٣َش ًخٗٞح 

 .٣ٌِٕ٘ٞ حٌُظِش ح٫ًزَ ك٢ ىحهَ حُزَُٔخٕ

80 Interviewer حٛٚ حٛٚ، ٤١ذ 

81 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Askari) 
 .ٝىٓظ٣ٍٞخ ٖٓ كوْٜ حٕ ٣َٗلٞح ٖٓ ٖٓ ٣ٍَٙ ٖٓ ٣٘خثٕٞ

82 Interviewer 

ىًظٍٞ حكٔي حُ٘وخ١ ٓؼخٍس رٌٜح حٌَُ٘، حٛٚ ٖٓ . ٤١ذ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ، حًح ىػ٢٘ ٓغ حُيًظٍٞ حكٔي

ٕ ٖٓ حُؼيى ٣ظ٘خٓذ ٓغ ح٫ه٤ِش ح٤ُ٘ٔو٢ حٗٚ ٝكوخ ُوخػيس ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٝح٫ه٤ِش، حٕ ٣لَُ ٓٔظٟٞ ٓؼ٢

ُٔخًح حَٛ حُٔ٘ش ح٫ ح٫ٕ، حٝ ٣َٜٕٝ ػ٠ِ حٕ ه٤٠ش ح٫ؿِز٤ش حهٌص ْٜٓ٘؟ ْٛ ح٫ؿِز٤ش . ٝح٫ؿِز٤ش

ح٫ٕ ٝح٤ُ٘ؼش حه٤ِش، ٌٝٛح ٓخىكغ رَث٤ْ حًزَ ٤ِٓش ط٣َ٘ؼ٤ش، ٝٛٞ ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢، ٝٛٞ حُوٍٞ رٌُي 

ه٤ٞس طلَٔ ح٫ٕ ك٢ حُيُٝش ػ٠ِ حٜٗخ طظْ ػخ٤ٗخ، ُٔخًح ح٠٣خ ٣لَٔ ًَ، ًَ . رٌَ٘ ػ٢ِ٘ ٝٝحٟق

 ر٘ٔن ١خثل٢ حٝ رو٤خد ١خثل٢؟

83 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

٫ٌْٗ . ١زؼخ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٝح٫ه٤ِش ح٫ٕ ك٢ حُزِي ٫طوخّ رخُؾ حٛٚ رخ٫ه٤ِش ٝح٫ؿِز٤ش ك٢ حُزَُٔخٕ حُؼَحه٢

حهَٟ ٖٝٓ ٓلخكظش ح٠ُ  طؼِٕٔٞ رخٕ ٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص طوظِق ٖٓ ٤٘ٓوش ح٠ُ ٤٘ٓوش

ٗـي حٕ رؼٞ حُٔلخكظخص طٌٕٞ ٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش ك٤ٜخ ػخ٤ُش ؿيح ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، . ٓلخكظٞ حهَٟ

ٝٛ٘خُي ٓزذ ٫ٕ طٌٕٞ ٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش ه٤ِِش، . ر٤٘ٔخ ٓ٘خ١ن حهَٟ طٌٕٞ ٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش ه٤ِِش

ح٫ؿِز٤ش ح٤ُ٘ٔش، حُٔ٘خ١ن حُظ٢ طٌٕٞ ك٤ٜخ . ٝحَٟد ُي ٓؼَ ٓؼَ ٓخَٟد حرٞ ٣خَٓ ٓٔخُش رـيحى

طٌٕٞ ك٤ٜخ ٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش ه٤ِِش رٔزذ حٕ ٌٛٙ حُٔ٘خ١ن ك٢ ٣ّٞ ح٫ٗظوخرخص طو٤غ ح٤َُم، طٟٞغ 

٤٤َٓحص، ٣ٔ٘غ حُلًَش، ٓ٘غ طـٞحٍ، رَ ٛ٘خُي طلـ٤َحص رو٘خرَ ٛٞط٤ش، طٟٞغ كخٓزخص ػ٠ِ 

كٜ٘خُي، . ح٤َُم، ًَ ٝحكي ٣َ٣ي ٣ـ٢ ٣َ٣ي ٣٘ظوذ ٣ل٤ٕٞ حٓٔش رخُلخٓزش، ٌٛح ٤ِٓٞد هخف ٣ؼظوَ

ًؤٗٔخ ٣َحى ُٜئ٫ء حُ٘خّ حٕ ٣ٔ٘ؼٞح ٖٓ حٌُٛخد ح٠ُ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، ٌٝٛح ٓخٓٞؿٞى ح٤ُّٞ ك٢ رـيحى، 

طـي ح ٛ٘خُي هٍٞس ط٣َي حٕ طٔ٘غ ٛئ٫ء حُ٘خّ ٖٓ حٌُٛخد . ٝهخٛش ك٢ ٓ٘خ١ن كِحّ رـيحى

س حًؼَ ٖٓ ٗٔزش ٬ُٗظوخرخص، ٢ٌُ طٌٕٞ ٗظخثؾ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، طوٍٞ حٕ، ٓخ٣وٍٞ رٚ ح٫هٞس حٕ ٗٔزش ح٤ُ٘غ

ٌُٖٝ ٌٛح ح٫َٓ ؿ٤َ ٛل٤ق، ٫ٕ ٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ك٢ حُٔ٘خ١ن ح٤ُ٘ٔش حهَ . حُٔ٘ش

 ٝك٢ حَٓ. رٌؼ٤َ ٖٓ ٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش ك٢ حُ٘خ١ن ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ش

84 Interviewer ؟.....ٌُٖٝ ك٢ حُٔوخ٤٣ْ حُؼيى٣ش 

85 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ٝك٢ حَٓ ٓلَٝٝ

86 Interviewer ىًظٍٞ حكٔي، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ، ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ 

87 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ك٤ٌٓٞخ

88 Interviewer ىًظٍٞ حكٔي، ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ، ٣ؼ٢٘ 

89 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ٗؼْ

90 Interviewer ك٤٘ٔخ ٣ظليع ٤ٓخ٢ٓ ٓؼ٤ٖ حه٤ِش ٝػٖ حؿِز٤ش، ٛٞ ٣وٜي ٌٓٞٗخص. 

91 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 ٗؼْ

92 Interviewer 
حًح رؼ٤يح ػٖ ه٤٠ش . ٛٞ ٣وٜي ١خثلش، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٖٓ ٣وٍٞ ٌٛٙ ح٤ُخثلش حه٤ِش ٛٞ ٣وٜي ٖٓ ك٤غ حُؼيى

 .حُٔ٘خًٍش ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص
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93 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

رؼي٣ٖ حٗض ِٕٗٞ طٌيٍ طو٤ْ ٌٛٙ حه٤ِش حٝ حؿِز٤ش، ؿ٤َ رؼيى حُ٘ٞحد ٓٞحء ًخٕ ك٢ ٓـِْ حُٔلخكظش 

حًح حٗض ٓ٘ؼض ٌٛٙ حُٔ٘خ١ن ٖٓ حٕ طٌٛذ ح٠ُ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، ٝك٤٤ض حُؼَحه٤َ ٌُٖ . حٝ ك٢ حُزَُٔخٕ

ك٢ ٣َ١وٜخ ٝكيىص حٙ حٙ ػ٤ِٔش حُٔ٘خًٍش ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، َٓحف ٣ٌٕٞ طٔؼ٤ِٜخ ك٢ ٓـِْ حُٔلخكظش 

ٌُُي حٗض ح٤ُّٞ طظليع ٝطوٍٞ رخٜٗخ حه٤ِش، ٢ٛ ٤ُْ حه٤ِش ٝحٗٔخ ٓ٘خًٍظٜخ ه٤ِِش رٔزذ حُظَٝف . ه٤َِ

ح٤ُّٞ حًٞ هٞس . ٓ٘خ١وٜخ حُظ٢ ٓ٘ؼظٜخ ٖٓ ٖٓ حٕ ط٘خٍى ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، ٌٛح حُٔزذحُٜؼزش ك٢ 

ٌٝٛٙ حُوٞس طؼَٔ ك٢ ًَ حُظَٝف، ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٝ . طلخٍٝ حٕ طظَٜ ٌٛح حٌُٕٔٞ ػ٠ِ حٗٚ حه٤ِش

ٝطٌِْ ح٫م حرٞ ٣خَٓ ػٖ حٗٚ ح٤ُّٞ حٍ حٍ حٍ حُزَُٔخٕ ٓٞؿٞى ٝحٕ حُزَُٔخٕ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ . رؼي ح٫ٗظوخرخص

٫ حه٢ ٗلٖ ح٤ُّٞ ُٔ٘خ ٓ٘خ٤ًٍٖ ٝحُي٤َُ ػ٠ِ ًُي . هّٞ رٜ٘غ حُلٌٞٓش، ْٝٛ ٓ٘خًٍٕٞ ك٢ حٍ ح١ٍ

ٖٓ حٌُٕٔٞ % 8حُِٔق ح٢٘ٓ٫، حُيٝحثَ ح٤٘ٓ٫ش طٌخى طٌٕٞ هخ٤ُش، ٝٗٔزش حُٔ٘خًٍش طٌخى طوَ ػٖ 

ُٔخًح طٌٕٞ ٗٔزش، ح٤ُْ . ٌٝٛح حَٓ ٝحٟق ر٤ٚ ح٫هٜخء ٝحُظ٤ٜٖٔ. ح٢ُ٘ٔ ػٖ حًُٖٔٞ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢

ٖٓ  9ُيٓظٍٞ ٝحٟلخ رخٕ ح٫ؿَٜس ح٤٘ٓ٫ش ٝحُٔئٝٓٔخ حُؼ٣ٌَٔش طظٌٕٞ ٖٓ ٌٓٞٗخص، حُٔخىس ح

ٌُٖ ح٤ُّٞ ٖٓ طـ٢ ػ٠ِ . حُيٓظٍٞ، حٕ طظٌٕٞ ٖٓ ٌٓٞٗخص حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ رٔخ ٣ٔخػَ طٞحُٜٗخ

حُٔئٝٓٔش حُؼ٣ٌَٔش ٝطـ٢ ط١ٞٔ حكٜخث٤ش ُٔخ ٓٞؿٞى ك٤ٜخ ٖٓ هخىس كَم ٝهخىس ح٣ُٞش ٝحكٞحؽ ًَٝ 

َٛ ٌٛح ٛٞ ٗٔزظْٜ . طٔؼَ حُٔ٘ش% 8حُؼ٤٣ٌَٖٔ، طـي ٗٔزش ٓليىس رٔـِْ حٍُُٞحء ، حٕ حُوخىس 

 !كو٤وش، ح٤ُّٞ ٛٞ ٌٛح ك٢ ٌٛح حُزِي؟

94 Interviewer ٍ٤١ذ، ػ٠ِ ٓٔظٟٞ حُوَح 

95 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 
 !ٌٛح ح٤ُْ ك٤ٚ حهٜخء ٝط٤ٜٖٔ؟

96 Interviewer 

ٓٔظٟٞ حُوَحٍ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٤ًق ٗولِ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ف ح١خٍ حُلي٣غ، ٤١ذ، ػ٠ِ . ىًظٍٞ حكٔي، ىًظٍٞ حكٔي

ػ٠ِ حٗٚ ٍث٤ْ ح٤ُِٔش حُظ٣َ٘ؼ٤ش ، ٝػٌٍح ٌُٜٙ حُظ٤ٛٞلخص، ٌُٖ ٢ٛ رٞحهغ حُلخٍ ٤ٓخ٤ٓش، ٍث٤ْ 

ح٤ُِٔش حُظ٣َ٘ؼ٤ش ٢٘ٓ ٣َُٝ حُيكخع رخًُٞخُش، ح٫ٕ حُؼ٤ِٔخص حُظ٢ طـ١َ ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ، ٣َُٝ حُيكخع 

كظ٠ هخثي حُؼ٤ِٔش ح١ٌُ حٓظٜ٘ي ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ ًخٕ ٤٘ٓخ، ٤ٔٓٝض حُؼ٤ِٔش رخًُٞخُش ٛٞ ٢٘ٓ، هخىس حُؼ٤ِٔش 

 ٌٛٙ حُ٘وخ١ ٤ًق ٗولِ ػ٤ِٜخ؟. رخٓٔٚ

97 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

٣ؼ٢٘ ح٤ُّٞ حًح ًخٗض ُٝحٍس حُيكخع ًِٜخ ٤ٗؼ٤ش ًٝخٕ ٣َُٝ حُيكخع ٢٘ٓ ُْٝ ٣خط٢ رٚ حُٔ٘ش ح٠ُ ح٠ُ 

ٕٝ حٗٚ ٤ُْ حُٔ٘ش ٖٓ ٍٗلٞح ح٫م ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ ح٠ُ حٗض طؼِْ ؿ٤يح ٝح٫هٞس ٣ؼِْ. ٌٛٙ حُٜٔ٘ذ

حًح ٛٞ ٣٫ٔؼَ حٌُٕٔٞ . ٌٛح حُٜٔ٘ذ، ٝحٗٔخ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٟٝؼٚ ًٝخُش ك٢ ٌٛح حُٜٔ٘ذ

ٝكظ٠ حُوخىس حُٔٞؿٞى٣ٖ، ًْ ػيىْٛ، ػ٠ِ ػيى ح٫ٛخرغ؟ ٣ؼ٢٘ . ح٢ُ٘ٔ، ٤ُْ ه٤خٍ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ

س حُٔ٘ش ك٢ حُـ٤ٖ، ًْ ػيىْٛ؟ ٛئ٫ء ٣ؼيٕٝ ػ٠ِ ػيى ػ٘يٓخ، ف ك٘ـ٢ ١ٞٔٗ حكٜخث٤ش ػٖ حُوخى

ٛ٘خُي حرؼخى . َٛ ٛٞ ٌٛح ٗٔزش طٔؼ٤َ ٌْٜٓٞٗ ح٤ُّٞ ك٢ حُٔئٝٓٔش  حُؼ٣ٌَٔش؟ حهٍٞ ُي ٫. ح٫ٛخرغ

ٝكظ٠، حَٟرِي ٓؼَ ك٢ ًُي، ح٤ُّٞ حُٔلَٝٝ ػ٠ِ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ . ٌُٜح حٌُٕٔٞ ٖٓ حٕ ٣ٌٞٗٞح هخىس

ح٠ُ ٌٛح ح٤ُّٞ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ُْ ٣ََٓ . ٤٣ًَٖ ُِظ٣ٜٞض ح٠ُ حُزَُٔخٕرخٍٓخٍ هخىس حُلَم ٝحُوخىس حُؼْ

ٌٛٙ ح٫ٓٔخء ُِظ٣ٜٞض ك٢ حُزَُٔخٕ رٔزذ حٗٚ ٤ُْ ٛ٘خى طٞحُٕ ك٢ ٌٛٙ، ٫ٕ حُيٓظٍٞ ٣وٍٞ ٣ـذ 

ٌُٖ ٤ُْ ٛ٘خى طٞحُٕ ك٤ٌٔيٍ . حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓظٞح٤٤ُٖٗ كٔذ حُ٘ٔذ حٌُٔخ٤ٗش ٌُِٔٞٗخص حٝ حُٔلخكظخص

ف ُٖ ٣ٜٞص ػ٤ِْٜ ٝٝ حُ٘ٔذ ك٤ٜخ ؿ٤َ ٓظٞحُٗش، ُٝلي ٌٛح ح٤ُّٞ ًَ هخىس ٫ٕ حُزَُٔخٕ ٝ. ٣يُْٛ

حُٔئٝٓٔخص حُؼ٣ٌَٔش ٣ؼِٕٔٞ رخًُٞخُش ٝ ُْ ٣ٜٞص ػ٤ِْٜ حُزَُٔخٕ رٔزذ ػيّ ٝؿٞى حُظٞحُٕ ك٢ 

 .طؼ٤٤ْٜ٘

98 Interviewer 

٣ؼ٢٘ ىًظٍٞ حكٔي، رٌَ٘ ٝحٟق، . حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ—٤١ذ ىًظٍٞحكٔي، ٌُْٝ ح٠٣خ ك٣َش حَُى ىًض

ط٠ ٣َُٝ حُيكخع  ف

 ,رخًُٞخُش ح٤ُٔي ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ، ُْ ٣وظَٙ حُٔ٘ش
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ح٫هٞحٕ ك٢ حُؼَحه٤ش، ُٖٔ حهٌٝح حُٔٞحهغ حُُٞح٣ٍش، حهٌٝح حُيكخع ٓؼ٬ ٝح٫ه١َ، طوخٓٔٞٛخ 

١ ٛٞ كخػ٤ٞح ُٝحٍس حُيكخع ٣٫خى ػ١ٝ٬ ح٢ُ ٛٞ ٓٞ ٢٘ٓ ٛٞ ٤ٗؼ٢، ٝح٣خى ػ٬ٝ. ٓلخٜٛش ر٤ْٜ٘

َٝٓس ٝحكيس حه٤ت . ح٢ُ ٍٗق، ٝح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ًخٕ ٣ظؼٔي حٕ ٣َٗق حٗوخٙ ٣٫َط٤٠ْٜ حُٔخ٢ٌُ

ٛق، . ٝحُزظخ٢ُ ٢ٛ ٤ُْ ه٤٠ش ٢٘ٓ حٝ ٤ٗؼ٢. ٍٝٗق ٗوٚ هزِٚ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػخ٢ٗ ٣ّٞ ٓلذ ط٤َٗلٚ

ًخٕ حًٞ حطلخم ػ٘ي ط٤ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش ػ٠ِ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ٣َُٝ حُيكخع ٓٔظوَ ٖٓ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ، ٝ ٣َُٝ 

حٌُِٔ٘ش ك٢ ىحهَ حُؼَحه٤ش، حُؼَحه٤ش ًظَ ُٝٝػض ٌٛٙ حُلوخثذ . ه٤ِش ٓٔظوَ ٖٓ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢حُيح

ػ١ٝ٬ . حُُٞح٣ٍش ك٢ ٓخر٤٘خطٜخ، ٝحٛزلض كٜش ػ١ٝ٬ ُٝحٍس ح٫طٜخ٫ص ُٝٝحٍس حُيكخع

٫ٝٓزخرٚ حُوخٛش ُلٔخرخطٚ حُوخٛش، ٫حػَف رخ٠ُز٢ ٗ٘ٞ حُـخ٣ش، ًخٕ ٣َٜ ػ٠ِ حٍٓخٍ حٗوخٙ 

َٓس ٝحكيس . حؿظؼخع حٓخ ػ٤ِْٜ حٌٗخ٫ص هخ٤ٗٞٗش حٝ ؿ٤َ ٓوز٤ُٖٞ ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ حٝ ؿ٤َ ٓٔظو٤ِٖحٓخ ػ٤ِْٜ 

ٝٓلذ ط٤َٗلٚ . ٍٗق حكي حُوخىس ٍٝأٓخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ هزِٚ، رْ ٓٔغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ هزِٚ ٓلذ ط٤َٗلٚ-هزذ

ُٔزذ، ٝٛٞ ٗوِٚ حَُؿَ ٝٛٞ ٣ٔٔغ ح٫ٕ، حٍَٓ ػ٤ِٚ ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ًٝخُٚ حًح حك٘ٚ ٍٗل٘خى َٝٛص 

ًخُٚ ح٢ٗ ػ١ٌَٔ حٓٔغ ح٤١غ . ع ٝحؿخى حَٓ ٖٓ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحَٓ  ٖٓ ًظِي، حُٖٔ ط٤٤غ٣َُٝ ىكخ

؟ --ًخُٚ حٗض ٖٓ ٛٔٚ ط٢ٔٔ حُوخثي حُؼخّ ُِوٞحص حُِٔٔلش ٝحٗض رؼيى. حُوخثي حُؼخّ ُِوٞحص حُِٔٔلش

ٝرخُٔ٘خٓزش ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ ٟٖٔ ًٌظِٚ  ---رٜخُؼو٤ِش ٣َ٣ي ٣ٌَ٘ ٣َُٝ، كٖٔ ٣خط٢ ٓؼيٕٝ حُي

ْٛ ٢٘ٓ ْٛ ٖٓ . ٣ؼ٢٘ ٛٞ ح٫ٕ ؿِء ًظِظٚ ٢ٛ ؿِء ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤ش. حُظلن رخُؼَحه٤ش رَُٔخ٤ٗش

َٛ ٛٞ . حُؼَحه٤ش، رْ ٫ٕ ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ٓخٍٗلٚ ٝحهظخٍٙ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رخًُٞخُش، حٛزق َٓكٞٝ

حُٔوٜٞى رظٔؼ٤َ حُٔ٘ٚ، حُٔ٘ش ًٌٕٔٞ ُٞ طٔؼ٤َ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٖٓ حُٔ٘ش؟ ٗؼْ، ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ ٣٫ٔؼَ ٤ٓخ٢ٓ 

٫ حكي ٣٘ي ك٢ ٤٘ٓش ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ، . ًٖ ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ ٣ٔؼَ ح٫ٗزخٍ، ٣ٔؼَ حُٔ٘شحُؼَحه٤ش، ٍٝ

ٗؼْ ٣٘ي ك٢ ٫ٝثٚ ٫ٓخٓش حُ٘ـ٤ل٢، ٣٘ي ك٢ ٫ٝثٚ ُٜخُق ح٤ُِٔي، ٣ٌَ٘ ك٢ ٫ٝثٚ ٣٫خى ػ١ٝ٬، 

 .ٌُٖ َٛ ٣ٌَ٘ ك٢ ًٞٗٚ ٓٔؼَ حُٔ٘ش، ه٤ؼخ ٫

100 Interviewer 

، ك٢ ه٤٠ش 2014ُٔخًح ح٫ٕ ٗظليع ، ٝٗلٖ ك٢ ػخّ . ٤١٢ٓذ، ٛ٘خى ٓئحٍ ًز٤َ ٣ؼخٍ، حٓظخً ٓخ

ٌٓٞٗخص ١ٝٞحثق ٝه٤٠ش ٤ٗؼش ٝٓ٘ش ٝطٞحُٕ ٓز٢٘ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ١خثل٢، ك٢ ك٤ٖ ٣لظَٝ حٗ٘خ 

حٗـِٗخ ٌٛح حُيٓظٍٞ، حُيٓظٍٞ ٓٞؿٞى ٝحُؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٣لظَٝ حٜٗخ ٓخٍص رؼي ػ٤ِٔظ٤ٖ حٗظوخر٤ظ٤ٖ 

 .ح٠ُ ح٫ٓظوَحٍ

101 
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(Al-Askari) 

ح٤ُّٞ ٌِٓ٘ش، ٓٞ ح٤ُّٞ . ح٫م ٣ظليع ػٖ طٞحُٕ، ٓخًح ٣وٜي رخُظٞحُٕ؟ ٛٞ حُظٞحُٕ ح٤ُخثل٢ ٝحُو٢ٓٞ

١ٌٛ ُـ٘ش حُظٞحُٕ ؿخ٣ظٜخ حٕ طَحؿغ ًَ . ٛخٍُٜخ ٓ٘ٞحص، ُـ٘ش حُظٞحُٕ رَثخٓش ٛخُق ح٤ُِٔي

٤ُِ٘ؼش ٌِٝٛي  ٥ٞٓل٢ حُيُٝش، ًَ حُوخىس حُؼ٤٣ٌَٖٔ، ٝػيٛخ ٤َٔٓس، ٌِٛي ُِٔ٘ش ٌُي ٬ًَُحى ٌِٝٛي

 .ٝػـِص ٌٛٙ حُِـ٘ش حٕ طَٜ ح٠ُ ٗظ٤ـش. ٬ُه٤ِخص ح٫هَٟ

102 Interviewer ُٔخًح ػـِص؟ 

103 
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(Al-Askari) 

٫ٕ ٫ٕ حًٞ ٛؼٞرخص ٝحؿٜظٜخ، ٫ٕ ٓؼ٬ حًٞ ٗخّ ٓؼ٤٘٤ٖ، ٓيٍحء ػخ٤٤ٖٓ ٬ًٝء، ٛخٍُْٜ ػَ٘ : 

ًُٞخُش حٝ حكِٜي ٖٓ حُٔي٢٣َ٣ ٖٓ ًٞٗي ٓي٣َ َٛ ٖٓ حُٔؼوٍٞ طٌُٞٚ ح٢ٗ ٍحف حكِٜي ٖٓ ح. ٤ٖ٘ٓ

ػخّ ًٞٗي ػزض ػيى حٍ حٜٛٚ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حًؼَ ح١ِغ؟ كظ٠ ُٞ ًخٕ ٌُلخثظي، ٝحؿ٤ذ ٝحكي ٫ٗٚ ٖٓ حُٔ٘ش، 

حٕ ٝهَٝح حُٔيٍحء حُؼخ٤٤ٖٓ حُظخ٤ُٖ حُٔ٘ش ٫ٗٚ ٛؼيىْٛ حًؼَ ٖٓ . حٝ حُؼٌْ، ١زؼخ حُؼٌْ ْٛ ٓٞؿٞى

ٝحك٘ٚ . ٛخ١ حُٔلخٜٛش حُٔو٤ظش ٣ـذ حٕ ٗوَؽ ٖٓ ػيٛخح٢ٗ حػظوي حٕ . حُلٜش حُٔوٜٜش َُ حٛٚ

ح٤ٗٞ ٓؼَ ُِٔلخكظخص ر٘ٔذ . ًِ٘ٚ ٖٓ حُزيح٣ش ًِ٘ٚ ٣خحهٞحٕ طؼخُٞح هَ ٗلٌَ ػ٠ِ ٓٔظٟٞ حُٔلخكظخص

هَ ٗلٌَ رخُٔلخكظخص، ٝحُٔلخكظخص ٢ٛ ١ز٤ؼ٤خ ر٤ٜخ حكَحُ، . ٌٓخٜٗخ، ىػٞٗخ ٖٓ ه٤٠ش ٓ٘ش ٤ٗٝؼش

هِٞٛخ ػ٠ِ . ح٫ٗزخٍ ٫ٝ حطٞهغ َٓٗق ٢٘ٓ ٖٓ حُ٘ـق ح٢ٗ ٫ حطٞهغ حٕ ٣خط٢ َٓٗق ٤ٗؼ٢ ٖٓ

ٍِٜٜٜٜٓٚ ٓؼَ ٓخ حُيٓظٍٞ ٣وٍٞ ٓؼَ ٓخ حُزَُٔخٕ ٣وٍٞ، ٣وٍٞ ح٢ُ ٣ـٕٞ ُِزَُٔخٕ، ًَ ٤ٓش حُق 

ٗلْ ح٢ُ٘ ١زوٜخ ػ٠ِ حُٔئٝٓٔخص حُظ٘ل٣ٌ٤ش  ٝحُٔئٝٓٔخص حُو٠خث٤ش، ػٞكٞح . ٣َٗلٕٞ ٝحكي

 .ُٔلخكظخص، ٣َك٠ٞٛخحُظ٤ٔٔخص حُٔ٘ش ٝح٤ُ٘ؼش ٝحٌَُى، هِٞٛخ ػ٠ِ ح

104 Interviewer 

٤١ذ، حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ، ٤١ذ ىًظٍٞ حكٔي ٌٛٙ حُ٘و٤ش حُظ٢ حػخٍٛخ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ حُؼ١ٌَٔ، 

ٝحُ٘و٤ش ح٫ْٛ، ُٔخًح ٗ٘خهٖ ه٤٠ٞ . ه٤٠ش حُٔلخكظخص حٝ حُظٔؼ٤َ ػ٠ِ ٝكن ح١خٍ حُٔلخكظخص

٣ؼ٢٘ َٛ حٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٓؼ٬ حًح . ٝؿٞى ح٤ُٞحثق ٝحٌُٔٞٗخص رخػظزخٍٛخ ه٤٠ش ٣َ٤ٜٓش ٝك٣ٞ٤ش ٝه٤٠ش

ُْ ٣ٔؼِٞح رٌَ٘ ًخَٓ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ٌٛح ٟخٍ رخ٤ُ٘ؼش، ٝحٕ حُٔ٘ش حًح ُْ ٣ٔؼِٞح رخُظٔؼ٤َ حٌُخك٢ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ًُي 

 ٟخٍح رخُٔ٘ش؟  ح٫ ٣ٌَ٘ ًُي ػيّ ػوش ر٤ٖ حًَُ٘خء ح٤ُٔخ٤٤ٖٓ؟

105 
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(Al-Msari) 

ؽ ػ٠ِ حُٟٔٞٞع ح٢ُ ًًَٙ ح٫م حرٞ ٣خَٓ ك٢ هزَ حٕ حؿ٤ذ ػ٠ِ ٌٛح حُٔئحٍ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٫ُّ حػَ

ح٫ٝ ُٝحٍس حُيكخع ًخٗض ٖٓ كٜش حُؼَحه٤ش، ٝٛل٤ق حُظو٤ٔٔخص ىحهَ . ٟٓٞٞع ُٝحٍس حُيكخع

ٝحُؼَحه٤ش ح٤٘١ُٞش ط٠ٔٔ، هيٓٞح َٓٗل٤ٖ . حُؼَحه٤ش، ٛخٍص ٖٓ كٜش ح٫هٞس ك٢ حُٞكخم ح٢٘١ُٞ

رؼيّ حُوزٍٞ، حُٔزذ َٛ ٌٛح ٓـظغ، ٌٛح  َٓٗق ًِْٜ ُْ ٣وزِٞح، ُْٝ ٣خط٢ حَُى 16َٝٛ حُؼيى ح٠ُ 

َٓٗق  16ػْ ٣َٗق ح٫هَ، . ػ٤ِٚ حٍٛخد، ٌٛح ػ٤ِٚ كٔخى ٌٛح ػ٤ِٚ ٗ٘ٞ؟ ٤ٓـ٢ ٍى، ٣َٗق ٣٫َٝى

٣ؼ٢٘ ٗ٘ٞ حُٔزذ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓؼوُٞش حُؼَحه٤ش ٓخطٌيٍ طَٗق َٓٗق ٝحكي . هيٓض حُؼَحه٤ش ُْٝ ٣وزِٞح

 ٓوزٍٞ ػٖ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟
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٫ ٫حريح، ٌٛح حَُؿَ هخُي حُؼز٤ي١، هيّ ػْ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ، ١زؼخ ح٢ٗ ٓٔئٍٝ ػٖ ٢ٓ٬ً، حٗخ ٓٔئٍٝ ػٖ 

٢ٓ٬ً، حطخرغ ح٫َٓ، ٌٛح حَُؿَ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٓلذ ط٤َٗلٚ ٫ٕ هخٍ حٗخ ٫حٓظ٤٤غ حٕ حػَٔ رٌٌٜح 

ٝٛٞ ٓٞؿٞى . حطٌِْ ٝحٗخ ٓٔئٍٝ ػٖ ٢ٓ٬ًحَُؿَ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٓلذ ط٤َٗلٚ، ٝحٗخ رخ٫ػ٬ّ . ٥َٝف

ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٓلذ ط٤َٗلٚ ٤ُٝٔض حُؼَحه٤ش حُظ٢ ٓلزض . ح٫ٕ ح٫م هخُي حُؼز٤ي١ ٖٓ حٜٛٚ ٤ٟٗ٘ٞ

 ٣ُٖ، حًح حُؼَحه٤ش. حُظ٤َٗق

108 Interviewer >>>حُؼَحه٤ش ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٓلذ ط٤َٗق؟ 
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 ّ ُْ ٣وزِٞح ؿ٤ٔؼخٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٓلذ ط٤َٗلٚ، ٌُٝ٘ٚ

110 Interviewer ٣ؼ٢٘ ح٤ُٔي هخُي حُؼز٤ي١ حٗٔلذ ريٕٝ ٖٓ حٕ ٤٣ِذ ٓ٘ٚ؟ 

111 
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١زؼخ، حٗٔلذ ٖٓ ٗلٔٚ ٝحٗخ ٓٔئٍٝ ػٖ ٌٛح ح٬ٌُّ، ٌُٖ حُؼَحه٤ش هيٓض ٗٞحرخ، ٗٞحد ٓخ ٛٞ ح٤ُّٞ 

ٝحُؼيحُش ٝػَٝ ػ٠ِ ًَ حُٔئٓٔخص حٍ ٌٛح ػَٝ ػ٠ِ ٤ٛجش حُٔٔخثِش . ٗخثذ ك٢ حُزَُٔخٕ حُؼَحه٢

حٜٛٚ ػَٝ ُٚ . حٍ حٍ ح٢ُ ط١ٞٔ كِظَس ح٠ُ حٕ ٣يهَ ح٠ُ حُزَُٔخٕ، ٌُ٘ٚ ُْ ٣وزِْٜ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ

حُٔزذ، ٫ْٜٗ . ٍُٝحء ٓخرو٤ٖ، ػَٝ ُٚ ٗو٤ٜخص ٓؼَٝكش رخٌُلخءس ٝح٤ُٜ٘ٔش ، ُْ ٣وزِٞح ؿ٤ٔؼخ

حػَؽ ػ٠ِ ٟٓٞٞع، هخٍ ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ رؼي٣ٖ . هيٓٞح ٖٓ ؿٜش ٓ٘ظوزش ٖٓ حٍ حٍ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ

ح٠٣خ ٣ٔؼَ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ، ح٤ُّٞ ٖٓ ٣ٔؼَ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٢ُ٘ٔ ٢ٛ حُٔـٔٞػش حُٔ٘ظوزش ٖٓ هزَ حٌُٕٔٞ 

ػ٘يٓخ ٗظٌِْ ػٖ ح٫ٗزخٍ، ٫ٗظٌِْ ػٖ ٗؼذ ح٫ٗزخٍ، ٝحٗٔخ ٗظٌِْ ػٖٔ حٗظوزٚ ٗؼذ ح٫ٗزخٍ . ح٢ُ٘ٔ

 ء ٓـِْ حُ٘ٞحدٝح٣ٌُٖ حٗظوزٞح ٖٓ ٗؼذ ح٫ٗزخٍ، ْٛ حػ٠خ. ٤ُٔؼِٚ

112 
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(Al-Askari) 
 ٛٞ ٓ٘ظوذ، ٓٞ ٛٞ ٓ٘ظوذ، ٛٞ ٓٞؿٞى

113 
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(Al-Msari) 
 ح٤ُّٞ حًٞ حػ٠خء. حػ٠خء ٓـِْ حُ٘ٞحد ْٛ ٖٓ ٣وٍَٕٝ ٖٓ ٣ٔؼِْٜ، ٣٫ـ٢ ك٬ٕ ٣ٔؼِْٜ

114 Interviewer ٤١ذ ىًظٍٞ، ح٤ُْ ح٤ُٔي ٓؼيٕٝ حُي٢ٔ٤ُ ح٠٣خ ٓ٘ظوذ؟ 

115 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

َٛ ٛٞ ٝكيٙ ٣وٍَ ٝروَحٍ ٤ُْ ٓ٘ٚ ٝحٗٔخ ٖٓ . 15، ٝحكي ٖٓ 15ٗؼْ ٓ٘ظوذ، ١زؼخ ٌُ٘ٚ ٝحكي ٖٓ 

ٗخثذ حه٣َٖ ٖٓ ح٫ٗزخٍ ُْ ٣وٍَٝح ٌٛح حُوَحٍ، حًح  14ٌُٖ ح٤ُّٞ حًٞ . ٌٛح ٤ٓـُٞ! ح٤َُف ح٫هَ؟

ؿغ ح٠ُ ٓئحُي، ٝهِض حٗٚ حك٘ٚ رؼي ٝػ٘ٔخ حٍ. حًح حُوَحٍ ٣ٌٕٞ ٖٓ حُ٘خّ حُٔ٘ظوز٤ٖ! ٤ًق ٣خهٌ رٚ؟

ػَ٘ ٤ٖ٘ٓ ٝٗظٌِْ ػٖ ٓلخٜٛش ٝػٖ ١خثل٤ش، ٣خحه٢ حُٔلخٜٛش ٓ٘ٞ ٓٞحٛخ؟ ٤ُٖ ح٤ُّٞ ٖٓ 

ح٠ُ  5ٝطـ٢ ! ٖٓ ٌٛٙ حُٔئٝٓٔش ٖٓ حٌُٕٔٞ حُٔؼ٤٤ٖ؟% 95ح٠ُ 90طـ٢ ػ٠ِ ٓئٝٓٔش طـي حٕ 

ٛٞ ! ٛٚ رؼي ح٫كظ٬ٍ؟ٓٞ ٛٞ ٌٛح حُز٘خء حُوخ٢١ ُِيُٝش حُؼَه٤ش رؼي حٙ. ٖٓ حًُٕٔٞٞ حُؼخ٢ٗ% 10

ُٞ ًخٕ حُز٘خء ٛل٤لخ ٌٓ٘ ًٝخٕ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ح٤ُٜ٘ٔش ٝحُل٤خى٣ش ٝح٫ُٞء . ٌٛح حُز٘خء ح٢ُ حطٌِْ ػ٘ٚ

ٌُٖ حُز٘خء ًخٕ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ح٫ُٞء ٤ُِخثلش . ُِؼَحم، ُٔخ ِٝٛ٘خ ح٠ُ حٜٛٚ ح٠ُ ٓخِٝٛ٘خ ح٤ُٚ ح٤ُّٞ

ٌُُي ح٤ُّٞ حك٘ٚ . ػ٤ِٚ حُيُٝش حُؼَحه٤ش ٝح٫ُٞء ُِلِد ٝح٫ُٞء ُِـٜش ح٤٠ُوش، ٌٛح ح٫ٓخّ ح٢ُ ر٤٘ض

ًَ ٢ٗ ٢ٓء، حُٟٞغ ح٢٘ٓ٫ ٜٓ٘خٍ ٟٝغ حُويٓخص . رؼي ػَ٘ ٤ٖ٘ٓ ِٝٛ٘خ ح٠ُ ِٝٛ٘خ ح٤ُٚ ح٤ُّٞ

ٌٝٛح ح٢ُ حهُٞٚ، ُٞ ً٘خ هي ر٤٘٘خ .  ٢ٓء ٫ٕ حُيُٝش ر٤٘ض ر٘خءح هخ١جخ ٌٓ٘ ح٫كظ٬ٍ ٝح٠ُ ٌٛح ح٤ُّٞ

م ػ٠ِ حٓخّ حٗٚ ًلٞء حٗٚ ٣ٔظ٤٤غ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ك٢ ٌٛح ر٘خءح ٛل٤لخ، ىُٝش ٓئٝٓٔخص، حؿ٤ذ ح٤ُّٞ ح٫

حٌُٔخٕ حٜٛٚ ٣ٝئى١ ىٍٝٙ، ٓخحٗظَ ُوِل٤ظٚ، ٌٛح ٢٘ٓ ٤ٗؼ٢ ٓخحىٍٝٙ ح٢ٗ، ٌُٖ ػ٠ِ حٕ ٣ؤط٢ ٗوٚ 

 .ًلٞء ٣ويٍ حٕ ٣ئى١ ح٫ٓخٗش ك٢ ٌٛح حٌُٔخٕ، ٫حػظَحٝ ػ٤ِٚ

116 Interviewer ،٤١ذ 

117 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Msari) 

ٍ، حُٟٞغ ح٢٘ٓ٫ ٜٓ٘خٍ، حًح ح٫ٗوخٙ ح٣ٌُٖ ؿ٢ء رْٜ ٫ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ح٤ُٜ٘ٔش ٌُٖٝ حُويٓخص ٛق

 .ٝحٗٔخ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ح٫ُٞء ٌُٜح حًُٕٔٞٞ حٝ ٌُٜٙ ٌُٜح حُلِد

118 Interviewer 

رؼي حُلخَٛ ٌٕٓ٘ٞ ك٢ كوَس . ٤١ذ ىًظٍٞحكٔي، حًح ِٝٛ٘خ ح٠ُ ٗو٤ش حُلخَٛ حٓظخً ٓخ٢ٓ ح٠٣خ

حًح ٓ٘خٛي٣٘خ حٌَُحّ كخَٛ ه٤َٜ ٗؼٞى رؼيٙ . ٛ٘خ حٝ ٛ٘خىحهَٟ طظؼِن رظ٣َٜلخص حٝ ٬ًّ ه٤َ 

 .حٍؿٞ حٕ طزوٞح ٓؼ٘خ. ُٔظخرؼش حُـِء ٖٓ هلخ٣خ ٓؼِ٘ش



262 

 

C. Third TV Interview 

Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TLjJ-a-496I 

 

No. Interlocutors Turns 

1 Interviewer 

ٓٔخء حُو٤َ، حٗظٜض ح٫ٗظوخرخص كَٜ ح٤ِٗوض حُظلخٛٔخص رـ٤ش حٍُٞٛٞ ُظلخُلخص طؼَٔ ػ٠ِ ط٤ٌَ٘ 

كخ١ حثظ٬ف هخىٍ ػ٠ِ طخ٤ٖٓ حُٜ٘ق ُحثي ٝحكي؟ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ؟ ٤ًق ٝح٣٫ُٞش . حُلٌٞٓش حُوخىٓش

ٛٔخ ٖٓ ٤ٓظٌٔ٘خٕ ٖٓ  حُؼخُؼش ُِٔخ٢ٌُ َٓكٟٞش ٖٓ رؼٞ حٌُظَ؟ حّ حٕ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ ٝح٫كَحٍ

طخ٤ٖٓ ح٫ؿِز٤ش؟ َٛ ٤ٓزو٠ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٓٔظَٔ؟ ح٣ٖ حٌٍُٞى ح٠ُ ٓخًح ٣ٔؼٕٞ ٝٓغ ٖٓ 

٣َ٣يٕٝ حُظلخُق؟ ح٣ٖ ح١َحف حُؼَحه٤ش حُٔخروش؟ َٛ ٤ٓـظٔؼٕٞ َٓس حهَٟ ٝٓغ ٖٓ ٤ٓظلخُلٕٞ؟ 

 .َٛ حُوخىّ ٤ٓ٘ظ٢ٜ رلٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش حّ رلٌٞٓش َٗحًش ح٠٣خ؟ حُلٞحٍ رؼي ه٤َِ

2 Interviewer 

طل٤ش ٤١زش َٓس حهَٟ ٓ٘خٛي٣٘خ ٝطل٤ش ٤١زش ٤٠ُٞك٢ حٌَُحّ، ح٤ُ٘ن ك٤ٔي ٤ٍٗي ٓؼ٠ِ حُٔظليع 

رخْٓ حُٔـِْ ح٫ػ٠ِ، ح٠٣خ ح٤ُٔي ًٔخٍ حُٔخػي١ ػٖ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ، ح٬ٛ ٬ٜٓٝ ر٤ٌْ 

 .ٝٓؼ٤ي ؿيح رل٠ًٍْٞ

3 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ح٬ٛ ٬ٜٓٝ

4 Interviewer 
رؼيٓخ حػِٖ ح٤ُٔي حُل٤ٌْ كُٞ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ، حٝ هَ ٌٍٗٞ ٓؼَ ٓخٛٞ ًخٍ . حُزيح٣ش ٣ٝخى٤ٗن 

 رخ١ حطـخٙ كظظلًَٕٞ ٝ ح١ حٛيحف ٍح٣ي٣ٖ طِٞٛٞٛخ؟. طويّ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ

5 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٗلٖ ٌٓ٘  حٜٛٚ ٫ٗي حٛٚ. رْٔ الله حَُكٖٔ حَُك٤ْ، ٌَٗح ٌُْ ُٝٔ٘خٛي٣ٌْ حٌَُحّ ٤٠ُٝلي ح٣ٌَُْ

حٕ َٗػ٘خ ك٢ حُـخػ٤ش ح٫ٗظوخر٤ش ٝكظ٠ ٓخهزَ ًُي حػِ٘خ رٌَ٘ ٝحٟق حٕ ٌٛٙ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٗؼٍٞ 

ًٝ٘خ هي ٗوٜ٘خ حٕ حُٓش . ػ٤ِٜخ ًؼ٤َح ك٢ طٜل٤ق حُٔٔخٍحص ٝك٢ ح٣ـخى كٍِٞ ٬ُُٓش حُوخثٔش

س ك٢ ػيّ حُز٬ى حٜٛٚ ٍرٔخ ٣ٌٖٔ حؿٔخُٜخ ٝحهظٜخٍٛخ رخُٓش ػوش ك٢ ٓخر٤ٖ حُلَهخء ٖٓ ؿٜش، ٝحُّ

 .ٝؿٞى ٍإ٣ش ٝحكيس ٣٘ظَى ػ٤ِٜخ حُـ٤ٔغ

6 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

7 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٌُٖ ٌٛحٕ ح٫ُٓظخٕ، حُٓش حُؼوش ٝ ػيّ ٝؿٞى . ك٬٠ ٠ُ رو٤ش ح٫ُٓخص ٝحُظيه٬ص حُوخٍؿ٤ش

١ٝ ح٫طـخٙ ح٫ٍٝ ٛٞ حُزلغ ػٖ حُل٣َن حُن. حَُإ٣ش حُٔ٘ظًَش ىػظ٘خ ٗ٘وٚ حطـخ٤ٖٛ حٓخ٤٤ٖٓ

حُٔ٘ٔـْ حٌُٕٔٞ ُٔوظِق حَُ٘حثق، حٝ ػ٠ِ ح٫هَ ػ٠ِ حٌُٔٞٗخص ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش ُِزِي ٖٓ ؿٜش، ٝحٕ 

٣ٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى رَٗخٓؾ ػ٢ِٔ ٣ٌَ٘ ٍإ٣ش ٓ٘ظًَش هخرِش ُِظ٤ز٤ن ٣ٌٖٔ حٕ ٤٣زوٜخ ٌٛح حُل٣َن حُو١ٞ 

 حُٔ٘ٔـْ

8 Interviewer ٣ؼ٢٘ ر٤ٖ ه٤ٖٓٞ طزلؼٕٞ ػٖ َٗحًش ه٣ٞش، َٗحًش ح٫ه٣ٞخء؟ 

9 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 َٗحًش ح٫ه٣ٞخء ٓغ رَٗخٓؾ ٣ٌَ٘ ٍإ٣ش طٌٕٞ هخػيس ك٣ٌَش ٌُٜح حُل٣َن حُٔ٘ٔـْ

10 Interviewer ػيًْ ػيًْ ١ٔٞف رو٤خىس ٌٛٙ حَُ٘حًش ُٞ ٓٞ ١َٗ حُْٜ ٝحُٜيف ح٣ـخى ٌٛٙ حَُ٘حًش؟ 

11 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 حِٜٛخح٣ـخى ٌٛٙ حَُ٘حًش، ٝحًح ً٘خ ٗلٖ ٓلٍٞٛخ ك٘لٖ 

12 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

13 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٝح٠٣خ حك٘ٚ ك٢ ٍإ٣ظ٘خ حٗٞ حُزِي ٣وخى ر٣َ٤وش َٗحًش ٓظٌخكجش طلظَّ ه٤ٜٛٞخص ح٫ه٣َٖ ٝطظلَٔ 

 .حُٔٔئ٤ُش رٌَ٘ ًخَٓ

14 Interviewer 
حػِٖ  ٤ٗن ٌٓظ٢ِ ِٕٗٞ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ ٛٞ حُٔ٘ظَٜ حٝ ٛٞ حُٔظويّ ك٢ حؿِذ حُٔلخكظخص، ًٔخ

 .ػٖ ًُي ح٤ُٔي حُل٤ٌْ

15 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 رخُظخ٤ًي حُٔٞح١ٖ حٗظَٜ، حًح ً٘خ ٗظليع ػٖ حُٔٞح١ٖ حُؼَحه٢ ػٔٞٓخ ك٤ٖ ٓ٘خًٍظٚ

16 Interviewer ٖحهٜي حهٜي حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TLjJ-a-496I
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17 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ك٤غ كون طويّ . ٠ُ ٓخًخٕ ػ٤ِٚ ٓخروخحٓخ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ حٗظَٜ ٫ٗٚ كون ٗـخكخص ًز٤َس ه٤خٓخ ح

 ٣ٌخى ٣ٌٕٞ ٠ٓخػلخ ه٤خٓخ ح٠ُ ٗظخثـٚ حُٔخروش ٫ رَ ٝحًؼَ كظ٠ ٖٓ ح٠ُٔخػق

18 Interviewer 
ح٤ُٔي حُل٤ٌْ، ح٤ُٔي حُل٤ٌْ ٓؼوي ٓوخٍٗش ر٤ٖ حُلخَٟ ٝحُٔخرن، ًخٍ ٓظويٕٓٞ ك٢ حؿِذ 

 حُٔلخكظخص؟

19 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٣ٖ ك٢ حؿِذ حُٔلخكظخص٫ُُٝ٘خ كؼ٬ ٓظويّ

20 Interviewer ٕٞٗحُ٘ظخثؾ ح٢ُ ىٗٔٔؼٜخ ط٤َ٘ ح٠ُ طويّ ىُٝش حُوخ. 

21 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ًوخثٔش ًزَٟ كؼ٬ ٢ٛ حُوخثٔش ح٫ًزَ ك٢ ًَ حُٔلخكظخص، ك٢ حؿِزٜخ، ُْٝ ٌٖٗ ٗوٜي 

ُي حُظ٬٤ٌ٘ص حُظ٢ كِٜض ٝٓظويٕٓٞ ٗلٖ هِ٘خ حٗٚ ٗلٖ ٓظويٕٓٞ ك٢ ص. حٗٚ ٗلٖ حًزَ ٜٓ٘خ ػيىح

ٓخٗوٜيٙ رٌٜح حُظويّ؟ ٌٛح حُظويّ ٌٖٓٔ حٕ َٗ٘كٚ ٌَُ . ىٕٝ حٕ ٗيهَ ك٢ ٓزخكغ حٜٜٛٚ ُِظ٤ٟٞق

 .ٖٓ حٕ ٣ٔخُ٘خ

22 Interviewer 
ٛٚ ٛٚ، حٓظخً ًٔخٍ، حُ٘ظخثؾ كظ٠ ح٫ٕ ُْ طؼِٖ رٌَ٘ ٢ٍٔٓ ٖٓ هزَ حُٔل٤ٟٞش، كظ٥ٌْٞ ؿ٤يس 

 ط٘ٞكٜخ؟

23 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حُٔؼ٤٤خص ح٤ُٝ٫ش حٜٛٚ . طل٤ش ُي ٤٠ُِٝق ح٣ٌَُْ ُِٝٔ٘خٛي٣ٖ حٌَُحّ. رْٔ الله حَُكْ حَُك٤ْ

ٌٝٛح . طوٍٞ حٕ حٜٛٚ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٢ٛ حُوخثٔش حُٔظويٓش، ٢ٛٝ ح٫ٕ طؼظزَ ٖٓ حًزَ حُوٞحثْ

ًٜ٘خص طز٠٘ حُض. ٌُٖٝ طزو٠ ه٤٠ش ح٫ٍهخّ كظ٠ ٌٛٙ حُِلظش ٤ُْ ٛ٘خُي ٢ٗ ٢ٍٔٓ. ٓٔخ٫ٗي ك٤ٚ

 .ر٘خءح ػ٠ِ حُٔؼ٤٤خص ح٤ُٝ٫ش ٝحُلَُ ح٢ُٝ٫

24 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

25 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حُظ٢ ط٤َ٘ ح٠ُ، حٛٚ رؼٞ حُٔلخكظخص طو٣َزخ كٔٔض، ٓٞ رٌَ٘ ٢ٍٔٓ، رْ حُٔؼ٤٤خص ح٢ُ ر٤ٜخ 

ح١ حٌُظِش حٝ طِي، ٌٛح طو٣َزخ كٔٔض ٖٓ ٗخك٤ش ح٫ػيحى ٌَُ حٌُظَ، ٣ؼ٢٘ طوي٣َ٣خ ٣زوٚ ٣ولِ ٓوؼي ُٚ

. رْ ًٔؼيٍ ُِوٞحثْ، حؿِذ حُٔلخكظخص طو٣َزخ كْٔ حٝ ٣ؼ٢٘ ِٝٛ٘خ رٚ ُيٍؿش ح٤ُو٤ٖ. ٓٞؿٞى

 .رـيحى كظ٠ ٌٛٙ حُِلظش ؿ٤َ ٝحٟلش ٫ٜٗخ ٓي٣٘ش ًز٤َس ٝحُؼيى ًز٤َ

26 Interviewer ٣ُٖ، ه٢٘٤ِ حهخ١ؼي. 

27 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .ٗؼْ

28 Interviewer 

. حٕ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٛٞ ح٫ٍٝ، كٔذ حُٔؼ٤٤خص حُلخ٤ُش ٝحُٔظٞهغ حٓظَٔحٍ ٛخ١ حُٔؼ٤٤خصٍؿْ 

ٝرخُلؼَ ٓظظَٜ حُ٘ظخثؾ ٝىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٛٞ ح٫ٍٝ، رْ ٗظخثـٌْ ٓٞ ه٣ٞش، حٝ ه٢ِ حًٍٞ ٓٞ ٢ٛ 

. ٣ٞٗش ٣ٞٗ100ش حهَ ٖٓ  100حًؼَ ٖٓ  100هزَ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ؿخٕ ػٌْ ١ٔٞف . حُٔظٞهؼٚ

 .ٓوؼي رٌؼ٤َ 100حُوخٕٗٞ ٌُٖ حهَ ٖٓ  حُلي٣غ ح٤ُّٞ، ىُٝش

29 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .ٓوؼي ٌٛح ٓٞ ٓؼ٘خٙ طَحؿؼ٘خ ٣100ؼ٢٘ حًح حهَ ٖٓ 

30 Interviewer  رٌؼَ"٫، ٢ًٍُِ ػ٠ِ ًِٔش." 

31 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 (٠٣لي)رٌؼ٤َ ٌٗي ٣ؼ٢٘، ٓٞ حٌُؼ٤َ

32 Interviewer  (٠٣لي)ٓخحػَف، ٓخحػَف 

33 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٝكٞى، ٓٞٝ 70ًِٔش رٌؼَ ٣ٌُٕٞٞ ٖٓ . ِٕٗٞ ط٣َي ط٢٘١ٍٞ حٗٚ رخُلـخ٣ش، ؿ٤َ ط٢ٌِ رٌ٘ي

34 Interviewer ،٣ـُٞ ٤ٛـ٢ ٞٓ 

35 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ..ُٝوي ًَْٜٗ"

36 Interviewer ٣ـُٞ ٤ٛـ٢،ٓٞ ٣ـُٞ ٤ٛـ٢ ٞٓ 

37 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 (٠٣لي)ححٛٚ ٫

38 Interviewer ٌٛح ح٢ُ٘ ٓٔظزؼي؟ ُٞ 
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39 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 (٠٣لي)٫ححٛٚ 

40 Interviewer ٓٔظزؼي؟ 

41 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

 90ح٢ٗ حػظوي حٕ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ر٤ٖ حٍ . حػظوي حٛٚ، ح٢ٗ ٓخحى١ٍ، حٗخ ٫حٓظ٤٤غ حٕ حهيّ طوي٣َ ىه٤ن

حُٔؼ٤٤خص . ٌٛح طٞهغ، ٌٖٓٔ حٕ حًٕٞ ٓو٤ت ر٤ٚ. 100ح٠ُ حٍ 90حٝ  100ح٠ُ  85، 100ٝحٍ 

ٝ رخُظخ٢ُ حػظوي رخٗ٘خ حًح ُْ ٗظويّ كخٗ٘خ ُْ ٗظَحؿغ، . ح٤ُٝ٫ش ٖٓ ه٬ٍ حطٜخُ٘خ طوظَد ٖٓ ٌٛح حَُهْ

كظ٠ ك٢ ٥َ ٌٛح ح٠ُـ٢ حُٜخثَ ح١ٌُ ٝؿٚ حُ٘خ ك٢ ح٫ٍرغ ٓ٘ٞحص حُٔخ٤ٟش ٖٓ ٛـّٞ حػ٢ٓ٬ 

حطٜخّ حُ٘خ رٌٓٔ٘خ حُٔخ٤ُش، حطٜخّ حُ٘خ رٌلخثظ٘خ ٝحطٜخٓ٘خ ر٤٘١ٞظ٘خ، ٝحطٜخٓ٘خ . ًخٓق ٝٗي٣ي ٝػ٤٘ق

 .حطٜخٓ٘خ رٌؼ٤َ ٖٓ ح٫طٜخٗخص حُزخ١ِش

42 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

43 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حٗخ حػظوي ُٞ ؿ٤َ هخثٔش ٌٖٓٔ حٕ طظْٜ٘ ٌٖٝٓٔ حٕ طظَحؿغ ح٠ُ . ه٘ٞحص حٗظـِض، ٤ٓخ٤ٖٓ حٗظـِٞح

 ٌُٖ .ٓوؼي 60

44 Interviewer ح٫ثظ٬ف، ح٫ثظ٬ف ح٫ٍٝ كٔذ حُٔؼ٤٤خص حُلخَٟس، ٣ٖٝ ٓخ٢ٗ؟ ٣ٖٝ ٍح٣ق؟ 

45 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٓخًح طوٜي رخ٫ثظ٬ف ح٫ٍٝ؟

46 Interviewer حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ، ٛٞ ح٫ٍٝ كٔذ حُٔؼ٤٤خص رؼي حٗظٜخء ح٫ٗظوخرخص. 

47 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ح١؟

48 Interviewer ٣ٖٝ ٓخ٤ٖٗ ٣ٖٝ ٍح٣ل٤ٖ؟ 

49 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ رخُ٘ٔزش حُ٘خ . حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ رخُ٘ٔزش حُ٘خ ح٤ًَُِس ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش. حٜٛٚ ىػ٢٘ حهٍٞ ُي

حًح ك١َ٘خ رخُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ك١َ٘خ رٌؼَ ٖٓ . ٛٞ ح٤ًَُِس ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش ٣٫ٌٖٝٔ حٕ ٗل١َ رٚ

ٌُُي، حٗخ رخػظوخى١، ٓ٘زيأ رخُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ػْ . حُو٣ٞش حُظ٢ ٗظٌت ػ٤ِٜخ ُز٘خء حُؼَحم حَُٔطٌِحص

ٌٝٛح ٤ُْ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓٞ رخ٠ٍَُٝس ٤ُ٘ٓخ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٗ٘لظق ػ٠ِ . رؼي ًُي ٗ٘لظق ػ٠ِ حٌُظَ ح٫هَٟ

ٌُٖ ٣٫ٌٖٔ ُ٘خ حٕ ٗظـخَٛ . ٌٖٓٔ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ح٫ٗلظخف ػ٠ِ حُـ٤ٔغ. حُظلخُق ٝرؼي٣ٖ ػ٠ِ حٌُظَ

 .ح٢٘١ُٞحُظلخُق 

50 Interviewer ٓخًٞ ح١ ه٢ حكَٔ ػ٠ِ ح١ ؿٜش؟ ػ٠ِ ح١ ٗوٚ؟ 

51 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ػيٗٚ ه٤٠ش ٝحكيس حك٘ٚ ٗؼَٔ ٖٓ حؿِٜخ، َٛ ٓ٘٘ـق حٝ ٫ٗ٘ـق؟ ٌٛٙ . ٫ ٫، ٓخًٞ ح١ ه٢ حكَٔ

٤ٓخ٤ٓش، ٓظًَٝش ُٔـٔٞػش ٖٓ حُؼٞحَٓ، حُو٤٠ش ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش حُظ٢ ٗؼَٔ ُٜخ، ٓخحًٍٞ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش 

 …حٕ ٫ٌٍَٗ. كظ٠ ٣٫وخٍ حٗٞٝٙ ح٫ٟٝخع ؿ٤َ ٝحٟلش، حهٍٞ ٗؼَٔ حٕ ٫َٗؿغ ح٠ُ حٍُٞحء

52 Interviewer كـ٢ ٝحٗخهٖ، كـ٢ ٝحٗخهٖ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٟٝٓٞٞع ح٫ؿِز٤ش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش. 

53 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٗؼْ

54 Interviewer 
ٛٞ حُٔظويّ، رْ ٣زيٝ حٕ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ ٝحححححػن ٖٓ رْ هزَ ًُي، ٍؿْ حٕ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ 

 هيٍطٚ، ٖٓ كظ٥ٞٚ روٜٞٙ ط٤ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش حُوخىٓش؟

55 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حٗخ ط٤ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش ك١ٌٜ ٓـٔٞػش ػٞحَٓ ١َٝٗٝ، حػظوي . ٣ؼ٢٘ حٗظوخر٤خ، حُٔٞح١ٖ طويّ، ٫ٗي

حكي حٗخ ٓظؤًي ٖٓ ػ٘يٙ حٗٞٝٙ حُلٌٞٓش ُٖ ٖٓ ٣ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش؟ ٌُٖ ٗت ٝ. ٕ حُٔزٌَ حُلي٣غ ػٜ٘خ

 طوَؽ ٍثخٓش حُلٌٞٓش ، ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء

56 Interviewer طوَؽ؟ ُٖ 

57 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .، ُٖ طوَؽ ٖٓ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

58 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

59 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٗؼْ

60 Interviewer طوَؽ ٖٓ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ؟ ُٖٝ 

61 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 حٜٛٚ. ٫ح٣ٍي حٕ حهٍٞ ًُي

62 Interviewer هخى٣ٍٖ، هخى٣ٍٖ ػ٠ِ طؤ٤ٖٓ حُٜ٘ق ُحثي ٝحكي؟ 
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63 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

. ح١ٌُ ٣َٗيٙ، ٣َٗي حٕ ٤ِ٘ٗن ح٠ُ كٌٞٓش ؿي٣يس. ٌُٖ ٌٛح ٓٞ ٝكيٙ ًخك٢. رخػظوخى١ هخى٣ٍٖ

. ٌٝٛح ٗؼخٍ ٍكؼ٘خٙ، ٌٛح ٓٞ طَحؿؼخ. ػخ ١ٔٞك٘خ حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش٫ح٤ٜٔٓخ حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش، حك٘ٚ ١ذ

 .ٌُٖ ح٢ٗ ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤ٓ حُ٘ؼخٍ

64 Interviewer ٤ٜٓٔي حُ٘ؼخٍ؟ ِٕٞٗ 

65 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 حُو٤٠ش ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش

66 Interviewer رؼٞ ٗخهز٤ٌْ حٗظوزًْٞ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ٌٛح حُ٘ؼخٍ؟ 

67 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 حهٜي ٓٞ طَحؿؼخ ٫ ٫ٕ

68 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

69 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ؿَٞٛ، كظ٠ ؿَٞٛ . حًٍٞ ح٢ٗ ٢ٜ٘ٔ٤ٓ ٛخ١ حٌُِٔخص، حُـَٞٛ حٗٚ ٫َٗؿغ ح٠ُ حُظـَرش حُٔخروش

رٔؼ٠٘ حهَ، ُٞ ًخٗض كٌٞٓش حُٞكيس . ح٫ؿِز٤ش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٢ٛ ٣ؼ٢٘ حٕ ٫َٗؿغ ح٠ُ حٍُٞحء

 .كض، ٓخً٘خ ٍكؼ٘خ ٗؼخٍ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓشح٤٘١ُٞش، حٝ حَُ٘حًش هي ٗؾ

70 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

71 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

٣ؼ٢٘ حًح طٔخ٢ُ٘ ط٢ٌُٞ كٌٞٓش حَُ٘حًش ُٞ ًخٗض ٗخؿلش، ط٘خىٕٝ ٫ؿِز٤ش كٌٞٓش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش؟ حًِي ٫ 

 .ٌُ٘ٚ ُْ ط٘ـق. ٓ٘خى١

72 Interviewer 

ٝكٔذ ح٤ُٔي . حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٛٞ حُٔظوي٤ّٗوٖ . كخًٝق ٣ْ ٟٓٞٞع ح٫ؿِز٤ش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

حًح ٝؿٜض حُيػٞس ٫ثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ ٬ُطلخم ريُٝش . حُٔخ٢ٌُ، هخىٍ ػ٠ِ طؤ٤ٖٓ حُٜ٘ق ُحثي ٝحكي

حُوخٕٗٞ حٝ ُِظلخُق ٓغ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٖٓ حؿَ ط٤ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش حُوخىٓش رَثخٓش ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ، 

 كظٞحكوٕٞ؟

73 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

كٖ حرظيءح ٫طـٞى ُي٣٘خ ه١ٞ٤ كَٔ ػ٠ِ ح١ ٓٔخٍٓش ٖٓ ٗؤٜٗخ حُيكغ رؤطـخٙ ح٫َٓحع رظ٤ٌَ٘ ٕ

حُ٘ؼخٍ ح٫ٍٝ حٝ ح٤ُِٔذ . ٌُُي ٗلٖ ح٫ٕ كيىٗخ حٛيحك٘خ، ػ٠ِ ح٫هَ ُٔخ رؼي ح٫ٗظوخرخص. حُلٌٞٓش

 .ح٫ٍٝ ٛٞ ٍَٟٝس ح٫َٓحع رخ٫ٗظٜخء ٖٓ حُؼي ٝحُلَُ ٝحػ٬ٕ حُ٘ظخثؾ رخَٓع ٓخ٣ٌٖٔ

74 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

75 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٛٞ ٍَٟٝس ح٫َٓحع رؼوي حُظلخٛٔخص ٝحُظلخُلخص حُظ٢ ٖٓ ٗؤٜٗخ حٕ ح٣ـخى ٝط٤ٌَ٘  2ٝحُٔزية ٍهْ 

ًٔخ طل٠َ ح٫ٓظخً حُٔخػي١، . ٌٛحٕ ح٤ُِٔزخٕ حٓخ٤ٓخص رخُ٘ٔزش ح٤ُ٘خ. حُلٌٞٓش رخَٓع ٝهض ٌٖٓٔ

 .كخُق ح٢٘١ُٞٗظلن ح٠٣خ ػ٠ِ حٕ حُٔويٓش ح٠ُٝ٫ ٢ٛ حُض

76 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

77 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ رخ٫ٌٓخٕ ح٣ـخى طلٜٔخص حٓخ٤ٓش ىحهَ هٞحٙ، ٌُ٘٘خ كؼ٬ ٤ُْ رٞىٗخ طٌَحٍ حُظـَرش 

ػ٘يٓخ ٌٗٛذ ح٠ُ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، حػظوخىح ٓ٘خ حٌِٜٗح حُظلخُق ىٍٝ حٓخ٢ٓ ْٜٝٓ ٣ٝؼظزَ . حُٔخروش

 ٌُ٘٘خ رلخؿش ح٠ُ حػخىس حٛٚ. ٝٛٞ ٛٔخّ حٓخٕ كؼ٬ ُِؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش. ٤ًٍِس ُِزِي

78 Interviewer ٤ٌِٛش 

79 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٤ٛخؿش

80 Interviewer ٤ٌِٛش 

81 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 حٝ ٤ٌِٛش، ٝط٣ٞ٤َ حُ٘ظخّ حُيحه٢ِ ُٚ

82 Interviewer 
رَٜحكش، حثظ٬ف . حٓق ؿيح ػ٠ِ حُٔوخ١ؼش. ٟٓٞٞع٤١ذ هزَ، هزَ ٖٓ هٞٝ رظلخ٤َٛ ٌٛح حٍ

 حُٔٞح١ٖ ٛٔٞكٚ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء؟ ٣ٔؼ٠ َُثخٓش حٍُُٞحء؟
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83 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

٤ًٔٞف، رخُظخ٤ًي ًَ حٌُظَ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش، ػ٠ِ ح٫هَ ك٢ ح١خٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ٢ٛ ط٤ٔق رٌٜح 

ح ٖٓ ريح٣ش كِٔظٚ ح٫ٗظوخر٤ش ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٣ًَِ ٌُٖ حُٔٞح١ٖ، كؼ٬ ، ٝطلي٣ي. ُٔخ ُٚ ٖٓ ح٤ٔٛش. حُٜٔ٘ذ

 .ػ٠ِ ٌٛح حُٜٔ٘ذ طٔخٓخ

84 Interviewer ْٔٓح 

85 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ح٫ٝ،

86 Interviewer ٣ـُٞ رؼي حُ٘ظخثؾ ري٣ظٞح طًَِٕٝ؟ 

87 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ًح ح٫َٓ، ك٢ ح٫ٗظٔش ح٤ُ٘خر٤ش كِٔلظ٘خ ك٢ ٙ. حٓخ حَٗف كِٔلظ٘خ ك٢ ٌٛح ح٫َٓ. رخ٠ُز٢، رخ٫ٌٓخٕ

ٛٞ ٓٞهغ هيٓش ٫ . ٣٫ؼ٠٤ حْٓٔٔ ٌٓخٕ حٝ ٓٞهؼ٤ش ٍثخٓش ٓـِْ حٍُُٞحء ًَ ٛخ١ ح٤ٔٛ٫ش

ٗؼْ، ٛٞ ٣ٔظخُ رخٗٚ ٛٞ ٍأّ حُلٌٞٓش حُظ٘ل٣ٌ٤ش ٍٝأّ . ٣وظِق ػٖ رخه٢ ٓٞحهغ حُويٓش ح٫هَٟ

ٓش ح٫ٗظوخر٤ش، ًظِٚ ه٣ٞش ُحثي ك٢ ح٦ٗ٫. حُلَرش ك٤ٜخ، ٌُ٘ٚ ٣٫ٔظلن ًَ ٌٛح ح٫ٛظٔخّ حُٔؼخٍ كُٞٚ

َُٝرٔخ حٗخ ٖٓ ؿخٗز٢ حػظزَ . رَٗخٓؾ ه١ٞ ٢ٛ حُظ٢ طؼ٢٤ ػٔخٍ حٓخ٤ٓش ٫ر٘خء حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢

ػزخٍس ٗلن ٌٛح حُٔٞهغ ٝػِٔظوظٚ ػ٠ِ حُٔٞحهغ ح٫هَٟ ٝحٟلخء ٬ٛك٤خص ػ٤ِٚ ٫ ٣ظلِٜٔخ ٌٛح 

ص ح٤ُِٔخص ٝ طـٔؼض حُٔٞهغ كظ٠ ىٓظ٣ٍٞخ، حػظزَٙ ٗٞع ٖٓ حٗٞحع حُظظ٤َِ رل٤غ حٗلَٜ

ٓٞهغ حَُثخٓش ٛٞ ٓٞهغ هي٢ٓ، ٌُٖ ٓخٛٞ ُي٣٘خ ٛٞ ح٣ـخى . ر٣َ٤وش ؿ٤َ ٓوزُٞش ك٢ ٓؼَ ٌٛح حٌُٔخٕ

ًظِش ًز٤َس ٜٓٔٚ ٛخٗؼش ُِوَحٍحص ٢ٛٝ ٛخٗؼش ُِظلخُلخص حُو٣ٞش، ٢ٛٝ رخُظخ٢ُ طٌٕٞ رٌَ٘ 

 ١ز٤ؼ٢ رخٌٓخٜٗخ حٕ ط٘ظؾ ٍثخححححح ط٘ظؾ ٌٛح حُٔٞهغ

88 Interviewer ٣وٚ، حُٔوٜٞى ر٤ٚ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ُٞ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ كي٣ؼي 

89 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
٫ ٫ ٫ 

90 Interviewer 
. ٍرٔخ ٖٓ حؿَ حُظلو٤ن ٌٛح ح٤ُٔٞف، حُلٍٜٞ  ػ٠ِ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء ريء ٓـٔٞػٚ ٖٓ حُظلخٛٔخص

 .٣ؼ٢٘ ٓغ ٓغ ًظَ هخٍؽ ح١خٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

91 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .٫ هِ٘خ حٕ ح٤ًَُِس ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش ٢ٛ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

92 Interviewer ٞٓخ ٓخػيًْ ح١ طلخٛٔخص؟ ٓغ حُؼَر٤ش ، ح٤٘١ُٞش ٓغ ٓظليٕٝ رؼ 

93 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٣ٞؿي

94 Interviewer رؼٞ حُوٟٞ حٌَُىٓظخ٤ٗش 

95 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 طٞؿي ٓؼَ ٌٛٙ حُظلخٛٔخص

96 Interviewer حؿَ ٗ٘ٞ؟ ٗ٘ٞ حُٜيف؟ ٖٓ 

97 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٗؼظوي حٕ . حك٘ٚ ٗؼظوي رٞؿٞى حُٓش، ٗؼظوي رخٗ٘خ ٗؼ٤ٖ حُٓش، ٝحُٓش هخٗوش. ٖٓ حؿَ حٗوخً حُؼَحم

ٗؼظوي حٕ ٖٓ ٓٔئ٤ُٝظ٘خ ً٘خّ ٓظٜي٣ٖ، حٗوخً ٌٛح حُٟٞغ . ٛ٘خى حهلخهخص هي كِٜض رٌٜٙ حُظـَرش

 حٙ ٝح٫ٖٓ ٝحُظويّ ٫ر٘خء ٗؼز٘خٝحٌُٛخد ر٤ٚ ٝطلو٤ن حَُف

98 Interviewer ٝحٕ طَؿٔض ٌٛٙ حُظلٜخٓخص ح٠ُ طلخُلخص طؼ٤٤ٌْ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء كخ٬ٛ ٬ٜٓٝ، ٓٞ ٤ٛـ٢؟ 

99 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٌُ٘٘خ ُٔ٘خ ٓظٜخ٤ٌُٖ . ُٔخًح ٣وٍٞ ٌٛح ح٬ٌُّ. رخُظخ٤ًي، ٌٛح ٫كي ٣وٍٞ حٗٚ ٣َ٣٫ي ٌٛح حُٔٞهغ حرظيءح

٣ؼ٢٘ ح١ِو٘خ طـَرش . ٗلٖ ٗؼظوي، ٗلٖ ٗؼظوي حٕ ٓٞحٍى حُويٓش ٌٖٓٔ حؿَحءٛخ ٖٓ ػيس ١َم. ػ٤ِٚ

 .رخُٞحهغ، ٗلٖ ك٢ ٌٛٙ حُلظَس حُظ٢ ٠ٓض ُْ ٗٔظِْ ح١ ٜٓ٘ذ ط٘ل١ٌ٤

100 Interviewer ْٓح 

101 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٛي ُٜخ حُزَُٔخٕ ًٝ٘خ كخػ٤ِٖ ًٌظِش كظ٠ ػ٠ِ ٛـَ ػيىٛخ ٝكـٜٔخ، ًخٗض ًظِٚ كخػِش ٣ٖ

ٓخٛٔض رخٗـخُ ؿِٔش ًز٤َس ٖٓ حُوٞح٤ٖٗ، ًٔخ حٜٗخ ػٞهض ؿِٔش . حُؼَحه٢، ًخٗض ُُٞذ ك٢ حُلًَش

 .ٖٓ حُوظخ٣خ حُظ٢ ُْ طٌٖ طؼظوي رٜخ

102 Interviewer ٍحٓظخ٣ُظٞح رخَُٔكِش حُٔخ٤ٟش رخ٤٤ُٓٞش ٝح٫ػظيح 

103 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٌٛح ه٢

104 Interviewer 
ح٫ػظيحٍ ك٤َٝف ػ٠ِ ٛللش، ٝحًٞ ٍثخٓش . ٌٛٙ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٍرٔخ ٌٛٙ ح٤٤ُٓٞش كظـ٤ذك٢ 

 ٍُٝحء حُٜيف حٍُٞٛٞ حُٚ

105 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٫رخُؼٌْ
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106 Interviewer 
٤١ذ، ه٢٘٤ِ حٍٝف ُـٞحى حُـز١ٍٞ، حُٔظليع ح٢َُٔٓ ٫ثظ٬ف ح٫كَحٍ، حٓظخً ؿٞحى ح٬ٛ 

 .٬ٜٓٝ ر٤ي

107 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 .ح٬ٛ ٬ٜٓٝ َٝٓكزخ

108 Interviewer ٝػخ٤ٗخ ٣ٖٝ ٓظـ٤ٜٖ، ٣ٖٝ ٍح٣ل٤ٖ. حٓظخً ؿٞحى، ح٫ٝ كظ٥ٌْٞ ِٕٗٞ ٗخ٣ل٤ٜخ. ك٤خى الله. 

109 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

طل٤ش ُي ٤٠ُٝل٤ي حُؼ٣ِ٣ِٖ، ك٤٠ِش ح٤ُ٘ن ك٤ٔي حُٔؼ٠ِ ٝح٤ُٔي حُ٘خثذ . رْٔ الله حَُكٖٔ حَُك٤ْ

حرظيءح حٓٔق ٢ُ حٕ حطويّ رخُظٜ٘جش ح٠ُ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ . ح٫ٓظخً ًٔخٍ حُٔخػي١ ُٝٔ٘خٛي٣ي حٌَُحّ

ح١ٌُ ً٘ق ػٖ ٗؼٍٞ ػخ٢ُ رخُٔٔئ٤ُٝش ك٢ هٞٝ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، حُٔٔئ٤ُٝش حَُ٘ػ٤ش حُي٤٘٣ش ٝٓخ 

ٖٓ  حُظِٓٚ ٖٓ، ٤١زوٚ ٖٓ ١خػش ُظٞؿ٤ٜخص حَُٔؿؼ٤خص حُي٤٘٣ش، ٝحُٔٔئ٤ُٝش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش، رٔخ حُظِٓٚ

ًٌُٝي حُٔٔئ٤ُٝش ح٫ؿظٔخػ٤ش رخٕ ػزَ ػٖ . حٗو٤خى ُِِػخٓخص ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ُٝػٔخء حٌُظَ ٝؿ٤َٛخ

 ٝٛخ هي ُز٠ ٌٛح حُ٘يحء ٝٗوَ حٍ. ٍأ٣ٚ رخػظزخٍٙ ٛٞ كؼ٬ ٜٓيٍ ٤ُِِٔش

110 Interviewer ٤١ذ 

111 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ٗوَ ح٤ُِٔش ٖٓ ٣يٙ ح٠ُ ٣ي ح٤ُزوش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

112 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

113 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ٍأ٣٘خ. ٝرخػظزخٍٛخ حُ٘وذ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش حُظ٢ ح٠٣خ ٣وغ ػ٠ِ ػخطوٜخ ح٫ٕ طلو٤ن ٤ٓخُذ ٌٛح حُ٘ؼذ

114 Interviewer ٝحٟق حٓظخً ؿٞحى 

115 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ػٖ حٕ ٛ٘خى ٍؿزش ػ٠ِ ؿَص رٌَ٘ حٝ رخهَ ك٢ٜ ؿ٤يس، طْ٘ . ٍأ٣٘خ ح٫ٗظوخرخص رٌٜح حٌَُ٘

 .ٍَٟٝس حُظيحٍٝ ح٢ُِٔٔ ٤ُِِٔش

116 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

117 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 .ٝحكظَحّ حُ٘ظخّ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ

118 Interviewer حٓظخً ؿٞحى، ه٢٘٤ِ حهخ١ؼي كظ٠ ٗٔظؼَٔ حُٞهض 

119 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ٗؼْ

120 Interviewer ٗظخثـٌْ ِٕٗٞ طظٞهؼٞٛخ ٣ٖٝٝ ٓظـ٤ٜٖ ٣ؼ٢٘؟ ٗ٘ٞ ٢ٛ ه٤٤ٌْ ؟١٫ٝؿخٝر٢٘ ػ٠ِ ٓئح٢ُ ، 

121 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ح٢ٗ

122 Interviewer ١٫ٝ حٛيحف ٍح٣ي٣ٖ طِٕٞٛٞ؟ 

123 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ح٢ٗ ٓئحُي ٓٔؼظٚ، ًخٕ طزخىٍ ٢ٌُ٘ٛ ًخٕ ِٕٗٞ ٗلض ح٫ٗظوخرخص

124 Interviewer ٫ ٫ 

125 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ٌُٜح ؿخٝرض

126 Interviewer حطليع، حطليع ػٖ ٗظخثـٌْ حُٔظٞهؼش ٝحطليع ػٖ حٛيحكٌْ رخَُٔكِش حُٔٔظوز٤ِش. 

127 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ٝٗظخثؾ ٓو٘ؼش ؿيح . ػٌٍح، ك٢ ٓخ ٣ظؼِن رخٗـخُحط٘خ ٝٓخكووظٚ ًظِظ٘خ ٖٓ ٗظخثؾ طؼزَ ػٖ ح٫ٍط٤خف

 ١ش ح٢ُ ٟٖٛٚٔ حُن

128 Interviewer ٤١ذ 

129 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ٌُٖ ٫ٗٞى رخٕ . ُي٣٘خ ٓخً٘ش حٗظوخر٤ش ٝطل٢ٜ ػيى حُٔوخػي. ٛ٘خى ٗٔٞ ٝٛ٘خى طويّ. ح٢ُ كيىٗخٛخ

 (ؿ٤َ ٓلّٜٞ)٤َٗف ٍهْ ٣وِن، ٠٣ـ٢ ػ٠ِ حُٔخكش ح٫ػ٤ٓ٬ش 

130 Interviewer 

ٍحٍ حهَد ُؼوي طلخُق ٓغ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ ٝ ٓغ رـٞ حُ٘ظَ، رـٞ حُ٘ظَ ػٖ حَُهْ، ح٫ف

حثظ٬كخص هخٍؽ ح١خٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ؟ ُٞ ط٤ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش َٓطز٢ رخُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ٝحٗظٞ 

 .ِٓظ٤ِٖٓ ٍٝحؿز٤ٖ رخٓظَٔحٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ
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131 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

كٌٞٓخص ٝك٢ ًَ حُ٘ظْ ١زؼخ ح٫ػظٔخى ػ٠ِ حُظـَرش حُٔخروش ىحثٔخ ٓٔؤُش ٛل٤ش ك٢ ًَ حٍ

ُي٣٘خ طـَرش حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ رٔخ ُٜخ ٝٓخ ػ٤ِٜخ كخًح ٣٘زـ٢ حُؼٞىس ُٜخ ٝحٕ ٗ٘ظَ ك٢ . ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

ٗؼْ ٌَٗ٘ ٬ٓكظخص ػ٠ِ حٕ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ًخٕ ػ٤ِٚ حٕ ٣ويّ حك٠َ . حٌٓخ٤ٗش ط٣ٞ٤َ حُٔ٘ـِ

حُظ٢ كِٜض، ٓغ ٗي٣ي  ٍؿْ ح٫هلخهخص. ٓٔخ هيّ ك٢ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ طلخُلخ ٤٘١ٝخ رلي ًحطٚ رلي حٓٔٚ

رخ٫ٌٓخٕ حٕ ٗؼظٔي ػ٠ِ طلخٛٔخط٘خ، . ح٫ٓق، ح٫ حٗخ ٫ُُ٘خ ٓٞؿٞى٣ٖ ٟٖٔ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

ٝطٞؿي ُي٣٘خ ًظَ ًٌظِش حُٔٞح١ٖ ط٘ظَى ٓؼ٘خ ك٢ ٓظَحط٤ـ٤ش حُ٘ظَس ك٢ حىحٍس حُيُٝش ٝط٘ظَى ٓؼ٘خ 

حىحٍس حُيُٝش ٝحىحٍس ك٢ حٌٗخ٤ُخط٘خ ػ٠ِ ًِظش ٗو٤وش ك٢ ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ حُظ٢ طٌِلض د

٬ُٕ ٣٫ٞؿي ه٤ي ػ٠ِ ًظِش ٖٓ حٌُظَ حٗٔخ طٞؿي ٬ٓكظخص ػ٠ِ ٍرٔخ ٗو٤ٜخص ك٢ . حُلٌٞٓش

 ىحهَ ًظَ ك٢ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ حٝ ؿ٤َ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

132 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

133 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ٌٛح ح١ٌُ ٣ؼ٢٘ د

134 Interviewer ٝحٟق حٓظخً ؿٞحى 

135 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 طظلل٦ ًظِش ح٫كَحٍ ػ٤ِٚ

136 Interviewer 

كِٞس ٛخ١ ح٫ؿٞحء، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخًٞ ه٢ . حٍؿؼِي رٞهض ٫كن حًح طٔٔق. ٝحٟق، حٍؿؼِي، حٓق ؿيح

حٓظخً ًٔخٍ، ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٓغ . حكَٔ، حًٞ حٓظويحء ُٔلَىس ح٫ٗوخء، ً٘خ كخهي٣ٜخ هزَ ح٫ٗظوخرخص

ح٢٘١ُٞ، رخ١ ح٤ُش ٍح٣ي٣ٚ ٣ٔظَٔ؟ ر٘لْ ح٤ُ٫ش حُٔخروش؟ ٝح٠٣خ ٤ُٖ ٍح٣ي٣ٚ  حٓظَٔحٍ حُظلخُق

٣ٔظَٔ؟ كظ٠ ٓظوَؽ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء ٖٓ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ؟ ُٞ كظ٠ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء طَٝف ٌُِظِش 

 ح٫ًزَ ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ٝحُٔوٜٞىس ح٤ًي ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ؟

137 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ح٤ًي ٓؼَ ٓخ حٗخٍ ٓٔخكش ح٤ُ٘ن حٕ ه٤٠ش ٍثخٓش . حٕ حُو٤٠ش حًزَ ٖٓ ًُي ٫ حٗخ رخػظوخى١

 .حٗخ ٗو٤ٜخ ُي١ ه٘خػش ٫ حؿخَٓ رٜخ. حٍُُٞحء ٜٓٔش، ٌُٜ٘خ ٤ُٔض حُو٤٠ش حُٞك٤يس

138 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

139 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

هظغ ٫ػظزخٍحص حٗظوخر٤ش ٫ٝ حٗخ حػظوي حٕ طل٣َٞ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ح٠ُ ٓئٓٔش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ًزَٟ ٫ ص

ٌٛٙ ه٘خػش . ٫ٝ طظزيٍ ك٤ٜخ حُٔٞحهق، ٣َْٓ حٓظَحط٤ـ٤ش ٤٘١ٝش ُِؼَحم، ُي١ حْٛ ٖٓ ح١ ٓٞهغ حهَ

 .٫ حؿخَٓ رٜخ، ػ٠ِ حَُؿْ ح٢٘ٗ حػِٖ رخٗ٘خ ٍحؿزٕٞ رَثخٓش حٍُُٞحء ؿ٤َ ٓلّٜٞ

140 Interviewer 
ٝح٫َٛحٍ ػ٠ِ ح٣ـخى حُظلخُق  ٌٛح كي٣ؼٌْ ٓغ ٝكيس حُؼَحم؟ حُلي٣غ ػٖ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

 ح٢٘١ُٞ ٝحٓظَٔحٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ٣ؼُِ ٝكيس حُؼَحم؟

141 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .ٗؼْ

142 Interviewer حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ك٤ٌٕٞ ٓوخر٤ِٚ طلخُق ٢٘ٓ ٞٓ 

143 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
٫ 

144 Interviewer ٝٓوخرِٚ طلخُق ًَىٓظخ٢ٗ 

145 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
٫ ٫ 

146 Interviewer ٓؼ٘خٙ ٌٛح ح٢ُ٘ حًٞ ١خثل٤ش؟ ٞٓ 

147 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ًَ ٖٓ ٣ٌَ٘ ًُي ٣َ٣ٝي ٣ز٢٘ ٤ٓخٓش . ٫ ٫، ىػ٘خ ٗلَم ر٤ٖ حٌُٔٛز٤ش، ٗلٖ ك٢ رِي ك٤ٚ ٌٓحٛذ

حٕ ٫ حٍٟ ط٘خه٠خ . ٍحمػ٠ِ حٓخّ طـخَٛ ٌٛٙ ح٤ٗ٫خء، ٣٫لْٜ ٢ٗ رخُظ٤ٌِ٘ش ح٫ؿظٔخػ٤ش ك٢ حُغ

ح٢ٗ ٓخٗٞف حًٞ ط٘خهٞ كظ٠ ٌٍٗٞ حٗٚ روخء . ر٤ٖ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ح٫ٗٔخٕ ٤ٗؼ٤خ ٤٘١ٝٝخ حٝ ٤٘ٓخ ٤٘١ٝٝخ

ح٫ٗظٔخء . ٌٛح طل٤َٔ ه٤ؤ. ٌٛح ه٤ؤ، ه٤ؤ. ًَ ٝحكي ػ٠ِ حٗظٔخثٚ حٌُٔٛز٢ ٣ٔؼَ ح٤ٛلخف ١خثل٢

 .حهَحٌُٔٛز٢ ٗت ٝحٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ح٫ٗٔخٕ ٢٘١ٝ ػ٘يٓخ ٣خط٢ ٣ٝؼَٔ رخُيُٝش، ٗت 

148 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

149 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ٓخ ح١ٌُ ٣ٔ٘غ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ حٕ ٣ـ٢، ٣خط٢ ٣٘ظـَ رُٞحٍس ٣ٝويّ، ٣ويّ ١ٝ٘ٚ رخه٬ٙ َٝٗف،  ٗ٘ٞ 

! ح٤ُٔ٘ؼٚ؟ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٓٛزٚ ٣ٔ٘ؼٚ، ٝح٢ُ٘ٔ ًٌُي ٌٓٛزٚ ٣ٔ٘ؼٚ؟ ٣ٌُٞٚ حٗض ٢٘ٓ ٤ٜ٤َٓ ط٤َٜ ٢٘١ٝ؟

س ٤ٓخ٤ٓش، حًح ٟٝؼ٘خ ُٜخ ٗظخّ ىحه٢ِ، ١َٝٗ، حٛيحف، حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٓئْٓ! ٖٓ ٣وٍٞ رٌُي؟

 ح٤ُش، ُِؼَٔ
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150 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

151 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ح٤ُش ُِلٞحٍ، ح٤ُش ٫هظ٤خٍ حُٔٔئ٤ُٖٝ، حُن

152 Interviewer ٌٛح ٌٛح ح٢ُ٘ ؿخٕ ٓٞؿٞى. 

153 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٫ٓخًخٕ ٓٞؿٞى

154 Interviewer ؿخٕ ٓٞؿٞى رخُيٍٝس حُٔخ٤ٟش. 

155 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٫ ٫ ٓخًخٕ ٓٞؿٞى

156 Interviewer ؿخٕ ػيًْ رَٗخٓؾ 

157 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٫ ٫ ٓخًخٕ

158 Interviewer َٔٝؿخٕ ػيًْ ح٤ُخص ػ 

159 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٗؼْ

160 Interviewer ٕٜٞٔحٟؼلظْ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ. رؼيّ ح٫ُظِحّ روَحٍص حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٝحٗظْ ٓظ. 

161 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ٌٗي ٢ٛ ىه٤وش، ٌُٖ ٓغ ًُي ك٤ٌِٖ، ٍحف حػظزَ ٌٛح . حٗخ ٓخ ٛٔٚ ٛخ١ ح٫طٜخٓخص ٛل٤لش ُٞ ٫

 .ح٬ٌُّ ٛل٤ق

162 Interviewer ٣ُٖ؟ 

163 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حٗخ . حًح ًخٗض ٛ٘خُِي حه٤خء كؼ٤ِ٘خ حٕ ٜٗللٜخ. حك٘ٚ ٗظويّ ٓٞ َٗؿغ ح٠ُ حُوِق ؿي٫، ح٢ٗ حهٍٞ

ٝكظ٠ ٣٫٘ظ٢ٌ حكي، ٝكظ٠ ٣٫وَؽ . حػظوي حٕ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ح٫ٕ ٍَٟٝس حٕ ٣ؼؼخى حُ٘ظَ ك٤ٚ

 .ػٖ هَحٍطٚ حكي، كظ٠ ٣٫ـظٜي حكي ك٢ هزخٍ ح٫ه٣َٖ

164 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

165 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ٝكظ٠ ٣ظلٍٞ ح٠ُ ٓئٝٓٔش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش، حهٍٞ ٝح٣٫ًٍَظخػَ رخُ٘ٔذ ح٫ٗظوخر٤ش ٣٫ٝظخػَ رخُو٬كخص  

 .٣ظلٍٞ ح٠ُ ٓئٝٓٔش ٤ٓخٓش.  ٫ٝ ٫ٝ

166 Interviewer ٝحٟق 

167 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .حٗخ حٍٟ حٕ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٛٔخّ حٓخٕ ُِؼَحم. ٛٞ ٛٔخّ ح٫ٓخٕ ُِؼَحم

168 Interviewer 

٤ٗن ٤ُٖ ٣َٜٖٓ ػ٠ِ حٓظَٔحٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ؟ ٓٞ حٓظَٔحٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ٓٞ . ٝحٟق

ٓؼ٘خٙ حٓظَٔحٍ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ رَثخٓش حُلٌٞٓش؟ ػ٠ِ حػظزخٍ حٕ ىُش حُوخٕٗٞ ٛٞ ح٫ًزَ ىحهَ 

َٝٓٗلْٜ ٛٞ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ، ٛٞ . حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٖٝٓ ح٤ُز٤ؼ٢ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٣خهٌٕٝ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء

 .ك٤ي ٓخػيْٛ َٓٗق حهَحُٞ

169 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ح٫ٝ ح٫َٛحٍ ػ٠ِ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ًٝٔخًًَص ٣ؼ٢٘ ًٝٔخ ًًَ ح٫ٓظخً حُٔخػي١، ٣ٌَ٘ 

ٍَٟٝس، ٍَٟٝس ٤٘١ٝش ُٝوي ُؼذ ٌٛح حُظلخُق ىٍٝح ٍث٤ٔخ ٝكو٤و٤خ ك٢ ُِٔش ٝكيس حُزِي 

ى ٬ٓكظخص ػ٠ِ ح٫ىحءحص حُظ٢ طٔظغ رٜخ ٌٛح ٣٫ؼ٢٘ حٗٚ ٫ طٞؽ. ٝحُللخ٥ ػ٠ِ ٝكيطٚ ٝحٓظو٬ُٚ

ح٫َٛحٍ ػ٠ِ حُظلخُق ٫ ٣ؼ٢٘ ح٬١هخ حروخء ح٤ٛ٫لخكخص ح٤ُخثل٤ش حٝ . ٌٛح ٝحكي. ٌٛح حُظلخُق

٫ٝ حى١ٍ . ٗلٖ ٝحهؼخ ٗٔظـَد ٖٓ حٓظَٔحٍ ٌٛح ح٫َٓ ُيٟ رؼٞ حُو٘ٞحص ح٫ػ٤ٓ٬ش. حُؼ٣َٜ٘ش

. ٙ حًؼَ ػ٘خَٛٙ ٤ٗؼش حٕ ٌٛح طلخُلخ ١خثل٤خُٔخًح حَٛحٍٛخ، ك٤٘ٔخ طوٍٞ حٕ ٛ٘خُي طلخُق ٣ٞؿي ك٢

ٝحًح ًخٕ ٛ٘خى طٌَ٘ حؿِزٚ حًَحى حٝ . ٝحًح ًخٕ ٛ٘خى طٌَ٘ حهَ ٣وخرِٚ حًؼَ ٓ٘ش ٣ٌٕٞ ١خثل٤خ

ح١ُٖٞ ٣ـٔغ ًَ . حػظوي ٌٛح كَى ط٬ػذ رخ٬٤ٛ٫كخص ؿ٤َ ىه٤ن. طًَٔخٕ ك٤ٌٕٔٞ ػ٣َٜ٘خ

ػزَٙ ػٖ ٓـٔٞع ًظَ ر٣َ٘ش ط٘ظٔذ ٌٛٙ حُظ٣ٝ٬ٖ ٣٫ٝٞؿي ح١ ط٘خهٞ ك٢ حٕ طٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى ًظَ ّ

 .ح٠ُ ٌٓٛذ حٝ ط٘ظٔذ ح٠ُ ١خثلش حٝ ط٘ظٔذ ح٠ُ ٍإ٣ش ك٣ٌَش حٝ ط٘ظٔذ ح٠ُ ػَٜ٘

170 Interviewer ٍح٣ي٣ٖ حػخىس ٤ٌِٛش حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ 

171 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ



270 

 

172 Interviewer ٙ ك٤لش؟ٓؼ٘خٛخ حٕ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٓـخٕ ٤ٔ٣َ رٍٜٞس 

173 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .ٗؼْ طٞؿي حهلخهخص ك٤ٚ، ًٔخ طٞؿي ك٤ٚ ح٣ـخر٤خص

174 Interviewer ٝػيًْ ػوش حٗٚ ٌٖٓٔ طؼ٤يٕٝ ٤ٌِٛش حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ؟ 

175 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .ثشٝحًح ٫ ٗٔظ٤٤غ ٝرخُظخ٤ًي ٗلٖ ُٔ٘خ رٜيى طٌَحٍ ح٫ه٤خء ٝطـَرش هخ١. ٗؼْ، ٗؼظوي ٌٌٛح

176 Interviewer حُٔوٜٞى رخػخىس ح٤ٌُِٜش؟ ٞ٘ٗ 

177 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ح٣ـخى ٤ٛؾ هخ٤ٗٞٗش ٣ِظِّ رٜخ ٣ؼظزَ ك٤ٜخ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٛٞ حُوخثي حُلو٤و٢ ُِزِي : حػخىس ح٤ٌُِٜش

رل٤غ ٣ٌٕٞ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء، ًخٕ ٖٓ . ٝح٤ُٔزن ح٫ٓخ٢ٓ ُظٞؿ٤ٚ حُلٌٞٓش ك٤ٔخ، ك٢ كخٍ ط٤ٌِٜ٘خ

ًخٕ ّ حٝ ٙ، ٣ؼظزَ ٗلٔٚ هخىّ ك٢ حُظلخُق، ٣٫ٝؼظزَ ٗلٔٚ حٗٚ هي طْٔ٘ ٌٛح حُٜٔ٘ذ ٤ٌُٕٞ 

ٗؼظوي حٕ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٣٘ظؾ ٍث٤ْ . ٌٛح ح٢ُ ٗؼظويٙ. هخثيح ٍٝحثيح ٣ٌٕٝٞ ح٫ٍٓٞ ًِٜخ ر٤يٙ

 .حٍُُٞحء ٣ٝ٘ظؾ ٌٛٙ حُلٌٞٓش حٝ ٣ٌٕٞ حُٔٔخْٛ ح٫ًزَ ك٢ حٗظخؽ طِي حُلٌٞٓش

178 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

179 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٌٛح. طٌٕٞ حؿِذ هَحٍحص حُظلخُق ٢ٛ حُٔخثيس ٤ُٝٔض هَحٍحص حُلَى

180 Interviewer ٝحٟق 

181 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٌٛح ح٢ُ ٗؼظويٙ، ٝطل٣ِٞٚ ح٠ُ ٓئٝٓٔش طظَحًْ حُوزَس ك٤ٚ ٢ٌُ ٣ئْٝٓ ُز٘خءحص طٜ٘غ حُيُٝش 

 .٫ٝطؼُِ ح٤ُِٔش

182 Interviewer ٝحٟق ٤ٗن 

183 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 هي ح٤ُِٔش طؼُِ ك٢ َٓكِش

184 Interviewer ْٗؼ 

185 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .ٌُٖ حُز٘خءحص ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش ٢ٛ ر٘خءحص حُيُٝش

186 Interviewer ٍٚٗٓؼ٘خٓ٘خٛي٣٘خ كخَٛ ه٤َٜ حروٞح . هَ حٍٝف ُلخَٟ ه٤َٜ ٝرؼي حُلخَٛ َٗؿغ ٌَٝٗٔ كٞح. 

187 Interviewer 

حٓظخً ؿٞحى حُي َٓس حهَٟ، . طل٤ش ٤١زش َٓس حهَٟ ٓ٘خٛي٣٘خ ٝحُـِء حُؼخ٢ٗ ٖٓ رَٗخٓـ٘خ ح٤ُّٞ

ٓٞهلٌْ ٝحٟق، ٓٞهق ح٫كَحٍ ٝحٟق، ٍحك٤٠ٖ ح٣٫ُٞش حُؼخُؼش ٤ُِٔي . حٓق ؿيح ػ٠ِ ح١٫خُش

ًُي ٣٫ٝش ػخُؼش ٤ُِٔي رخُظخ٢ُ ٓظ٘ٞف ٓٞحكوظٌْ ػ٠ِ حٓظَٔحٍ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ٓؼ٠٘ . حُٔخ٢ٌُ

 حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟ ْٛ حٌُظِش ح٫ًزَ ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٍٝرٔخ ٖٓ كوْٜ حُلٍٜٞ ػ٠ِ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء؟

188 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

حٗٔخ ٣ؼ٢٘ حػخىس طٞحُٕ حُوٟٞ ىحهَ حُظلخُق . ٫ ٤ُْ، ٤ُْ رخ٠ٍَُٝس طٔخٓخ ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع

ٍٝحص طو٣ْٞ ح٫ىحء ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ُِيُٝش رخػظزخٍ حٕ ح٢٘١ُٞ ٛٞ حَٓ ٛل٢ ٍَٟٝٝس ح٠٣خ ٖٓ َٟ

حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٛٞ ٍحثي حُؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش حٝ ٍرٔخ ٛٞ حُظلخُق ح٫ًزَ، كٖٔ حُلن ح٤ُز٤ؼ٢ حٕ 

طؼ٤ي حُ٘ظَ ك٢ حكيحع ػخّ حٛٚ طٞحُٕ هٟٞ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ رٔخ حهَؿٚ ٖٓ ٓوَؿخص حػخٍص 

حٕ ٛٞ ك٢ ؿ٠٘ ػٜ٘خ ٫هظ٬ف ٝؿٜخص ًؼ٤َ ٖٓ ح٫ٌٗخ٤ُخص ٝؿَص ُِظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٓ٘خًَ ى

كخ٤ُّٞ ك٤ٖ ٓخ ٗئَٗ ٥خَٛس هَِ ٫ٗٔظٜيف حكي ٖٓ ٖٓ ٖٓ . حُ٘ظَ ك٢ حىحٍس حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

 ًظَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٝحٗٔخ كَٛخ ػ٠ِ حُظلخُق ٫ٗ٘خ ؿِء ٓ٘ٚ،

189 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

190 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 .ٝكَٛخ ػ٠ِ حُيُٝش ٫ٗ٘خ ؿِء ٜٓ٘خ
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191 Interviewer 

ػيًْ ػوش رخٌٓخ٤ٗش، رخٌٓخ٤ٗش حػخىس ٤ٌِٛش حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٣ٌٕٝٞ حك٠َ ٖٓ حَُٔكِش حُٔخروش؟ 

٤ُٖٝ ٛخ١ حُؼوش؟ ٝحٗظٞ ٤١ِش حُلظَس حُٔخ٤ٟش ٓظ٤ٜٖٔ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء رخٗٚ ٣٫ِظِّ روَحٍحص 

 ٓٞ ٌٖٓٔ ٣٘ؼخى ٗلْ ح٤ُٔ٘خ٣ٍٞ؟. حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

192 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ك٤٘ٔخ طٞػن كخُش ٝطيحكغ ػٜ٘خ رخػظزخٍٛخ . ٛٞ حُظ٤ٛٞق حك٤خٗخ ٗظ٠٘ٔ حٕ ٣٫َطو٢ ح٠ُ كي ح٫طٜخّ

ٝهٜٞٛخ حًح هَؿض ... كخُش ٛل٤ش ٝطؼزَ ػٖ ًظِش ٗظَ ًظِش ٜٓٔٚ ٖٓ ًظَ حُظلخُق ٣ٝ٘ظَ

ٗٔخ ٖٓ ح١خٍ حُظلخُق ح٠ُ ح١خٍ هٟٞ ٤ٓخ٤ٓش حهَٟ ط٘ظَى ٓؼي ر٘لْ ٝؿٜش حُ٘ظَ، ٣٫ؼي حطٜخّ ح

ٝٓٔخُش حُ٘وي ٝحُ٘وي حٌُحط٢ ٝحُظو٣ْٞ ٝط٘ظ٤ْ ح٫ىحء ٣ـذ حٕ ٣لظ٠ رَٔٝٗش . ط٤ٛٞق ُلخُش

حٝ ... ٌُٖٝ ٣زو٠ ح٫ٗؤخّ ك٢ ٝؿٜخص حُ٘ظَ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓٔؤ. ٝٓوز٤ُٞش ١خُٔخ ٣ٜذ ك٢ حُِٜٔلش حُؼخّ

٥خَٛس ح٫ٓظلٞحً حٝ ٥خَٛس طـخك٢ طـخك٢ ٝؿٜخص حُ٘ظَ ٌُِظَ حُ٘و٤وش ك٢ ىحهَ حُظلخُق 

٢ٗ، ٌٛح رخُظخ٤ًي ٣يػ٢، ٣ٌٕٞ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى ٓيػخس ٫ػخىس ط٘ظ٤ْ، حٝ حٕ ٛق حُظؼز٤َ حٗض ح١ُٞ

ط٤ٜٔٔخ ٤ٌِٛش، رلي ًحطٜخ ٢ٛ حػخىس ط٘ظ٤ْ ٝٝهلش طخَٓ ُـَٝ حُٞػٞد ح٠ُ ح٫ٓخّ روٞس ٫ٕ ح٫ٕ 

 ٝ ٫كظض ًِٔش. ٌٛح حٛزق ٤ِٓذ ٗؼز٢

193 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

194 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

٣َ حُظـ٤َ حُظـ٤َ، حٗظًَض رٜخ ًَ حُوٟٞ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش، ٗخ٤ٛي ػٖ حٗظَحى حُ٘ؼذ ح١ٌُ ًخٕ حُظؾ

ٓٔخُش حُظـ٤َ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٥خَٛس ٛل٤ش ُـَٝ ح٫هظَحد ٖٓ . طـ٤َ حُٜٔ٘ؾ طـ٤َ حُِٔٞى. ٣٘خى١ رخُظـ٤َ

كخ٤ُّٞ . ح٤ُِٔذ حُ٘ؼز٢ ٝهخٛش ٝهي حٗظ٠ٜ حُ٘ؼذ ٖٓ ٓٔئ٤ُٝظٚ ٝٗوِٜخ رلُٞس ٖٓ ٣٘ٞد ػ٘ٚ

هٟٞ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ،طلي٣يح ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، حٕ طٌٛذ ح٠ُ حُوٟٞ ح٫هَٟ حُٜي٣وش، ٓٔئ٤ُٝش حٍ

ٗخ٤ٛي ػٖ ًٛخرٜخ ح٠ُ حَُح١ حُؼخّ ًٝٛخرٜخ ح٠ُ حٍحىس حُ٘خٍع رٌَ٘ ٣ظٔخ٠ٗ ٓغ حَُؿزش حُؼخٓش ك٢ 

 (.ؿ٤َ ٓلّٜٞ)حٍحىس حُظـ٤٤َ

195 Interviewer 
٫هَٟ رَٔٗق َُثخٓش حٍُُٞحء ػ٠ِ حػظزخٍ رْ رخُٔوخرَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٫ُّ ٣ٌٛذ ح٠ُ حٌُظَ ح

 ٛٞ حُظلخُق ح٫ًزَ، ٓٞ ٤ٛـ٢؟

196 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 طٔخٓخ، ٌٛح ٌٛح

197 Interviewer طظلوٕٞ ػ٠ِ َٓٗق ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء حٓظخً ؿٞحى؟ ٖٓ ِٕٞٗ 

198 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ػلٞح

199 Interviewer ح٢ُ كظـٔؼٌْ ػ٠ِ َٓٗق، َٓٗق حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ َُثخٓش حٍُُٞحء؟ ِٕٗٞ ٌٖٓٔ؟ ٢٤٘ٗ ح٤ُ٫ش 

200 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ٌٛح . حٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٣ؼ٢٘ حٓٔل٢ِ حهٍٞ حٗٞ ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع ٛٞ ٓخرن ٫ٝحٗٚ، رخٗظظخٍ حُلـْ ح٫ٗظوخر٢

 .ٓؼ٤خٍ ْٜٓ ٖٓ ٓؼخ٤٣َ ح٫طلخم ػ٠ِ ٌٛح ح٤ُِٔذ

201 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

202 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ٝػ٤ِ٘خ ح٠٣خ حٕ ٠ٔ٘ٗ٫ ح٤ُِٔذ، ح٤ُِٔذ حُْٜٔ ح١ٌُ ٗخىص رٚ حَُٔؿؼ٤خص حُي٤٘٣ش ًٌُٝي حٕ 

ػ٠ِ حػظزخٍ حٕ ٗو٤ٜش ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء . ٫ٗـلَ حُيٍٝ ح٫ه٢ٔ٤ِ ٝحُيٍٝ حُي٢ُٝ ح٠٣خ ٌُٜح حُٔؼ٤خٍ

 .٣ـذ حٕ طلظ٠ رٞؿٜخص ٗظَ ح١٫َحف حًٌٍُٔٞس ٣ؼ٢٘ حٛٚ ٓخروخ

203 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

204 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ٛٞ رلي ًحطٚ ٌٛح ٟٓٞٞع ؿ٤َ ٛؼذ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٤ُْ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ٣٫ٜؼذ ػ٠ِ ػو٬ء حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ 

 ٝكٌٔخء حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ك٢ ح٣ـخى

205 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

206 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 حُ٘و٤ٜش، ر٤٘ٔخ

207 Interviewer ه٤َ حٓظخً ؿٞحىه٢٘٤ِ حٓؤُي ٓئحٍ ح 

208 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ػلٞح

209 Interviewer 
أأأأ ٍك٠ٌْ ٤ُِٔي حٍ حٍ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣٫ٝش ػخُؼش ٤ُِٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٌٛح حَُكٞ < ه٢٘٤ِ حٓؤُي ٓئحٍ حه٤َ

 ٜٗخث٢ ٌُٖٞٓٔ طـ٤َٕٝ ٓٞهلٌْ ؟

210 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

ٓٔؤُش ٝٓٔؤُش ٜٓ٘ـ٤ش ٝٓٔؤُش ػ٤ِٔش ٝٓٔؤُش أٍحىس ػخٓش أأأ أٛٚ ٫ ٌٛح ٍك٠٘خ ١زؼخً ٣ظؤط٠ ٖٓ 

ٝأٍحىس أٍحىس َٓؿؼ٤خص حُي٣ٖ ك٢ ٍَٟٝس حُظيحٍٝ ح٢ُِٔٔ ٤ُِِٔش ٝػيّ حُظؤ٤ْٓ ُؼوخكش ح٧كظٌخٍ 

ٌٛح ْٓٔ ٣ؼ٢٘ حُٜلش ٫ طظٔخ٠ٗ . أٝ ٝػوخكش حَُ حٍ ح٧كظٌخ٣ٍش أٝأٝ إٔ ٛق حُظؼز٤َ حُي٣ٌظخط٣ٍٞش

٠ُ ٌٓحم ؿٍٜٔٞ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٫ٝ ػ٠ِ ٫ٝ ػ٠ِ كظ٠ أحح ٓغ ٌٓحم حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٫ٝ ع

ٝأأ ٤ُْ أٓظؼيحءحً . أىر٤خص حُٜٔ٘ؾ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ك٢ حُظيحٍٝ ح٢ُِٔٔ ٤ُِِٔش ك٢ حُ٘ظْ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش

ُ٘وٚ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝأٗٔخ ٌٛح ٛٞ كظ٠ ًخٕ َٓ٘ٝع هخٕٗٞ ك٢ ػيّ أأ حُٔٔخف ٣٫ُٞش ػخُؼش أٝ 

 كظ٠ ٣٫ُٞش ٝحكيس طـؼَ حٍ حٛٚ
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211 Interviewer ٝحٟق، ٝحٟق أٓظخً ؿٞحى 

212 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 

طـؼَ ٣ؼ٢٘ حٌُِٔق رٌٜح حُٜٔ٘ذ ٛٞ ٓؼِٔخ أٗخٍ ك٤٠ِش ح٤ُ٘ن أٗٚ ٜٓ٘ذ أحػ١ِٞ ُِويٓش ٫ ٛٞ 

 .٣ؼ٢٘ أأ أكظٌخ١ٍ. ٜٓ٘ذ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٜٓ٘ذ ٤ٓخى١ ٫ٝ ٛٞ ٜٓ٘ذ

213 Interviewer ٝحٟق أٓظخً ؿٞحى أحح ؿٞحى 

214 
Interviewee 3 

(Al-Juboori) 
 ُ٘وٚ ىٕٝ أهَ

215 Interviewer 

ح٤ُٔي ؿٞحى حُـز١ٍٞ حُٔظليع أحح رؤْٓ . ٝحٟق أٓظخً ؿٞحى أٌَٗى ؿ٣َِ ٠ٗ٧ٔخٓي ٣ٝخٗخ

أٛٚ أٛٚ أٓظخً ًٔخٍ كظ٥ٌْٞ أرذ رظ٤ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش حُوخىٓش . أثظ٬ف ح٧كَحٍ أٛٚ ٌَٗحً أأ حُي

١َحف ر٤ٌْ ٟؼ٤لش ٝٝأأ ٍكٞ رؼٞ حٌُظَ ٣٫ُٞش ػخُؼش أ٫ًٝ ػوش ػوش رخه٢ ح٧. ٣زيٝ أٜٗخ ٟؼ٤لش

 .٤ُِٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝٓخػيًْ َٓٗق أهَ

216 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

أٛٚ ١زؼخً هزَ إٔ أؿ٤زي ٝٝى١ إٔ أػِن ػ٠ِ ٓخًًَٙ ح٤َُِٓ ؿٞحى ٣وٍٞ إٔ ٛخ١ ٢٣ ٍؿزش 

ؿؼ٤ش ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخػيح ٛ٘خُي ُْ طؼِٖ أ١ َٓ. حَُٔؿؼ٤ش ٝحُ٘خّ ًٌٝح أٗخ أػظوي إٔ ٌٛح ٬ًّ ؿ٤َ ىه٤ن

ُْ طظليع حَُٔؿؼ٤ش ػٖ ٗوٚ . أٓظؼ٘خء ح٠ُ ُظَٝف ٓؼ٤٘ش أ٢٣ ٍرٔخ ك٢ ٣ٞٓخ ٓخ ٓؤكي٣غ ػ٘ٚ

 ٝحُ٘ؼذ ػ٘يٓخ ٣٘ظوذ ًظِش أًزَ. ٓؼ٤ٖ أٛٚ أٙ ١ٌٛ أ٫ًٝ 

217 Interviewer ْٔٓأ 

218 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٌٛح ٓؼ٘خٛخ

219 Interviewer س الله حُؼظ٠ٔ ر٤َ٘ حُ٘ـل٢ ؿِء ٖٓ حَُٔؿؼ٤ش؟ح٤ُٔي ر٤َ٘ حُ٘ـل٢ أ١ 

220 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ٗؼْ ٌٛح حُْ ٤ُْ رٞى١ إٔ أطليع أؿز٘خ ػٖ ٌٛٙ حُو٤٠ش ك٢ أححح ك٢ ٓـٔٞػش ٖٓ حُز٤خٗخص ٫ أ٣ٍي 

أأح حُ٘ؼذ ػ٘يٓخ ٣وٍٞ رخُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش حُ٘ؼذ ػ٘يٓخ ٣وٍٞ رخُٜٞص ٌٛح . إٔ أكظق ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع

أٙ أٙ ػ٠ِ . ٌٛح كو٢ ٫ أ٣ٍي إٔ أػِن. ٣ٚ ٍؿزش ٓؼ٤٘ش ٝػ٤ِي إٔ طٔظـ٤ذ ٌُٜٙ حَُؿزشٓؼ٘خٙ إٔ ُي

 ٌٛح ٤ُْ أًؼَ ٤ُْ ُؼ٬هش رخُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش َُِ

221 Interviewer أٗظ٠ٜ، حٗظ٠ٜ ىٍٝ حُ٘خٍع رؼي أٗظٜخء ح٧ٗظوخرخص 

222 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .هخٍ ٛخ١ ى٣ٌظخط٣ٍٞش أؿش رؤٛٞحص حُ٘ؼذ٧ٗٚ ٧ٗٚ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ُْ ٣ؤص رؤٗو٬د كظ٠ ١

223 Interviewer 
ح٧ثظ٬كخص أٝ . ٣ُٖ أٗظ٠ٜ أٗظ٠ٜ ىٍٝ حُ٘خٍع رؼي أٗظٜخء ح٧ٗظوخرخص ح٤ُّٞ حٌَُس رِٔؼذ ح٧ثظ٬كخص

 .رؼٞ ح٧ثظ٬كخص أ٫ًٝ ٓخ ػيٛش ػوش ريُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ

224 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 أْٓٔ

225 Interviewer ّ ح ط٣َي ٣٫ٝش ػخُؼش ٤ُِٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ، ٍحك٠شٝػخ٤ٗخ 

226 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 (ؿ٤َ ٓلّٜٞ)٢ٛ حُو٤٠ش 

227 Interviewer ٣ؼ٢٘ حٕ ًخٕ ح٫كَحٍ، حٝ ٓظليٕٝ حٝ ػ١ٝ٬ حٝ كظ٠ َُرٔخ حٌَُى. 

228 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حُو٤٠ش ٫طظؼِن رخُؼوش رويٍ ٓخ . ح٢ٗ ح٫ٝ ٫حػظوي رخٕ ٛ٘خى ًظَ ٓظزو٠ ػ٠ِ ٓٞحهلٜخ حَُحك٠ش

٣ؼ٢٘ رؼٞ حُو٤خىحص حٌَُى٣ش ٗ٘ٞ ٌِٓ٘ظٜخ ٓغ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟ حُؼوش؟ ٌِٓ٘ظٜخ . طظؼِن رخُٔٞحهق

 .ح١. ح٤٤ٗ٘خ ٗل٢ كظ٠ حك٘ٚ ٢٘ٔٗ ٣ٝخى ػيٍ، ح٤ٗٞٗخ حُ٘ل٢

229 Interviewer كظ٤ْ٘ٞٛ حُ٘ل٢ كظ٠ طلِٜٕٞ ػ٠ِ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء؟ 

230 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ُٞ ً٘خ ٤٤ٖ٘ٓ حُ٘ل٢ ٓخًخٕ ٛخٍص ٛخ١ . ٌٛح رؼي٣ٖ. ٫ ٫ ه٢٘٤ِ حًَٔ، ح٢ٗ ًخػي حكَٔ حُٔٞهق

ٛخ حُٔٞهق ٤ٜ٤َٓ، ١ٌٛ ػَٝس حُؼَحم . حُو٤٠ش ٫طظؼِن رخُؼوش، طظؼِن رٔٞهق ٢٘١ٝ. حٌُِٔ٘ش

ٓٞحهل٘خ  حٗ٘خ. ٌٝٛح ح٢ُ ه٬ٗٚ ٍرٔخ حُ٘ؼذ ٣ؼن ر٤٘خ. ٓخُٜخ ػ٬هش رخُؼوش حُٜخ ػ٬هش رخُٜٔخُق

ٌُُي كٌَس حَُٝ، حٗخ حػظوي حٕ . ٫ٗز٤ٜ٘خ ػ٠ِ حٓخّ ٜٓخُق ٝحٗٔخ ػ٠ِ ٛ٘خُي ػٞحرض ٤٘١ٝش

. ٝحُْٜٔ ُي٣٘خ ح٫ٕ، حٗخ حًٍَ، حُْٜٔ ُي٣٘خ ح٫ٕ حٕ ٣٫ظٌٍَ حُٔخ٢ٟ رخ١ ٌَٗ. رؼٞ حٌُظَ ٓظـ٤َ

ٕ ٠٣غ ُ٘خ ٗظخّ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ػ٤ِٚ حٕ ٣ظلٍٞ ح٠ُ ٓئٓٔش ٝح: حٗخ حػظوي رخ٤ُ٫خص حُظخ٤ُش، ح٫ٝ

ٝحٕ ٣٫ٌٕٞ . ٝحٗخ حإ٣ي رزؼٞ ٓخهخُٚ ح٤ُ٘ن حٗٚ ٤ٜ٣َ ٛٞ حُٔئٓٔش حُو٤خى٣ش حُظ٢ طوٞى حُزِي. ىحه٢ِ

 ...ٌٛح ُْ ٣ؼي ٓوزٍٞ حريح رخ١ ٌَٗ ٖٓ ح٫ٌٗخٍ. ٖٓ ٣٘ظ٢ٔ ٌُٜٙ حُٔئٓٔش ٣ِؼذ ٗلْ حُيٍٝ حُٔخرن

231 Interviewer حُٔوٜٞى ح٫كَحٍٛ٘خٗٚ؟ 
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232 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

. ح١ ٝحكي ٣ـ٢ ٤ٜ٣َ رخُلٌٞٓش ٝرخُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٤٣ِٝؼ٢ِ ٓؼخٍٝ، ٌٛح ُْ ٣ؼي ٓوزٍٞ حريح

حٕ ط٢٘ٔ ٓغ حُلٌٞٓش ٝط٘ويٛخ ٖٓ حُيحهَ، . ٣ٌٍٞ حٗخ رخُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٝح٢ٗ رٜخ١ حُلٌٞٓش، ٗؼْ

ُغ حٓخ طـِْ ؿ٘ذ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء ٝط٢. ىحهَ ٓئإٓٔش حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ حٝ ىحهَ ٓـِْ حٍُُٞحء

 ٢ٛ حُ٘و٤ش ح٠ُٝ٫. طظلٍٞ ح٠ُ ح١ ٓؼخٍٝ، ٌٛح ُْ ٣ؼي ٓوزٍٞ حريح

233 Interviewer ه٢٘٤ِ حٓخُي ٌٛح حُٔئحٍ،, ٣ُٖ ه٢٘٤ِ 

234 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٤١ذ

235 Interviewer 
ٌٖٓٔ حٛٚ طـ٤َٕٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟ طـ٤زٕٞ َٓٗق حهَ حٓظـخرش َُؿزخص حٌُظَ ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ 

 ٫ثظ٬كخص؟ٝرخه٢ ح

236 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

٣ؼ٢٘ حُٜٜٚ   ٍؿزش حٌُظَ ٗـ٤ذ ٝحكي ٢٤٘ٗ . ح٢ٗ ح٢ٗ ػ٘ي١ ٍؿزش حُ٘ؼذ هزَ ٍؿزش حٌُظَ

حًح . ٌٛح ح٢ُ ٗـ٤زٚ حًح ٝحكن ػ٠ِ حُ٘ل٢ حك٘ٚ ٓ٘ٞحكن ػ٤ِٚ. ٣ؼ٢٘ ٢ٛ حٌُِٔ٘ش حُ٘ل٢! حُ٘ل٢؟

 .سحكـ٤ٌِ٤خٛخ رَٜحف. ٤ٓٞحكن ٍحف ٤ٜ٣َ ٗلْ ٝهق حُٔخ٢ٌُ

237 Interviewer ْٓح 

238 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ٍحف ْٛ ٣ٞحؿٚ ٗلْ حٌُٜح، حًح حطوٌ ٗلْ ٓٞهق حُٔخ٢ٌُ ًٝخٍ ٗل٢ حُؼَحم ٣ؼٞى ُِلٌٞٓش 

ٍحف ح٠٣خ ٣ٞهلٕٞ ٣ٝخٙ ر٘لْ ٓٞهق حُٔخ٢ٌُ، . ح٫طلخى٣ش ، ١ٌٛٝ ٌِٓ٘ش َٓحف ط٘لَ رُٜٔٞش

ٝٓخ ٓخ كوو٘خ ٢ٗ، حٝ حٛٚ ٢٤٘ٗ حُ٘ل٢ . ٍٗخ حٌُؼ٤َحٓظزيُ٘خ حًَحٓخ ٤َُف ٓؼ٤ٖ ٝهْ.. ٌٕٝٗٞ ريٍ

كخًٞ رؼٞ حُٔٞحهق ٓخحُٜخ ػ٬هش رخُؼوش ٝرخ٫ٗوخٙ، حُٜخ ػ٬هش . ٓؼ٬ ٝٛخ١ ٣ٌٖٔ ح٢ٗ ط٢٘ٔ

 ".ط٘لٌ ٍؿزخط٢ حٝ ٫ط٘لٌ ٍؿزخط٢"

239 Interviewer 

ىٛخ ٍأ١، ٍح١ ٤ٗن، حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٓئٓٔش ٫ر٘خثٜخ، ٢ٛ طوٞى حُزِي، ًَ حٍ حححٜٛٚ ح٫ثظ٬كخص ع

ْٜٓ ٍأ١ ٓٔٔٞع؟ ُٞ ٓئٓٔش ٫ؿَ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٫ٝؿَ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟ حٕ ًخٕ ٌٛح كي٣غ ح٤ُٔي 

ًٔخٍ حُٔخػي١ ٛٞ ح٢ُ ك٤٤زن، رخُظخ٢ُ حًٞ ٓٞهق ٠ٓخى ٖٓ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػ٘ي حٌَُى، ٍرٔخ ػ٘ي 

ػيًْ َٓٗق ري٣َ حٗظٞ ٗ٘ٞ ٓٞهلٌْ؟ ٌٖٓٔ ط٤ِزٕٞ ٖٓ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ طـ٤َ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟ . حُٔ٘ش

 ًٔٞح١ٖ؟

240 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

٫، حك٘ٚ ك٤٘ٔخ ٗظليع ك٢ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ حُظلخُق ٓئٓٔش، ك٤ٖ ًحى ٓٞف ُٖ ٣خط٢ حكي ٣ل١َ 

حًح حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ . حٕ ٣خط٢ ٣ؼ٢٤ حُ٘ل٢، ٝحهَ ٣٫ؼ٢٤ حُ٘ل٢. رخُٜٔخُق حٌُزَٟ ٝحُؼ٤ِخ ُِزِي

ٗٔخ ٣وٍٞ ٫ٗؼ٢٤ ٗل٤خ، كزخُظخ٤ًي ٌٛح حُظلخُق ك٤ٌْ، ٝك٢. هخٍ ٗؼ٢٤ ٗل٤خ ك٤٘زـ٢ حٕ ٗؼ٢٤ ٗل٤خ

ٝك٤٘ٔخ . ٝٛٞ ٤٘٣ِن ٖٓ ٜٓخُق حُزِي حُؼ٤ِخ ٝرخُظخ٢ُ ك٤٘ٔخ ٣ٞحكن، ٣ٞحكن ػ٠ِ ح٤ٗخء ىٓظ٣ٍٞش

. ٓٞف ُٖ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى ٓـخٍ ُظٞحكوخص ىحهَ ح٤ُخُٝش. ٣َكٞ، ٣َكٞ ح٠٣خ ػ٠ِ ح٤ٗخء ىٓظ٣ٍٞش

ط٬ػذ رٔٞحى حُيٓظٍٞ، ك٤ٌٕٞ حُيٓظٍٞ ٗخر٤٠خ،  ٝٓٞف ُٖ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى. حٌَُ ٣ٌٕٞ كٍٞ ح٤ُخُٝش

ك٤٘ٔخ ٗوٍٞ حٕ حُظلخُق . ٗوزِٚ ك٤٘ٔخ ٣َٗي ٌٛٙ حُو٤٠ش َٝٗك٠ٚ ك٤٘ٔخ ٣٫ظٞحكن ٓغ ٍؿزخط٘خ

ح٢٘١ُٞ ٓئٓٔش، ك٤٘ٔخ طوَ ٌٛٙ حُٔئٓٔش هَحٍ، ٣ِظِّ رٚ حُـ٤ٔغ ٖٝٓ ْٟٜٔ٘ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء، 

 .ًخثٖ ٖٓ ًخٕ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء

241 Interviewer 
٣ٖ، ٌٖٓٔ طٞحكوٕٞ ػ٠ِ ٣٫ٝش ػخُؼش ٤ُِٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ىحهَ طلخٛٔخص ُ

 رخُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ؟

242 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٗلٖ حػِ٘خ رٌَ ٝحٟق ك٢ ط٣ٜٞض ىحهَ ٓـِْ حُ٘ٞحد، ػْ حُـ٢، هِ٘خ ُٔ٘خ ٓغ حٕ طٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى 

ٓغ ًخَٓ حُٔلزش ٝحُظوي٣َ ٝح٫كظَحّ ٤ُِٔي ٤ُْ ُِ٘وٚ حُٔٞؿٞى، . ٣٫ٝش ػخُؼش َُثخٓش حٍُُٞحء

 .حُٔخ٢ٌُ

243 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

244 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

هِ٘خ ٝؿٜش ٗظَٗخ، حٕ ٖٓ حُ٘خك٤ش حُيٓظ٣ٍٞش ٝحُوخ٤ٗٞٗش كؼ٬، حُيٓظٍٞ ٝحُوخٕٗٞ ٣٫ظليع ػٖ 

 طليع ػٖ ًظِش ًزَٟ ٖٝٓ كن حٌُظِش حٌُزَٟ حٕ. ٍثخٓش طظٌٍَ حٝ ٫طظٌٍَ

245 Interviewer ٢ٛ ح٢ُ طَٗق 

246 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .حٕ طَٗق ٗوٜخ كظ٠ ُٝٞ ُٔجش َٓس

247 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

248 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٌٛح ٖٓ ؿٜش، ٖٓ ؿٜش حهَٟ ًخٕ ٛ٘خى ٗٞع ٖٓ حٗٞحع حُظزخ٢ٗ حٕ ػيّ طٌَحٍ ح٣٫ُٞش ١٫ ٍؿَ، 

٫ٕ ٣لظِٚ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ، حٕ ػيّ طٌَحٍ ٛخ حُٜٔ٘ذ ٣ؼ٢٘ رـٞ حُ٘ظَ ػٖ حٕ ٌٛح حَُؿَ ٛٞ ح

حٕ : َُؿَ ٫ًؼَ ٖٓ َٓط٤ٖ، كظ٠ ٓٔؼض حٕ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛٞ ر٘لٔٚ ح٠٣خ ٣ظليع ٝهخٍ، هخٍ

 .ٗوٜخ ٠ُٞ٣ ٣٫ُٞظ٤ٖ ٣ٌٕٞ هي ٓ٘ق كَٛش ًخك٤ش ُظ٘ل٤ٌ رَٗخٓـٚ

249 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛح 
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250 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٣ٌٍَ َٓس ػخُؼشٝٛٞ ٣٫ٔظلن حٕ 

251 Interviewer ٣خٓخ ٣٘ـق ٣خٓخ ٣لَ٘ ه٬ٍ حٍ ػٖٔ ٓ٘ٞحص 

252 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٝحػظوي حٕ ٌٛح ٓزية كو٤و٢ ٝٛل٤ق. حكٔ٘ض

253 Interviewer َ٣ُٖ، رخُٔوخر 

254 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٣٘زـ٢ ح٫ُظِحّ

255 Interviewer 
٫ف حُٔٞح١ٖ َٛ كيى َٓٗق َُثخٓش حٍُُٞحء ٌٖٓٔ ط٤َكٞٙ ػيًْ َٓٗق، ػيًْ َٓٗق؟ حثض

 ػ٠ِ ػ٠ِ حٗوخثٌْ ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ؟

256 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٌُٖ . ُٞ، هِض ُي، ٗلٖ ح٫ٕ ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٌٛٙ حُ٘و٤ش ٢ٛ ٍٓٞى حُزلغ رخُ٘ٔزش ح٤ُ٘خ. ٓٞؿٞى٣ٖ رخُظخ٤ًي

ٍ حهَ ٣ٌٕٞ ٗو٤وخ ٤ُِٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٝلظَ ٣٫ؼيّ، ح٫ٝ ٣٫ؼيّ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٖٓ حٕ ٣٘ظؾ ٍؽ

 …ٓلِٚ، ٣٫ٝؼيّ ٌُظِش حٍ

257 Interviewer ٗو٤ن ُٞ ٓ٘خكْ؟ 

258 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .حُظ٘خكْ َٗػ٢ ٛ٘خٗٚ. ٗو٤ن ٝٓ٘خكْ

259 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

260 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٍحد، حٍٝ ٣ّٞ ىهَ ح٠ُ حُؼَحم ٛٞ ُي٣ٚ حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ، ط٤خٍ ٤ٜٗي حُٔق. حُظ٘خكْ ٛ٘خ ٓوزٍٞ

ُْ ٣ٌٖ ػخؿِح ػٖ حٗظخؽ ٓؼَ ٌٛح حَُؿَ حٝ ىكؼٚ ح٠ُ . َٓٗل٤ٖ ُظْٔ٘ ٌٛح حًَُِٔ ٝه٤خىطٚ

ًخٕ َٓٗل٘ٚ هخثْ ٝٓٞؿٞى ُٝي٣٘خ، حُلٔي لله، حَُؿخٍ ح٫ه٤خٍ حُوخى٣ٍٖ ػ٠ِ حٕ ٣وٞىٝح . حُٞحؿٜش

 رٚ حٓخّ( ؿ٤َ ٓلّٜٞ)حُزِي 

261 Interviewer 
حٓظخً ٓلٔي ح٫ٝ حٓق ػ٠ِ . ُوٞٗخ َٗٝف ُٔلٔي ػؼٔخٕ حُوخُي١ ػٖ حثظ٬ف ٓظليٕٝ هِٞ هِٞ

 .ح١٫خُش ٝػخ٤ٗخ ح٬ٛ ر٤ي

262 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 
 .ح٬ٛ ٬ٜٓٝ ر٤ي حٓظخً ػ٢ِ ٝرخ٤٠ُٞف

263 Interviewer حٓظخً ٓلٔي ٤ُٖ ٣َٜٖٓ ػ٠ِ ٍكٞ ح٣٫ُٞش حُؼخُؼش ٤ُِٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟. ٌَٗح ؿ٬٣ِ 

264 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 

٣ؼ٢٘ طؼَف حٛٚ ًخٕ ٛ٘خى حطلخهخص ٝٛ٘خى حٍحء ٓظ٤خروش، ٖٓ حؿِحء ٖٓ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٝحؿِحء 

 ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓٞ طٌٍٞ ٓظليٕٝ كو٢ ًخٕ. ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤ش ٝحؿِحء ٖٓ حٌٍُٞىٓظخ٢ٗ رٌٜح حُوٜٞٙ

265 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

266 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 

ٝحُي٤َُ ػ٘يٓخ ًخٕ ٛ٘خى ط٣ٜٞض ػ٠ِ ٓ٘غ . ٙ، ٣ؼ٢٘ حُٞك٤يس ك٢ ٌٛح ح٫َٟٖٓٔ حٍ حٍ حٙ

٢ٛٝ ًخٗض . ٗخثذ ٛٞطٞح رٌٜح ح٫طـخٙ ٝ ًخٗٞح ٣ٔؼِٕٞ ٓوظِق حٌُظَ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش 170ح٣٫ُٞش حُؼخُؼش 

 .ُو٤غ ح٣َ٤ُن حٓخّ ٗوٚ ٣٫ُٞظ٤ٖ حًؼَ ٖٓ ٣٫ٝظ٤ٖ

267 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

268 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 

. ٌٛح ح٫َٓ ٣ؼ٢٘ ًخٕ، ٝرٔزذ ػيّ ٝؿٞى ٗٚ ىٓظ١ٍٞ رٌٜح ح٫َٓ، حٓظَٔحٍ حٝ ػيّ حٓظَٔحٍ

كٌخٕ حَُح١ حُـخُذ ٛٞ حٗٚ حُ٘وٚ حًح ط٠ُٞ ٜٓ٘ذ َٓط٤ٖ . ًخٕ ٛ٘خى كو٢ َُث٤ْ حُـ٣ٍٜٞٔش

 ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء ٣ـذ حٕ

269 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

270 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 
 ٕ ٓغ ٌٛح حَُأ١ ٝٓٔظ٫ٖ٣َٔط٫ٞٙ ػخُؼخ ٝٗق

271 Interviewer 

ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ح٠٣خ حػِٜ٘خ ٣ّٞ ح٫هظَحع، ًخٍ ٗلٖ ٓغ . ه٢٘٤ِ ه٢٘٤ِ  حىحهَ ٣ٝخى حٓظخً ٓلٔي

ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٌٍٞ حٕ حُٔظليػٕٞ ػٖ ػيّ حُظلخُق ٓؼ٘خ . ػيّ حُظـي٣ي ٣٫ُٞش ػخُؼش ٤ُِٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ

ِٕٗٞ . حُٔظليػ٤ٖ ٣زيٕٝ حٓظؼيحىْٛ ُِظلخُق ٓؼ٘خ ٓلِٕٔٞ ٝطِو٤٘خ حطٜخ٫ص ٖٓ ٤ًخٗخص رؼٞ

 طؼِن ٛ٘خٗٚ؟
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272 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 

٣ؼ٢٘ ٗلٖ ًٌظِش، حٗخ ح٢ُ حػَف ًظِش ٓظليٕٝ حٝ حًؼَ ًظَ حُؼَحه٤ش حُٔخروش ح٢ُ ًخٗض ٢ٛ هخثٔش 

ٝحُزؼٞ  ًز٤َس طلظض ح٠ُ ًظَ حٛـَ، ٝحُزؼٞ ح٫ًزَ ٖٓ ٌٛٙ حُوخثٔش ٟي ححٛٚ ح٣٫ُٞش حُؼخُؼش 

ًٝٔخ ٓٞؿٞى ك٢ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ًٝٔخ ٓٞؿٞى ك٢ حُظلخُق حٌَُىٓظخ٢ٗ، . ح٫هَ ٣وزِٕٞ ٣ؼ٢٘

هْٔ ٣وزِٕٞ ٝهْٔ ٤ٓوزِٕٞ، ٌُٖٝ ح٫ٕ ٖٓ ح١ٌُ ح٫ٕ ٣لٌْ، ح١ٌُ ٣لٌْ ٛٞ ػيى حُٔوخػي ٝػيى 

ًَ  ٣ؼ٢٘ ٛ٘خٗخ حٗظ٠ٜ. حُظلخُلخص حُظ٢ ٢ٛ ٖٓ ٗؤٜٗخ ط٤ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش ٝػ٠ِ ٍحٜٓخ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء

ٛ٘خى ػخُؼش ؿٜخص طظلٌْ ك٢ ط٤ٌِ٘ش حُلٌٞٓش حُٔوزِش، ٢ٛ ح٣ٌَٓخ، حُٔلٍٞ . حىٝحٍ حُٔٞح١ٖ

ح٫ٕ ريءٗخ . حُؼ٬ػ٢ حُظ٢ًَ ح٣٫َح٢ٗ حُٔؼٞى١، ٝح٠٣خ حُٔلٍٞ ح٫ه٤َ ٛٞ حُٔٞح١ٖ ح٢ُ ٛٞص

حٗخ ٓغ . ٗخثذ ٤ٌَُ٘ حُلٌٞٓش، ٛٞ ح٫ك٠َ 165رخُٔٞح١ٖ، َٛ حٗٚ حكي حٌُظَ ٣ٔظ٤٤غ حٕ ٣ـٔغ 

 .ُز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش، حٗخ ٓٞ ٓغ حػخىس ط٤ٌَ٘ حُظلخُلخص حُٔخروشحؽ

273 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ 

274 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 

. حك٘ٚ حًح ري٣٘خ ٗـٔغ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ري٣٘خ ٗـٔغ حُؼَحه٤ش، ري٣٘خ ٗـٔغ حٌٍُٞىٓظخ٢ٗ ٓخ٣ٞٓ٘خ ٢ٗ

 حك٘ٚ ٣َٗي ح٫ٕ ط٤َٜ ٛ٘خُي طلخُلخص

275 Interviewer ٕطٞ ٓظـ٤ٜٖ حٓظخً ٓلٔي ٗل٣ُٖٞ ح 

276 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 
 ُظ٤ٌَ٘ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ٝٓؼخٍٟش

277 Interviewer ٓظـ٤ٜٖ، ٓظـ٤ٜٖ ٗلٞ حػخىس طـ٤ٔغ هٟٞ حُؼَحه٤ش َٓس حهَٟ رظلخُق ؿي٣ي؟ 

278 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 

ى١ٍ ٓغ حكظَحٓخط٢ ٬ٍُحء ح٫هَٟ، حٗخ ٓغ حٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓخح.حٗخ ٓٞ ٓغ طـ٤ٔغ ًَ حُوٟٞ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

 حك٠َ حٕ طٌٕٞ ٛ٘خى كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش ٖٓ حٌَُ ٖٓ حٌَُ ٣ؼ٢٘ كٌٞٓش

279 Interviewer ٛخ١ كٌٞٓش َٗحًش ٓٞ كٌٞٓش حؿِز٤ش ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ٝ 

280 
Interviewee 4 

(Al-Khalidi) 

ػٌْ طٌَ٘ ٖٓ ؿِء ٖٓ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٝؿِء ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤ش ٝؿِء ٖٓ حٌٍُٞىٓظخ٢ٗ، ٝرخٍ

 ٗؼْ. ٓؼخٍٟش

281 Interviewer 

حٓظٌ . ٤١ذ، حٓظخً ٓلٔي ػؼٔخٕ حُوخُي١ ػٖ حثظ٬ف ٓظليٕٝ ٌَٗح ؿ٬٣ِ ٫ٗظٔخٓي ٣ٝخٗش

ًٔخٍ، ٗؼخًٍْ ًخٕ حُظـ٤٤َ هزَ ح٫ٗظوخرخص، ٣ٖٝ حٌُِٔ٘ش حًح ؿ٤َطٞح ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ؟ ٣ؼ٢٘ كو٢ 

 ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛٞ حُوخثي حُٞك٤ي ىحهَ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ؟

282 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٫، ُْ ٣وَ حكي ًُي

283 Interviewer ٕٞٗحًٞ ه٤خىحص حهَٟ ٝحًٞ ٗخّ ٤٤٘١ٖٝ ىحهَ ىُٝش حُوخ. 

284 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .رخُظؤ٤ًي

285 Interviewer ٖ٣ُ. 

286 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ُْٝ طـظٔغ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ، ُٖٝ طـظٔغ . ٌَٗ ٢ٍٔٓحك٘ٚ كظ٠ ٌٛٙ حُِلظش ُْ ٤٣َف ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ د

حك٘ٚ . ٌُُي ٓخ ٓخ ٓخ د كي٣غ ٢ٍٔٓ، حُلي٣غ ٓٞ ٢ٍٔٓ. رخػظوخى١ كظ٠ طظَٜ ٗظخثؾ ح٫ٗظوخرخص

٣ؼ٢٘ ح٫ٕ حًح حؿٚ ٝحكي ؿ٤َ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ، ٍحف ط٘لَ . ٗؼظوي حٕ حٌُِٔ٘ش ٓٞ رخ٫ٗوخٙ رخُؼَحم

ف ٓغ حهٞحٗ٘خ ح٫ه١َ، ْٛ ٣ؼظويٕٝ حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓزذ ٢ٛ ٍرٔخ حُو٬. حُٔ٘خًَ؟ حٗخ ٫حػظوي ًُي

 .ٌٛٙ حُٔ٘خًَ

287 Interviewer ٝكي٣ؼْٜ حٗٞ روخء حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٌٖٓٔ ٣ئى١ 

288 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٗؼْ

289 Interviewer ح٠ُ ٣ِٓي ٖٓ ح٫ُٓش ح٤ُخثل٤ش 

290 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٗؼْ

291 Interviewer َد ح٤ِٛش٣ٝئى١ ح٠ُ ك. 

292 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ح٢ٗ حػظوي ٛخ١ ُؼزش حٌُظَ ح٫هَٟ ط٣َي ط٣ِق حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٫ٗٚ حُ٘وٚ . ٫ ٌٛح ٬ًّ ؿ٤َ ىه٤ن

حٗٚ حػظوي حٗٚ حًح حؿٚ ٝحكي حهَ ٝحًح روٚ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ػ٠ِ ٟٝؼٚ ٌٛح، ٝحًح حؿٚ . حُو١ٞ

 .ٛٞ ٌٛح حُٔو٢٤. ٗوٚ حهَ ٤ٓئًَ

293 Interviewer ُٖ٣ 

294 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 .١ٌٛ ٍإ٣ظ٢ ح٢ٗ
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295 Interviewer 
. روخء حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٝ ٓـت ٗوٚ حهَ ٖٓ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ حٝ ٖٓ رخه٢ هٟٞ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ

 رخ٣ي  هٟٞ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ُٞ رخ٣ي هٟٞ هخٍؿ٤ش؟ رَٜحكش ح٣َحٕ، ىٍٝ ح٣َحٕ ٝحٍحىس ح٣َحٕ؟

296 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

٫ حكي . حػ٤خء ح٣َحٕ ٌٛح حُيٍٝ ًٝخٗٔخ ح٣َحٕ طِٔي حُؼ٠ٜ حُٔل٣َش ٛٞ كي حَٓ ؿ٣َذ رَٜحكش

. ٓؼَ ٓخ ًظَ حهَٟ ػيٛخ ػ٬هخص ٓغ ىٍٝ حهَٟ، ٫حكي ٣ٌَ٘. ٣ٌَ٘ حٕ ٛ٘خى ػ٬هخص ٓغ ح٣َحٕ

حٕ ٌُٖ َٛ ٣َٓ٬ٌُخٕ . ٫ حكي ٣ٌَ٘ ىٍٝ حُظخػ٤َ ح٫ه٢ٔ٤ِ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٫ٝكظ٠ حُيٍٝ ح٢ٌ٣َٓ٫

ؿخٗض ح٣ٌَٓخ حٝ ح٣َحٕ حٝ . ٣ٜ٘ؼٕٞ ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء؟ ح٫ٕ ٓٞ ٛخ١ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٢ٛ ح٢ُ حكَُص

 ..حُٔٞح١ٖ. كظ٠ حُيٍٝ حُؼَر٤ش هخىٍس ػ٠ِ حٕ طـ٤َ ٓٔخٍ ح٫ٗظوخرخص؟ ٌٓيٍص، ٌٓيٍص

297 Interviewer 

كٔذ ًَٗخء حٌُْ ىحهَ 2010ٌٖٓٔ ٌٖٓٔ ىٍْٝٛ ٣ل٠َ رؼي ح٫ٗظوخرخص، ٓؼَ ٓخك٠َ رخٍ 

حُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ح٢ُ ًخُٞح ٫ُٞ حُظٞحكن ح٣٫َح٢ٗ ح٢ٌ٣َٓ٫ ُٔخ رو٠ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٢ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء حُظق

 .ُيٍٝس ػخ٤ٗش

298 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٓ٘ٞ ٌٛح ح٢ُ ٣ٌٍٞ؟

299 Interviewer ٌٛح ٬ًّ ٓٞ حٍٝ َٓس طٔٔؼٚ؟ ح٤ًي.. 

300 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٍٝ؟ح٢ٗ ٫ ٓخٓؼٚ، رْ ٓ٘ٞ ح٢ُ ٣ي

301 Interviewer ًَٗخء حٌُْ ك٢ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ. 

302 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٣ٖٝ، ًٗٞض ًخُٞٛخ؟

303 Interviewer ٌٓخُٞٛخ؟ 

304 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حُؤْ حُؼخُغ ٌٛح ٓؼَٝف . ٫، ح٣ٍي ط٢٘٤٤٘ ط٣َٜق ٝحف ػِ٘خ ًخٍ، هٞ ٛخ١ حُٔـخُْ هزَ ٝهخٍ

 .هْٔ حُؼخُغ، ٌٛح ٓؼَٝفرخُـ٤ٖ ٣ٔٔٞٙ حٍ

305 Interviewer ٣ُٖ؟ 

306 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 
 ٓٞ ٛل٤ق؟. حُو٤َ ٝحُوخٍ ١ٌٛٝ، ٓؼَ ٓخطليػض ط٘زئحص هزَ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ١ِٝؼض ًِٜخ ؿ٢ِ

307 Interviewer ٣ُٖ؟ 

308 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

ػَحر٤ش حُٔؼٞى٣ش ُٜخ ٜٓخُق حٓظَحط٤ـ٤ش ح٣َحٕ ُٜخ ٜٓخُق حٓظَحط٤ـ٤ش ك٢ حُؼَحم، حٌُِٔٔٔش حٍ

٢ٛٝ طٔٔؼ٠ ٫ٕ .رخُؼَحم، ح٣ٌَٓخ ُي٣ٜخ ٜٓخُق حٓظَحط٤ـ٤ش رخُؼَحم ٝط٤ًَخ ٌٌٝٛح رو٤ش حُيٍٝ

ح٫ٕ طو٤َ ُٞ حٕ ٍث٤ْ . ٌُٖ ٓٞ ٢ٛ ح٢ُ طٜ٘غ ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء. طٌٕٞ ُٜخ رٜٔش، ٌٛح ٫حكي ٣ٌَ٘ٙ

س ٍُٝحء؟ حرٞ ح٣َحٕ ٝح٣ٌَٓخ ٗخثذ، ٓ٘ٞ ٢٤٘٣ ٍثخّ 20ٗخثذ، كخُ د  20حٍُُٞحء ػ٘يٙ 

 .ٝحُٔؼٞى١ ٤٘٤ٓٞح ٍثخٓش ٍُٝحء

309 Interviewer 
٤ٗن َٛ ح٫ٍحىس ح٣٫َح٤ٗش ٢ٛ حُظ٢ ٓظيكغ هٟٞ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٫ٓظَٔحٍ ٌٛح حُظلخُق؟ . ٝحٟق

 َٛ ح٫ٍحىس ح٣٫َح٤ٗش حٍ حٛٚ ٢ٛ حُظ٢ ٓظليى ٖٓ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ك٢ ٍثخٓش حٍُُٞحء؟

310 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .ٌٛح ٗلْ حُٔئحٍ ٝحػظوي ْٛ ٗلْ ح٫ؿخرش

311 Interviewer ٗلْ ح٫ؿخرش؟ 

312 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .٫، حك٘ٚ ٗؼظوي حٕ حُ٘خٕ حُؼَحه٢ ٛٞ ٗؤٕ ٓيٍٝ ٌٓ٘ حٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ُٖٓ رؼ٤ي

313 Interviewer ٚٛ ٚٛ 

314 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ُٜخ طخػ٤َحص حٓخ٤ٓش ػ٠ِ ١ز٤ؼش ٌَٝٗ حُ٘ظخّ ك٢ ىحهَ حُؼخَٓ ح٫ه٢ٔ٤ِ ٝحُؼخَٓ حُي٢ُٝ ح٠٣خ 

حطٍٜٞ حػ٠٤  2003ٌُٖ حُؼخَٓ حُيحه٢ِ ٝهخٛش رؼي حُظـ٤َ ح٫ه٤َ ح١ٌُ كَٜ ك٢ . حُؼَحم

ح٫ٗظوخرخص، ًٔخ ًًَ ح٫ٓظخً، ك٤٘ٔخ ط٘ظؾ . ىٍٝ ًز٤َ ٝحٓخ٢ٓ ك٢ ط٤َْٓ ٌَٗ حُ٘ظخّ ٤ٌِٛٝظٚ

٣٫ٌٖٔ ٬ٍُحىحص حُوخٍؿ٤ش حٕ طظيهَ ٝطَْٓ  ًظِش ًزَٟ ٝك٤٘ٔخ ط٘ظؾ ًظَ ُٜخ حٛٞحص ك٤ٖ ًحى

 .ح٤ٗ٫خء ًٝخٜٗخ حهيحٍ طلَٝ ػ٠ِ ح٫ه٣َٖ

315 Interviewer 
حثظ٬ف حُٔٞح١ٖ ٤ُٖ . ٣ُٖ ه٤ِ٘خ رخٍحىحط٘خ، حُ٘خهذ حٗظوذ ٝحٌَُس ح٫ٕ رِٔؼذ حُوٟٞ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

 ٗخ٣ق كٌٞٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٓٞ ٢ٛ حُلَ، ٝري٣ظٞح طظليػٕٞ ٝط٤َكٕٞ ٓلخ٤ْٛ ؿي٣يس؟

316 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ُؼِٚ حك٘ٚ حُٞك٤ي٣ٖ ح٢ُ ٌٓ٘ حُزيء ٣ؼ٢٘ حًيٗخ ػ٠ِ حٕ ٟٓٞٞػش ح٫ؿِز٤ش رخ٣َ٤ُوش حُظ٢ ٓٔؼ٘خٛخ، 

. ٟٓٞٞػش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٣ؼ٢٘ ًٔخ ٣ظزخىٍ ح٠ُ حٌُٖٛ طؼ٢٘ حٕ ح٫َٓ ٜٗق ُحثي ٝحكي. ٣ؼ٢٘ ٍك٠٘خٛخ

ٓغ حٕ ٌٛح طل٤َٔ . ٠ُ ٌٕٓٞ ٝحكيٌُٖ حؿض ٫كوخ طؼ٣َلخص حٕ ٤ُْ حُٔوٜٞى حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓوظَٜح ع

ٌُُي ٗوٍٞ . ؿ٤ي ٗلٖ ٗوزَ ٓؼَ ٌٛح حُظل٤َٔ ٌُٖ ح٬٤ٛ٫ف حرظيحءح ٣٫ظلَٔ ٓؼَ ٌٛٙ حُظل٤َٔحص

رٌَ٘ ٝحٟق ٣َٛٝق، ُٔ٘خ ٓغ ٜٗق ُحثي ٝحكي كٔذ ح٬٤ٛ٫ف حُوخ٢ٗٞٗ ٌُٜح ُ٘ظخّ 

 حُي٤ٓوَح٤١ش

317 Interviewer ٓغ ٓغ َٗحًش ح٫ه٣ٞخء؟ 
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318 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ًٔخ ُٔ٘خ ٓغ َٗحًش ك٠لخٟش ه٣ٞش حٕ حُـ٤ٔغ ٣٘ظَى رٜخ، ًٔخ حٗخٍ ح٫هٞس حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ . حٓٔل٢ِ

 .ٛٞ ٖٓ ىحهَ حُلٌٞٓش ٖٓ ؿٜش ٜٝٗلٚ ك٢ حُٔؼخٍٟش

319 Interviewer ٌٝٛح ح٢ُ كَٜ ٝحىٟ ح٠ُ حهلخهخص. 

320 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .رَحٓـٜخ ٣٫ٝٔخٍّ ىٍٝح ح٣ـخر٤خ٣ٌٖٔ حٕ ٣وَؽ ح٠ُ هخٍؽ حُلٌٞٓش ٣ٌٝ٘ق 

321 Interviewer ٣ُٖ، رٜخُظ٘خهٞ رخُٔٞحهق ِٕٗٞ ٌٖٓٔ حٕ طظلوٕٞ ىحهَ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ ٤ٛـش ٓٞكيس؟ 

322 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ك٤٘ٔخ طليػ٘خ ٝهِ٘خ حٕ ٜٗق ُحثي ٝحكي ٣٫ٌٖٔ حٕ ٣لٌْ  . حطٍٜٞ حٕ ح٫ٍٓٞ هي طَٗيص حًؼَ

ك٤ٚ ٌٓٞٗخص ٝك٤ٚ ط٣ٝ٬ٖ ٣٘زـ٢ حٕ طٌٕٞ كخَٟس ٝحٕ طٌٕٞ ٓؼزَس ػٖ حُؼَحم، ٫ٕ حُؼَحم 

حٓظٔؼ٘خ ٫كوخ ُظل٤َٔحص ٌُٜٙ ح٫ؿِز٤ش ٤ُٔض ٜٗق ُحثي ٝحكي ح٫ٝ، ػخ٤ٗخ حٜٗخ ٤ُٔض حؿِز٤ش . ٗلٜٔخ

 هِ٘خ حًح ٌٛح ٓخٗوُٞٚ،. ٓوظَٜس ػ٠ِ ٌٕٓٞ ٝحكي ىٕٝ َٗحًش حٌُٔٞٗخص ح٫هَٟ

323 Interviewer ،ٖ٣ُ 

324 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

َٗحًش حه٣ٞخء ٖٓ ىحهَ ٌٓٞٗخص حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ح٫ٓخ٤ٓش ٣ظلوٕٞ ػ٠ِ ٌٛح حُزَٗخٓؾ ك٤ٌِٕ٘ٞ 

ٌٛح ح٢ُ ٣َٗيٙ ٌٝٛح ح٢ُ ٗؼظويٙ . رخهظٜخٍ ك٣َن ه١ٞ ٓ٘ٔـْ ٓغ ٍإ٣ش ٝحٟلش ٝرَٗخٓؾ ػ٢ِٔ

 ٌِٓ٘ش حُؼَحم ٤ُْٝ ٌِٓ٘ش حُؼَحم،

325 Interviewer ٝحٟق 

326 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 ٫ٗوٚ ه١ٞ

327 Interviewer ٝحٟق. 

328 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 

ٝحُزَٗخٓؾ حُٞحٟق ٤ُْٝ .٫ٝٗوٚ رخٓٔٚ ٝػ٤٘ٚ، ٝحٗٔخ حُل٣َن حُو١ٞ ٤ُْٝ حُ٘وٚ حُو١ٞ

 .ح٫ؿظٜخىحص حُؼ٘ٞحث٤ش

329 Interviewer 
حك٠ٜخ ٝٗخ٣لٜخ ٓٞ ٣َٜٖٓ ػ٠ِ كٌٞٓش ح٫ؿِز٤ش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش رْ حُزؼٞ ٍ. حٓظخً ًٔخٍ ٗٚ ىه٤وش

 ٢ٛ حُلَ ػ٠ِ حُوَ رخُٞهض حُلخَٟ؟

330 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .حٗخ، رخُظل٤َٔ  ح٢ُ ٗويٓٚ حك٘ٚ ٗوظَد ٓغ رؼ٠٘خ ًؼ٤َح ٫ٕ حك٘ٚ حٓخٓخ

331 Interviewer 
٫ ٫ ٓخحطليع كو٢ ػٖ حُظلخُق ح٢٘١ُٞ، ٣ؼ٢٘ ػ٘يى حُوٟٞ حٌَُىٓظخ٤ٗش ٍحك٠ش كٌٞٓش 

 .ح٫ؿِز٤ش

332 
Interviewee 2 

(Al-Sa‟adi) 

حك٘ٚ ٓ٘ٔٔق حٕ حُؼَحم ٣َٝف ح٠ُ ٛخ٣ٝش ٫ٕ ٛ٘خُي . ٌٛح ٗؤٜٗخ رْ حك٘ٚ ٓ٘ٔٔق رظٌَحٍ حُٔخ٢ٟ

حك٘ٚ ٣َٗي كٌٞٓش ه٣ٞش، ٣َٗي كٌٞٓش ه٣ٞش ح٢ُ ٣٘ظَى ر٤ٜخ رؼ٘ٞحٗٚ ح٢٘١ُٞ ٓٞ . ١َف ٍحكٞ

ػش حٝ حٓؼَ حٌٍُٞى، ٣َُٝ ٣٫ٔؼَ ح٤ُ٘ؼش، رؼي ٓٔوزٍٞ ٣َُٝ ٣ٌٍٞ حٗٚ حٓؼَ ح٢ُ٘. ؿخ١ ٣ٔؼ٢ِ ًظِٚ

ٗخثذ ٍُٝحثٚ رخُلٌٞٓش ٤٣ِٝغ . كٌٞٓش ٓ٘ٔـٔش، ٓٔوزٍٞ رؼي ٣َُٝ ٤٣ِغ ٣٘ظوي.٣ـ٢ ٣ٔؼَ حُؼَحم

 .٣ظَٜف ًٔؼخٍٝ ٌٛح رؼي ٓٔٔٔٞف

333 Interviewer 

ح٤ُٔي ًٔخٍ حُٔخػي١ ػٖ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٌَٗح . ح٢ٗ ح٢ٗ هِٚ ػ٘ي١ حُٞهض، حٓق ؿيح

٣ن ك٤ٔي ٤ٍٗي ٓؼ٠ِ حُٔظليع ح٢َُٔٓ رخْٓ حثظ٬ف حُٔـِْ ح٫ػ٠ِ، حٌَُ٘ ح٠٣خ ُِٖ. ؿ٬٣ِ

 ٌَٗح حٌُْ

334 
Interviewee 1 

(Al-Muala) 
 .ٌَٗح

335 Interviewer 
ح٠ُ . ِٝٛ٘خ ٓ٘خٛي٣٘خ ح٠ُ ٜٗخ٣ش حُلِوش، ٣٫ٔؼ٢٘ ح٫ حٕ حًٌَْٗ ػ٠ِ كٖٔ حُٔظخرؼش ٝح٫ٛـخء

 .حُِوخء
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D. First Facebook Comment-thread 

Link:https://www.facebook.com/malakhrs?fref=nf#!/malakhrs/posts/5001685300

32974?pnref=story 

 

No. Interlocutors Comments 

1 Post-author 

أػيحء حُٔخ٢ٌُ أكخىٝٙ أًؼَ ٖٓ أٛيهخثٚ ، طلخُلٞح ٟيٙ رل٤غ كُٞٞٙ ا٠ُ هِظٜخ أًؼَ ٖٓ َٓس ؛ 

ٝطٞهؼخط٢ حُ٘و٤ٜش ـ ٍؿْ ا٢٘ٗ ُٔض . ر٤َ َُ٘حثق ػي٣يس ٝٛخ ٢ٛ حُ٘ظخثؾ طؼزض ٌٛٙ حُ٘ظ٣َش 

. ٓوظٜخ رخُظل٤َِ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ، إٔ حُٔ٘ش حُٔوزِش ٓظٜ٘ي طـ٤َح طٌظ٤ٌ٤خ ك٢ ٓؼٌَٔ هٜٞٓٚ 

٫ رَ أطٞهغ أٗٚ . ف حَُهْ ح٧ٛؼذ ك٢ حُٔؼخىُش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش٤٠٤َٕٓٝ ُِظؼخَٓ ٓؼٚ ٧ٗٚ أٛذ

. كظ٠ حُوٟٞ ح٩ه٤ٔ٤ِش ٓظؼ٤ي طو٤٤ٜٔخ ُِٜٔ٘ي رؼي ٗظخثؾ ح٫ٗظوخرخص   

ُٞ ً٘ض ٌٓخٕ حُوّٜٞ ُٜخُلض حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝكؼِض ػٌْ ٓخ ً٘ض أكؼِٚ ٢ً ٫ طِىحى ٗؼز٤ظٚ أًؼَ 

ٓو٤٤٤ش ، كؼوٞح إٔ أػيحى ك٤لُٞ ر٣٫ٞش ػخُؼش ، أٓخ ُٞ ؿَٟ حُؼٌْ ٝحٓظَٔص حُٔؼًَش حُض

 حُٜٔٞط٤ٖ ُٚ ٓظ٣ِي رل٤غ طلَؽ حُـ٤ٔغ 

 ٝآ٢ٗ ٓٞؿٞى ٝأٗظٞ ٓٞؿٞى٣ٖ

2 Commentator ٛيهض ٝالله 

3 Commentator ٍٛل٤ق ٝٛٞ ُؼزٜخ ٛق ٝرلَك٤ش ٝحًزَ كِٔش حٗظوخر٤ش حُٚ ًخٗض ٓظخَٛحص ح٫ٗزخ 

4 Commentator ٗلٔٚ رخ٤ُٔخ٤٤ٖٓ؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟ٌٛٙ كو٤وٚ ٗلٖ حُـ٤َ ٤ٓخ٤٤ٖٓ ٗيًٍٜخ ك٤ٌق ٖٓ ١ ٕٞٔٓ  

5 Commentator 
ُٞ ًخٕ ُي٣ْٜ ٤ٗت ٣ويٓٞٙ حك٠َ ٓٔخ ػ٘ي حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٝ ًخٗٞح ٛخىه٤ٖ ُٞػوض رْٜ هٞحػيْٛ حٝ 

 حٜٗخٍْٛ

6 Commentator ٓخٓ٘٘خٛيٙ ك٢ حَُٔكِٚ حُٔوزِٚ . طل٤ِِي ٤ِْٓ كؼ٬ ٌٙٛ  

7 Commentator حٗٚ حػوَ ْٜٓ٘ ؿ٤ٔؼخ...  ٝٛٞ ٣يٍ حٕ ًخٕ هّٜٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رٌٜح حُلٔن  

8 Commentator ٚحط٠٘ٔ كو٤وش حٕ ٣ؼخى حٗظوخد حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػخُؼخ ٝ ٍحرؼخ ٤َُٟ حُـ٤ٔغ كـْ حُلَ٘ ح١ٌُ ٤ٓوٞىٗخ ح٤ُ 

9 Commentator 
حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ٤٣زن .... ٛل٤ق ٬ًٓي حٓظخً ٓلٔي حُوخ١ٍٚ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓٚ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٓوظِلٚ 

١ٍٞٗ ٤ٖٗ رْ ٗؼَكٚ..... ٕ حُٔظؼَكٚ حُٔؼَ ح٤ُٖ٘ حُظؼَكٚ حكٖٔ ٖٓ ح١ُِ  

10 Commentator 
حٌُخٍػش ح٢ُِ ٍحف ط٤َٜ رخٗظوخرخص ح٫ٗزخٍ ٤ٟٗٝ٘ٞ ٍحف ط٘ظي حَُٜحػخص ٝحُظٔو٢٤ ر٤ٖ حٌُظَ 

 حُٔظ٘لٌس رخُٔلخكظظ٤ٖ ٓٔخ ٤٠٤َٓ رؼ٠ْٜ ٬ُٓظوٞحء رخُٔخ٢ٌُ ػ٠ِ حر٘خء ػٔٞٓظْٜ

11 Commentator 

ٓخ ,ٝى ًز٤َ ٝٓلَِ ٤ٓخ٢ٓ هز٤َ ُِظَٞٛ ٓخ طِٞٛض ح٤ُٚ ٤ٓي١ حُلخَٟ أ٫ٍٓٞ ٫ طلظخؽ ٓـٚ

حًح رخُؾ هٜٔي ك٢ ٓٔخٝثي ك٤ٔؤَ . كؼِظْ ٛٞ طؤٌِْٓ ُٔخ ٣ليع ٝىٍحٓش حُلؼَ ٍٝى كؼِٚ

 ٜٓيحه٤ظٚ ٝطِىحى ٣ٞٓي٣ٖ ٌٝٛح ٓخ ٣ليع ٓغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ْٛ ٛ٘ؼٞٙ رلٔوْٜ ٝطؼٜزْٜ

https://www.facebook.com/malakhrs?fref=nf#!/malakhrs/posts/500168530032974?pnref=story
https://www.facebook.com/malakhrs?fref=nf#!/malakhrs/posts/500168530032974?pnref=story
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12 Commentator 
حُظ٤خٍ حُٔي٢ٗ ٓغ حُؼِْ حٕ . ؿ٤يس ًٝظِش حُل٤ٌْ حُظ٤خٍ حُٜي١ٍ كون ٗظؤثؾ. رَ حكِْ حُٔخ٢ٌُ

 حُٔخ٢ٌُ ىهَ رؼِؼ٢ حُظٌظَ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢

13 Commentator  ٓخ ٌٛٙ حُٔٞحهق حُـ٣َزش ؟...( أط٠٘ٔ كو٤وش ( .. )ػزو٣َظٚ)حُزؼٞ ٫ ٣ٜٔٚ ٟٓٞ اػزخص  

14 Commentator  ٚكٌٞٓش حُٓخص ٝه٬كخص ٝحؿظ٬٤ص ٝكٔخى ٝحهظ٬ّ ٝهظَ ػ٠ِ ح٣ُٜٞ..ٝٝٝٝٝٝٝ.....  

15 Commentator ٙٞٓٛل٤ق ٣خ حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ ٝهِ٘خٛخ ريٍ حَُٔٙ حُق ُلي هيٓٞٙ هيٓٞٙ هي 

16 Commentator 
٣ٝظٜٔي رخٗي ٓخ٢ٌُ، ٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٤ٗؼ٢ . حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ حًؼَ ٝحكي ٣َكٞ ٍأ٣ي ٌٛح ٛٞ حُٔؼوق

.ٓخ٢ٌُ ٓٞ ؿ٤َ ٢ٗ  

17 Commentator حٜٗخ ٓئحَٓس ػ٠ِ حُؼَحم حؿٔغ 

18 Commentator 
حٗظوخد حُٔخ٢ٌُ ًخٕ ح٬ٛ حٗظوخرخ ١خثل٤خ رلظخ كٜٞ ٝ ًخٕ ٝ ٝ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ٤ُخثلش 

 ٝحكيس

19 Commentator 
رخَُؿْ ٖٓ ح٢٘ٗ ُْ حٍؿذ رٚ حٓظ٤خع ط٣َٞٔ ىػخ٣ظٚ ح٫ٗظوخر٤ٚ ٖٓ ... حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤ٓخ٢ٓ ٗخؿق 

 هٜٞٓٚ ٖٓ ه٬ٍ ح٠ُٔخَٛحص رَ ٝكظ٠ حٛزق ٓوظخٍح ُِٓخٗٚ

20 Commentator 
ح٬ُّٔ ػ٤ٌِْ حٓظخً ٓلٔي ػ٘يٓخ طٜخىم حُٔل٤ٟٞش ػ٠ِ ٗظخثؾ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٍرٔخ طو٤ْ ٓوخُظي 

 حُٔخروش رـ٤َ ح٬ٌُّ ح١ٌُ ٤ِٗغ ػ٤ِٚ ح٤ُّٞ طوي١َ٣

21 Commentator َّحٗض طوٜي ىًظخطٍٞ ٗخؿق ٝٓظـ٤ 

22 Commentator 
س ح٠ُٝ٫ ٝ ٜٗق حُؼخ٤ٗش ٓوظخٍح ٤ُخثلظٚ كو٢ ٤ُْٝ ُٓخٗٚ ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ُْ ٣ٔظ٤٤غ ه٬ٍ حُيٍٝ

..حٕ ٣ٌٔذ ىػْ حُٔ٘شّ ٝ ٫ كظ٠ ٗٚ ح٤ُ٘ؼش   

23 Commentator  ٙحًح ٛخُلٞٙ ْٛ ٍحف ٣لون ٗظخثؾ ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍٝ ٝطِىحى ٗؼز٤ظٚ.. طَح حُـٔخػش ىحهٞح ٣ٝخ  

24 Commentator حطلن ٓؼي ر٘يس 

25 Commentator  رؼي ٤٤ٜ٘٘ٓخ... ٛٞ ًخُٜخ  

26 Commentator 
٢ً هٜٞٛخً ح٤ُ٘ؼش ػ٘يٓخ حٍحىٝ حٕ ٣ٔو٤ٞح حُٔخ٢ٌُ حَٟٝح حٗؤْٜ ٫ْٜٗ ُْ هّٜٞ حُٔخٍ

 ٣ظٌِٔٞح رخُٞحهغ حٝ حُلو٤وش ٝؿخِٓٞح حُو٤خ ػ٠ِ كٔخد ٗخهز٤ْٜ ٝٝحهؼْٜ ح٤ُخثل٢

27 Commentator حُو١َ٤٠ حٗض رؼ٤ي ػٖ حُٞحهغ حٗظَ ٗظخثؾ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُٔل٤ِش ٓظؼَف ٗؼز٤ش حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

28 Commentator 
ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٫ طٞؿي حٍهخّ ٛؼزش ك٢ ح٤ُٔخٓش طٞؿي ٜٓخُق كو٢ ٝحُظـ٤٤َ ٝحكيٙ ٖٓ ٜٜٛٚ

 ٍٝحثغ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ك٤غ ٫ طٍٞع ٫ٝ طٔظَٔ ح٠ُ ٓخ٫ ٜٗخ٣ش
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29 Commentator 
حٓل٤ٖ ٣خرٚ ٤ٓي ٍػي حُٔخ٢ٌُ حهٜي ح١َُٔ٘ ٓخًٞ حكٖٔ ٖٓ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رْ ٖٓ ٍٛٞطي ٓز٤ٖ 

ح كخ٤ٗٚ ٓظٍٔٞٙؿخٍ چز٤َ ٝحهخف ػ٠ِ ٟـ٤ي ٣ٔؼٞى ى٢ٗ  

30 Commentator 
ح٫م ح٫هَّ حػظوي حٗي طـخَٓ كو١َ ٣ًَْ ٛخكذ حُٔيٟ ر٬ٌٓي ٟي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٫ٕ ٓئٓٔش 

ح٤ُْ ًٌُي ٣خ٤ٓي١؟؟( حٌُٔخ٣ٍي) حُٔيٟ ٢ٛ ٖٓ طٌلِض ر٘لوخص ١زغ ًظخري حُّٔٞٓٞ   

31 Commentator ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

32 Commentator 

ٓلٔي ُْ طزظؼي ػٖ حُلو٤وش أريح،، ػٖ ٗل٢ٔ ًظزض أًؼَ ٖٓ ٓوخٍ كٍٞ حُظ٘ز٤ٚ ٛي٣و٢ أٓظخً 

ُلو٤وش إٔ ه٤خٍ حُظٔو٢٤ ح٩ػ٢ٓ٬ ُِٔخ٢ٌُ ٖٓ أٓٞأ حُو٤خٍحص ُٔٞحؿٜظٚ ٖٓ هزَ ؿ٤َ حُٔوظ٘ؼ٤ٖ 

رٌلخءطٚ ٝهيٍطٚ ػ٠ِ اىحٍس حُز٬ى، ًظزض ًُي أ٠٣خ ُزؼٞ ح٬ُِٓء رٌَ٘ ٗو٢ٜ ٝح٣ٌُٖ رخص 

طِٞى حُٔزخد ٝ ح٫ٗظوخىحص ح٤ُٜٔ٘ش ٝحُٔٔظلِس ُِٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٝظـخٟٕٞ ػٖ ٓٞء  ى٣يْٜٗ ًظخرش ٤ٓٞ٣ش

أىحء هٜٞٓٚ ٝ ط٘خهٞ ٓٞحهلْٜ ٝطلِْٜٔ ُـِء ؿ٤َ ه٤َِ ٖٓ ٓٔئ٤ُٝش ٟؼق حُـٜخُ حُظ٘ل١ٌ٤ 

ُِلٌٞٓش، ًخٗٞح ٣ظٕ٘ٞ أْٜٗ ٣ٔظلِٝٗٚ ٣ٝٔخٍٕٓٞ ػ٤ِٔش اُػخؽ ٤ِٓٞرش ُٚ ك٤ٔخ ْٛ ٣ٔظلِٕٝ 

طل٤خط٢.. ٤ُّٞ ٝحٗظوزظ٣ِٝٚػـٕٞ َٗحثق ػي٣يس ػخىص ح  

33 Commentator ٣ٔؼٞى٣ٖ هَ ٗظ٘خهٖ رٜيٝء ٝريٕٝ طـ٣َق ٫ٝ طن 

34 Commentator 
ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

35 Commentator 
ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛٚٛ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

 Commentator ٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ ّحُظخَٛ كُٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٍكغ ح٠ُـ٢ ػ٘ي رؼٞ حُ٘خ 

36 Commentator حٓظخً ٓلٔي ٗز٤ي ط٠لي 

37 Commentator 

٣َٝ ، ه٣َق حُٔؼوق ٝى٣ظٚ حٓظخً ٍػي ح١َُٔ٘ ، أٗخ أًظذ ك٢ حُٜزخف ًٝظخر٢ ١زغ ك٢ ىحٍ حُظٖ

ُِٔيٟ ٍٝك٠ٞٙ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

38 Commentator 
ٍػي ح١َُٔ٘ ٣ظ٢ٜ٘ٔ ٖٓ ؿٔخػش كو١َ ٣ًَْ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

39 Commentator ُْ٘١ٍ ٓٞ ٌَٓٝى كٔخ هخ١ٍ حٌُظخد ٤ٓٝؼَف ىحٍ ح٤ُزغحُظخَٛ ح  

40 Commentator 

( حٌُٔخ٣ٍي)رَ٘ك٢ ٛخ١ أهٟٞ ٌٗظش ٓخٍ ح٢ٗ حؿخَٓ كو١َ ٣ًَْ ٝٛٞ ح٢ُِ ١خرغ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

41 Commentator ٣ٜخرٕٞ رـ٤ِش ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٗؼْ ٣خٛي٣و٢ ٓؼي ؿخْٓ ٍٝرٔخ  

42 Commentator ٚحرٞ ح٤٤ُذ ط٣َي٢ٗ حٍى ػ٠ِ ٥خكَ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ر٘لْ حِٓٞرٚ ُٞ طظَٜف حٗظ 

43 Commentator 
٫ آ٢ٗ ٍحف أطَٜف ريٕٝ ُػَ أهٞحٕ ، ٛللظ٢ ٤ُٔض ٌٓخٗخ ُِ٘ظخثْ ٝٓؤكٌف ح٥ٕ ًَ 

 حُظؼ٤ِوخص ح٤ُٔٔجش
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44 Commentator 
ٌُٖ ٓٔجِش كُٞ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ُْ ٣لْٔ رؼي ٝهٜٞٛخ ح٤ُش .. ٓلِش ٗؼْ حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ طل٤ِِي ك٢ 

 ط٣ُٞغ حُٔوخػي ٓٞف ٣ٔظلخى ٜٓ٘خ حُظ٤خٍ حُٜي١ٍ روٞحثٔٚ ح٫ٍرؼش ؟؟؟

45 Commentator أٗخ ُْ أهَ حٗٚ كخُ ، ٌُ٘ٚ أهٟٞ ٖٓ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُٔخ٤ٟش ٣خ أٓؼي 

46 Commentator 
 ػٖ ح١ كُٞ ٣ظليع ح٫هٞٙ 

ح٤٤ُذ طَٙ حكظَ ػ٘ي١ حُي٣ٌٌِٖٞٓٔ ط٢ٍٗٞ٘ حرٞ   

47 Commentator 
حٓخ ط٤خٍ ح٫كَحٍ كوي حه٤ؤ ك٢ حُيهٍٞ رخٍرغ هٞحثْ , كْٔ حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ كُٞٙ ك٢ رـيحى 

 حٗظوخر٤ش ك٢ رـيحى ك٤غ ُْ ٣لَٜ ح١ َٓٗق ٖٓ حُظ٤خٍ ػ٠ِ ح١ ٍهْ ػخ٢ُ ر٤ٖ حُ٘خهز٤ٖ

48 Commentator  كلش حُظ٢ ٣وَ ك٤ٜخ ٤ٟٞكي ح٫ىد ػ٢ِ ٫ ط٢ٌُِِٖ٘ٓٝ حُٚ.. حٓق ٛي٣و٢ حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ  

49 Commentator 
٫ ٓخ حػظوي حٕ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٓٞف ٣لَٜ ػ٠ِ حًؼَ ٖٓ ٓوخػي حُيٍٝس حُٔخروش حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ ٛ٘خى 

 ٓلخؿخص ٓٞف ط٠َٜ ػ٘ي حػ٬ٕ حُ٘ظخثؾ

50 Commentator 
كز٤ز٢ ٛخُق ، أٗخ ُْ أهَ حٗٚ كخُ ، أهٜي إٔ ٗظخثـٚ رٔٔظٟٞ ٗظخثؾ حُيٍٝس حُٔخروش حٕ ُْ ٣ٌٖ 

ًخٕ حُٔلَٝٝ كٔذ ٓخ ٤َٓٝف ك٢ حػ٬ّ ه٠ٞٓٚ حٗٚ ٓلِْ ، ح٤ُْ ًٌُي ؟. أهٟٞ   

51 Commentator أكٔي حُل١َ٤٠ ، ؿٌُض حُظؼ٤ِوخص ح٤ُٔٔجش 

52 Commentator 
هخٕٗٞ ٢ٛ ٤ُٔض ُِٔخ٢ً كو٢ ٝحٗٔخ ٛ٘خُي هٞحثْ حهَٟ ُٜخ ٗلًٞ حط٠٘ٔ حٕ ٫ ط٘ٔٞح رخٕ ىُٝش حٍ

حُن........ ًِل٤٠ِٚ ٝريٍ ٝح٬ٛ٫ف   

53 Commentator  ٌٍٞ٤َٗ حُزٕٞ هخ٢ُ .. ع حُلٌٞٓش حٗض طؼخِٓ٘خ ً٘ؼزخ ُٜخ .. ح٤ُّٞ ٓؼ٤ي ح٬ُك٢ ح٣..  

54 Commentator ٌَٗح حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ 

55 Commentator 

١ ، ريٕٝ ط٘٘ؾ ٫ٝ ٗظخثْ ٫ٝ حٓظِٜحء ؿخٍف ، ٍؿخء ٝطؤًيٝح ٖٓ أهٞحٕ أٍؿًْٞ ٍؿخء أهٞ

ٓؼِٞٓخطٌْ ٓٞ ٓؼَ ح٫م ح١َُٔ٘ ، كٔزخُٚ ح٢ٗ حًظذ رخُٔيٟ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

56 Commentator 
ٛل٤ق حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ هٜٞٛخ ٝحٗٚ ٤٤ٔ٣َ ػ٠ِ حُٔخٍ ٝح٤ُِٔٚ ٝحك٘ٚ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ حٗض حىٍٟ ر٘خ 

٣يُٞ ُٞگ٤ٚ ُٞ ٓگخٍ  

57 Commentator ه٣ٞٚ ٓخٍ ٤ًُٞٚ ُٞ ٌٓخ٣ٍي ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

58 Commentator ٜٜٜٜٚٛ ٝالله ٣خ ػ٢ٔ حك٘ٚ ٌٓخ٣ٍي ٝحُ٘ٚ حُٜخك٢ 

59 Commentator 
( ٣َٗي ٗؼَف حُزًَٚ ر٤خكزخرٚ )رٌِٖ طٜلٚ ؿخٗض ٤ِِٗٚ ٟٝخ٣غ ٍحٓٚ ًِٖٔ ٣ٌرٜخ ػ٠ِ حُؼخ٢ٗ 

.رخُلٌٞٓٚ ٓخ ًٞ ٤ٛؾ كٍِٝٙ ػـ٤زٚ رزِي حُؼـخ٣ذ  ًِٜٚ رخُلٌٞٓٚ ٝط٘ظْ  

60 Commentator  حُِلخف....... ٢ٛ ٛخ١ حٌُِٔ٘ش ، ٓخ ٗؼَف ٖٓ  

61 Commentator ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

62 Commentator 
ٝر٘لْ حُٞهض حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓخ , ػ٢ٔ حُ٘خّ ط٣َي ط٘ظَى رخُلٌٞٓش كظ٠ ح٤ٌٌُش ٓخ طَٝف ُِـ٤َ 

ٝحػظوي حٕ ٛلش حٌَُٙ طظـِذ ػ٠ِ ٛلش حُـ٘غ, ٣ٍيٝٙ ١  
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63 Commentator 

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓلظ٥ٞ رٔؼخٍٟش ٓظَِٛش حٗٔـٔض ك٢ .. ٓؼخىُش هخ٤ٓش ٣خ حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ حُظ٢ طيٜٝٗخ ح٫ٕ

حٕ ٫ ط٘ٔـْ ك٢ حُٜٔٞى حٓخّ ٤ِٓظٚ، ؿزخء حُٔؼخٍٟش ٠٣ؼلٜخ حٓخّ ٤ٛٔ٘ش ح٤ُِٔش ٝهخثيٛخ، 

ُٜٔٞى رٌٍٝس ًز٤َس حٓخّ حُِػ٤ْ ٝحٓظلٞحًٙ ػ٠ِ ًَ ٢ٗء، ك٬ ٣ٝ٘زـ٢ حٕ ٫ ٣ٔ٘غ ًُي ٖٓ ح

ٓزٍَحص ُٔؼخ٢ٍٟ ٛيحّ حُٔٔظزي ح٣ٌُٖ ٗٔلٞح ٝكيطْٜ رٔئطَٔ ُ٘يٕ حً ُْ ٣ظلوٞح ك٤ٜ٘خ ػ٠ِ 

طـ٤٤َ حُ٘ظخّ ُي٣٘خ رٔٔخػيس حؿ٘ز٤ش، ٫ٝ كـش ح٠٣خ ٌُِظَ ح٤ُ٘خر٤ش حُظ٢ ٤ٜ٣ٖٔ ػ٠ِ طل٤ٌَٛخ ح٤ُّٞ 

ٗي ح١ ه٤ٞس ٣ٌٜٔ٘خ حٗظخؽ طلخُق ٠ٓخى ٤ُِٔش حُٔخ٢ٌُ، ٌٛٙ ح٫ٗظٔخء ُِؼو٤يس ٝحٌُٕٔٞ ع

حُوخ١ٍش ٫ ٗي حٜٗخ ط٘ظؾ ؿٍٜٔٞ طخرغ ُِٔ٘ظِٜ ح٫هٟٞ ٢ٛٝ ك٤َس حُ٘ؼٞد ُيٟ ػخُٔ٘خ ح١ٌُ 

٣ٌَ٘ حُـِء حَُ٘ه٢ ٖٓ حُو٤٣َش حُؼَر٤ش، ط٣ٞٔق حُٔؼخ٤ٍٟٖ ُيٟ طْٞٗ ٤ُٝز٤خ َٜٝٓ ػ٠ِ 

ر٤ٌخٗٚ كليع حُظـ٤٤َ ك٢ طِي حُزِيحٕ رؼل٣ٞش ٓز٤َ حُٔؼخٍ ُْ ٣ٔظ٤غ حٕ ٣ليى ِٓحؽ حُ٘خٍع 

١لوض حٕ ٫ طؼ٤ٖ ىٕٝ ًَحٓش، حُ٘خطؾ ك٢ رِيٗخ ٣ئٓق ُٚ ٫ٗٚ ٠٣ؼ٘خ حٓخّ ٗوزش ُْ طٔظ٤غ ُلي 

٢ً طو٠غ حُٔٞح١ٖ ُ٘لٔٚ، ٤ُْٝ ُِـٔخػش حُظخرؼش ٝحُٔظؤػَس " حُوخثي"حُِلظش ٖٓ حٓظـ٬ٍ كَ٘ 

. 

64 Commentator ًِ٘خ ٓگخ٣ٍي 

65 Commentator  ػٌح ح٬ٌُّ حُٜخثذ ٝطوٍٞ حٗي ُٔض ٓل٬ِ ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ ًَ 

66 Commentator  حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤ُٔض كو٢ حُ٘وٜ٘ش، ٝاٗٔخ ٤َٓطْٜ أطؤض رؤه٤خء هخطِش" أػيحء"ٌِٓ٘ش  

67 Commentator ًِ٘خ ٌٓخ٣ٍي ٍر٘خ ٣خ َٓط٠٠ 

68 Commentator  ٢ٌُحٛزض ػ٤ٖ حُوو٤وش ٝحُٞحهغ ح١ٌُ ٣َك٠ٚ حػيحء حُٔخ, حٓظخً َٓٓي  

69 Commentator 
كؼ٬ ٌٛح ٓخ ٣ليع ح٫ٕ ، ٝٓخ ٤ٓليع ٓٔظوز٬ ، حً ٫ ٣زيٝ ػ٠ِ هٜٞٓٚ أْٜٗ ٤ٓلٜٕٔٞ حُِؼزش 

. 

70 Commentator ٬ًٓي ٠ٓز١ٞ ًِٝ٘خ كـ٤٘خ ٛخُلـ٢ 

71 Commentator ٌِٓ٘ش حػيحء حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛٞ ػيّ ٝؿٞى هزَس ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ًخك٤ش ُي٣ْٜ ٫ٓوخ١ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

72 Commentator َ٘طلخُلٞح ٟيٙ ٝكِٔٞٙ ٝكيٙ حُٔٔئ٤ُٚ ْٝٛ ًَٗخإٙ ك٢ ًَ ٢ٗء ك٢ حُ٘ـخف ٝك٢ حُل 

73 Commentator 

يس  َٔ ؼظ ُٓ أٝ ري٦٣ .. ٖٓ ٫ ٣ويّّ رَح٤ٖٛ ًخك٤ش ػ٠ِ كٖٔ ٗٞح٣خٙ ٫ ٣ِٜق إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓؼخٍٟشً 

ِٚ .. ٓ٘خٓزآ  َّٗق ٧ٕ ٣ٔظَٔ ػ٠ِ كخُ َُٓ طل٤خط٢ . .ٓغ طـ٤٤َحص ٗٔز٤ش ٍرٔخ .. ٌُح كخُٟٞغ ح٥ٕ 

 أه٢ ٓلٔي

74 Commentator 

ٝٛ٘خى ؿٜش ىػٔض أًؼَ رؼٞ ح٩ػ٤٤ٓ٬ٖ ٝحُٔؼول٤ٖ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣ـ٤َٕٝ أ١ ٤ٜٓزش ك٢ حُؼَحم ٟي 

حُٔخ٢ٌُ كلٔزْٜ حُ٘خّ إٔ ُْٜ ٌِٓ٘ش ٗو٤ٜش ٓغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رْ ا٫، ًخٗٞح ٣ظـخٟٕٞ ٓغ 

ر٤٤ٖ حٓظؼيحً ػٖ حُلي٣غ ػٖ ح٩ٍٛخ" ٣ظٍٞػٕٞ"حُٔو٤ج٤ٖ ٝحُٔلٔي٣ٖ ح٥ه٣َٖ، رَ ًخٗٞح 

 ُِ٘خّ ػ٠ِ حُٔخ٢ٌُ

75 Commentator  ٌٛح طو٣ََ ٓٔظخُ ػٖ حُ٘ظخثؾhttp://alhayat.com/Details/505780 

76 Commentator 

حػظوي حٕ ٛ٘خى ػيس ػٞحَٓ حىص ح٠ُ روخء طلخُق حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓلخكظخ ػ٠ِ ٓخ ر٤يٙ ح٫ٍٝ حٓظويحّ 

ُظؼ٤٘خص ٝهخٛش حُؼ٣ٌَٔش ٌٝٛح ٓخ كَٜ حٍُٞهش ح٤ُخثل٤ش ُـٌد حُ٘خهذ ػخ٤ٗخ حٓظويحّ ٍٝهش ح

ٗوٚ ك٢ ِٓي  6000كؼ٬ ك٢ ٓلخكظش ًَر٬ء ٖٓ هزَ َٜٛٙ حً هخّ رظؼ٤ٖ ٓخ ٣وخٍد 

ح١َُ٘ش ٝك٤غ حهٌ ػ٤ِْٜ حُؼٜٞى ٝحُٔٞحػ٤ن ٝٛيىْٛ ر٤َىْٛ ٖٓ ٌٛٙ ح٤٥ُٞلش ك٢ كخٍ ُْ ٣ظْ 

ّ حُٔخٍ حُؼخّ ك٢ َٗحء حَٜٗ ػخُؼخ حٓظويح 6حٗظوخرٚ ْٛ ٝػٞحثِْٜ ٝطْ طؼ٤٤ٖ ٫ٞٛء ٌٓ٘ حًؼَ ٖٓ 

حُ٘خهذ ٍحرؼخ هٜٞٓٚ ح٣ٌُٖ حكخىٝٙ ًؼ٤َح ٝٛ٘خى ػيص حٍٓٞ حهَح ح٫ حٗٚ ٝٓغ ًُي ُْ ٣لل٦ 

 ػ٠ِ ٓخ ر٤يٙ ًْ ٓزن ك٤غ كوي حٌُؼ٤َ ٖٓ حُٔوخػي كٔذ ح٬١ػ٢
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77 Commentator حط٠٘ٔ حٓٔغ ٍى حُ٘خثذ ٛزخف حُٔخػي١ ػ٠ِ ٗـخف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُلخ٤ُش 

78 Commentator ٗزخد ح٢ُ ك٢ رـيحى حكي ػ٘يٙ طٍٜٞ ػٖ ط٣ُٞغ حُٔوخػي ُٝٞ طو٣َز٢ ؟ 

79 Commentator 

ٗؼْ ُوي هخّ أػيحء حُٔخ٢ٌُ رَكغ ٗؼز٤ظٚ ح٠ُ أػ٠ِ ىٍؿخطٚ رؼي ..أٗض ٍؿَ كيّٝ ٣خ أرخ ح٤٤ُذ 

ٌٛح هخّ هٜٞٓٚ رٞح٤ٓش ه٤خرْٜ ح٤ُخثل٢ حُٔظ٘٘ؾ رؤ٥ٜخٍٙ حُو٤َ ح٧ًزَ ػ٠ِ ١خثلش ٓؼ٤٘ش ٝ

ٓٞىط٢..ٓخ ُٝي طؼِن ًز٤َ ٖٓ أر٘خء ح٤ُخثلش ح٧هَٟ رخُٔخ٢ٌُ ًٔيحكغ ػْٜ٘ ٝػٖ ١خثلظْٜ   

80 Commentator 

ٍرٔخ ٤ٓؤَ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٗٔزش ٜٓٔش ٖٓ ٓوخػي ٓـخُْ حُٔلخكظخص حُظ٢ ٤٤ٔ٣َ ػ٤ِٜخ كخ٤ُخً ٌُٖ 

حُ٘ؼز٢ ٖٓ ٤ُْ رخُويٍ ح١ٌُ ٣ؼٌْ كِ٘ٚ ح٣ٌٍُغ ك٢ ح٫ٍطوخء رٞحهؼٜخ حُوي٢ٓ ٫ٝ ح٩كزخ١ 

ؿَحء طَٜكخص أطزخػٚ ٝٛٞ ٓخ ٣ؼي َٜٗحً ًز٤َحً رلي ًحطٚ ًَٝ ًُي رل٠َ ؿزخء ٓؼخ٤ٍٟٚ 

,,,ٝحكظوخٍْٛ َُِإ٣ش ٝحَُٔ٘ٝع حُزي٣َ  

81 Commentator 
 ٤ِٓ3ٕٞ ٗخهذ ُْٝ ٣٘ظوزٞح ح٥  13ُٝٞ طو٤ْ رٔؼيٍ حُ٘خّ حُظ٢ أٗظوزض حُٔلَٝٝ ... ُْ ٣لُٞ 

..........٤٣٬ٖٓ ٝكٔذ ٍهخرش طُٔٞ   

82 Commentator  ٝٗؼز٘خ ٣لي ر٣َ٤وش ؿٔؼ٤ش . . طؼُٞٗخ حُؼوخكش ح٫طوخر٤ش ٣خ حٛيهخء!!  

83 Commentator 

( ١خُٔخ ٌٛٙ ػوخكش حُوخػيس حُـٔخ٣َ٤ٛش ح٫ًزَ كظ٠ حًح ُْ ٣َٗق (ٌٛخٍ حُٔ٘ش ( )ٓوظخٍ حُؼَٜ 

ُزِيى ػ٘يٓخ هي ٣ٌٕٞ ح١ٌُ طظٔ٘خٙ (َٛ حٌُؼي ٖٓ َٛ ػـ٤٘ش)٣٫ُٞش حهَٟ ح١ٌُ ٣خط٢ رؼيٙ 

ط٘ظوذ حر٘ظي ُٗٞرٚ حُظ٢ ٛزـض حٛزؼٜخ ك٢ ٌٛٙ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٌٛٙ ٤ُْ ط٘خثٔخً حٗٚ حُٞحهغ ح٣ٜخ 

 ح٤٤ُذ

84 Commentator 

حٓظخً ٓلٔي ٤ٛـَ ح٣َ٤ُوش ح٢ُ ٣لٔذ ر٤ٚ ح٫ٛٞحص ٢ٛ ٣َ١وش ٓخٗض ٤ُـٞ ٝطظِوٚ رٔخ ٢ِ٣ 

٣خ ٣ظْ ط٣َظ٤ذ حُوٞحثْ ٤ٌُِخٗخص ح٫ٝ ٣ظْ كٔخد ػيى ح٫ٛٞحص حُٜل٤لٚ حُٔي٠ُ رٜخ ٌَُ هخثٔٚ ػخٕ

ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓٚ كٔذ ح٫ٛٞحص             ػخُؼخ٣ظْ طو٤ْٔ ح٫ٛٞحص حُٜل٤ٜلٚ حُظ٢ كِٜض ػ٤ِٜخ 

 حُوٞحثْ ػ٠ِ ح٫ػيحى حُلَى٣ٚ

 

(1-3-5-7)....  

 

كظ٠ ٗلَٜ ػ٠ِ ٗظخثؾ هٔٔٚ طؼخىٍ ػيى حُٔوخػيحُٔوٜٜٚ ُِيحثَٙ رؼي طَط٤ذ حُ٘ظخثؾ ٖٓ 

 ح٫ػ٠ِ ح٠ُ ح٫ى٠ٗ

 

٣غ ح٤َُٗٔل٤٘خ٫ٝ ٣ؼخى طَط٤ذ حَُٔٗل٤ٖ ىحهَ حُوخثٔٚ حُٔلظٞكٜخٓظ٘خىح ح٠ُ ػيى ح٫ٛٞحص طُٞ

 حُظ٢ كَٜ ػ٤ِٜخ ًَ َٓٗق

 

حًح طٔخٟٝ َٓٗلخٕ حٝ حًؼَ ك٢ حُوخثٔٚ حُٞحكيٙ رؼيى ح٫ٛٞحص ك٤ظْ طو٤ٜٚ حُٔوخػي ر٤ْٜ٘ 

 ٝكوخ ُظِِْٜٔٔ ك٢ هخثٔٚ ح٤ٌُخٕ

 

 ٌٛح حُِٔوٚ ُؼ٤ِٔٚ ٓخٗض ٤ُـٞ

 

ح٫كِحد حُٜـ٤َٙ ٢ٛٝ طويّ  

85 Commentator رَ٘ك٢ ٛق ٝٓظ٤ٖ ٛق 

86 Commentator 

حٗظوخى حه٤خء حُلخًْ ٖٓ كوٞم حُٔٞح١ٖ رَ ٖٓ ٝحؿزخطٚ ٫ٝ ػزَس ٫ُى٣خى ٗؼز٤ظٚ حٝ 

ٓغ حٕ ٗؼز٤ش حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُىحىص ُؼيس حٓزخد حٜٛٔخ ُٝغ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ رخُلخًْ حُو١ٞ ..ٗوٜخٜٗخ

٠ٔ٘ٗ ه٤خٓٚ رخُِؼذ ػ٠ِ حُٞطَ ح٤ُخثل٢ ح١ٌُ ٗـق ك٤ٚ ح٠ُ حرؼي ٫ٝ ..ٝحٗزٜخٍْٛ رخ٫ػ٬ّ حُٔٞؿٚ

طل٤خط٢..حُليٝى ٝحٓزخد حهَٟ هي ٫ ٣ظٔغ حُٔـخٍ ُٜخ ح٫ٕ  
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87 Commentator 

رزٔخ١ش ٧ٗٚ ٤٘٣زن ػ٠ِ ٛيحّ ٓؼ٬ً، ٝح٧ٓي، .. ُٔض ٓغ ٌٛ ح٤ُ٘ٔن أرٞ ح٤٤ُذ حُلز٤ذ

.. ٕ ح٤ِٗض ػ٤ِْٜ ُؼزش ٤٤ٗ٘ش ح٥هَحٜٗخٍ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ْٛ ح١ٌُ... ٝٓزخٍى ٝحُوٌحك٢ ٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝ

ًَ هّٜٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ، رخُ٘ٔزش ُٚ ُٝـٍٜٔٞٙ، ْٛ ٓـَى ٤ٗخ٤١ٖ ٝهظِش ٝحٍٛخر٤٤ٖ، ٌٌٛح طْ 

.ط٣َٜٞ ح٧َٓ ُـٍٜٔٞٙ، ٝؿٍٜٔٞٙ ٛٞص ُٚ ر٘خء ػ٠ِ ًُي  

89 Commentator 
ٍ ٜٛٚ حرٞ ح٤٤ُذ ٝالله ىٝهْٜ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ؼخىٝٙ ػيحٝطْٜ طلٔذ ُٜخُلٚ ٣ٜخُلٞٙ ط٢٘ٔ ح٫ٓٞ

 ُٜخُلٚ ٣ٌُٕٝٞٞ حُ٘خّ حُلٔي لله ح٫ٍٓٞ ٣ُ٘ٚ ٝرخ٫ه٤َ ٣زوٚ حكٖٔ ٖٓ ؿ٤َٙ

90 Commentator 

ٓغ ح٫كظَحّ ٦ٍُحء ح٠ُي ٖٓ ٬ًّ ٓلٔي ؿخ١ُ ا٫ إ ح٫َٓ ٛٞ ٨ُٝٓق ٌٌٛح ،حًًَ ٓوخ٫ 

ٍحثؼخ ٧كٔي ػزي حُل٤ٖٔ ٝٛٞ حُ٘خهي ح٫ه٤َ ،هخٍ ك٤ٚ حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓلظ٥ٞ روٜٞٓٚ ،حٓظخً 

ُوخُن حُـ٤َٔ ٗوي حُٔخ٢ٌُ حكظوي ُِٟٔٞٞػ٤ٚ ك٢ حؿِزٚ حُٟٔٞٞػ٤ٚ حُظ٢ طٔظٞؿذ ٍإ٣ش ػزي ح

حُٜٔ٘ي ٖٓ ًَ ُٝح٣خٙ ،كظ٠ طٍٜٞ حُزؼٞ ٖٓ ح٤ُٜٖٓٝٞٔ ر٘ظ٣َش حُٔئحَٓٙ حٗٚ ٗوي ٓيكٞع 

حكظَح٢ٓ ُِـ٤ٔغ..حُؼٖٔ   

91 Commentator 
ّ ح٢ُٔء حُوخ٢ٓ ك٤٘ٔخ ُوي ر٠٘ هّٜٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رَؽ ٗؼز٤ظٚ رظخ٣ٍوٚ.ُوي حٛزض ػ٤ٖ حُلو٤وٚ 

ِٓٔض\. ٌِٓٞ ٤ِٓش ُٝٞ ؿِث٤ش ٝحه٤خثْٜ حُٔظٌٍَٙ   

92 Commentator ٌٛح ٛٞ ٍأ٢٣ ٌٓ٘ ُٖٓ رؼ٤ي ٝٓخُحٍ....حطلن ؿيح أه٢ ٓلٔي  

93 Commentator 

حٗخ ٓظلن ٓؼي طٔخٓخ ُؼذ حُٜي٣ٍٕٞ ك٢ حُِلظش ح٫ه٤َٙ ٍهٜش ٓٞص ػَ طؼي٣َ هخٕٗٞ 

ْٛ ُوي ٓخػي حػيحء حُٔخ٢ٌُ هْٜٜٔ ًؼ٤َح ٨ُٝٓق أهٍٞ رٌَ حُٔٔخءُٚ ٝحُؼيحُٚ ٌُٜ٘خ ُْ طلي

 َٓحٍس حُٔخ٢ٌُ حك٠َ ٖٓ ؿ٤ٔغ هٜٞٓٚ حٌُزخٍ حػ٢٘ ح٫كِحد ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ ح٧ه١َ ٤ٗؼش ٝٓ٘ش

94 Commentator حُٔخُـ٢ ُؼزٜٚ ٛق 

95 Commentator ٛق 

96 Commentator  هَٔ ًَ ٖٓ ًخٕ ُٚ ٗيح....ٛيهض حرخ ح٤٤ُذ  

97 Commentator حُٔخ٢ٌُ حك٠َ ه٤ؼش ك٢ حُزخُش 

98 Commentator ٚٛلخص حُلخًْ حُلو٤و٢ حٕ ٣لخٍٝ حٍٟخء ًَ ٗؼز ٖٓ.  

99 Commentator ٓلَِ ٠ٓز١ٞ 
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E. Second Facebook Comment-thread  

Link:https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=788332457858876&id=1000

00463883800&stream_ref=10#!/damad.s/posts/709674535722888?stream_ref=10 

 

 

No. Interlocutors Comments 

1 Post-author 

ه٤َ ُٜيحّ ٓخروخً كخٍٝ هخىس حُٔؼخٍٟش ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼش، كوخٍ ٤ًق حكخٍٝ هٞٗش ٣لِٕٔٞ 

ح٤ُّٞ ٣ـِْ ٌٓخٕ ٛيحّ ٖٓ ٣َك٠ٕٞ .. ح٬ُٔف ٓغ حُـ٤ٖ ح٣٩َح٢ٗ ٣ٝوظِٕٞ أر٘خء رِيْٛ

حُلٞحٍ ٓغ ح٥هَ طلض ٗلْ ح٣ٌٍُؼش، ٌٝٛح ٣ؼ٢٘ رؤٕ ىٝحٓش حُؼ٘ق ٓظزو٠ طِظٜٔ٘خ ىحهَ 

 .ٌٛح حُزِي حُلن

2 Commentator ٣ًٌَ أكيْٛ أْٜٗ رؼؼٞح ٓزؼٞع ُٜيحّ ٝطْ ١َىٙ ٖٓ ٛيحّ ٝهخُٞح ُٚ طؼخٍ ٠ٔ٘ٗ حُٔخ٢ٟ 

3 Commentator  ٣٫ٞؿي كَ ح٫ كَم ٌٛح حُزِي حُلن 

4 Commentator َحٓظَ ٢ِ٣ رظٔظ 

5 Commentator ٛق ُٔخٗي 

6 Commentator  رِي كن 

7 Commentator ٝ ٛلض رَ ٢ٛ ٣ٞ٤ِٓش حهظٜخى٣شحٌُِٔ٘ش ٤ُٔض ١خثل٤ش ًٔخ 

8 Commentator 
ػ٘يٓخ ٌَٗٙ حُيًظخطٍٞ ٝٗؼ٘ن حُيًظخط٣ٍٞش ٓظٔظَٔ حُُِٜٔش ٜٓٔخ طـ٤َص ٝؿٞٙ حَُٜٔؿ٤ٖ 

 .....ػ٠ِ ه٤٘ظٜخ

9 Commentator ٫كٞحٍ ٓغ ٖٓ ٣َكٞ ٝؿٞى١ ًؤٗٔخٕ ر٘خء ػ٠ِ ٣ٞٛظ٢ رخ٫ُٞىس 

10 Commentator 

كْ ٣ؼ٤ٕ٘ٞ ٝٓخُحُٞح ٣ؼظزَٕٝ حٗلْٜٔ ك٢ ىٍٝ ُـش حُلٞحٍ ٓؼيٝٓٚ ٝٓخُحُٞح ر٘لْ حٍ

كٌْ ٗلظخؽ ح٠ُ ... حُٔؼخٍٟش ٓخُحُٞح ٓظو٤ٜٖٔ ٗو٤ٜش حُٔؼخٍٝ ٍؿْ ُٝحٍ ٛيحّ 

 ٣٫ظٌٍَٕٝ... ٓؼَ ٤ِٕٗٔٞ ٓخٗي٬٣ ًْٝ ٗلظخؽ ح٠ُ ٓؼَ ؿخٗي١ 

11 Commentator 

ٗزخٍ ٗظخٕ ر٤ٖ حُٔؼخٍٟظ٤ٖ أ٫ًٝ، ٝهي كخٍٝص ؿٜخص ػيس حُٔؼظ٤ٜٖٔ ْٜٝٓ٘ ٓلخك٦ ح٧

ُْٝ ٣ـي ٗلؼخ، ْٛ ٫ ٣َ٣يٕٝ ك٬، ٝحُي٤َُ كظ٠ ٌٛٙ حُٔخػش ٫ أكي ٣ؼَف ه٤خىطْٜ ٖٓ ٢ٛ 

 ٫ٝ ٤ٓخُز٤ْٜ ٓخ ٢ٛ

12 Commentator  ِ٣َٗي كٔلش حٓخٕ ٢ُِ ٣ـٕٞ ٍٝحٗخ ػ٠ِ ح٫هَ... الله ٣٫ٌُٜٞخ .. ٓؼيٕٝ حُؼ٣ِ 

13 Commentator 
" ح٤ُ٘ؼش " ٝهظِٚ ٣٘زٚ ٛيحّ ، ٫ٝ ٌٛٙ ٤ُٔض ٓؼخىُش ػخىُش ، ٫ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رٌَ كٔخىٙ 

 ..ٝحػظٌٍ ٢٘ٗ٫ ح٢ٔٓ ح٤ٗ٫خء ر٤ٔٔٔخطٜخ ٓخٍٓٞح ٗلْ حُؼ٘ق ح١ٌُ ٓخٍٓٚ حُٔ٘ش 

14 Commentator  كن"ٛيى رِي" 

15 Commentator 
ًَ ػَٔٗخ كَٝد ٝٓؼخٍى ٝحٗظٜخٍحص ..٫ حى١ٍ ٓظ٠ ٣َطخف ٌٛح حُ٘ؼذ ٣ٝ٘ٞف كخُٚ

 .طل٤خط٢..طِْٔ ػ١ِ٣ِ ًخٗي ك٢ هِز٢..فػ٠ِ حر٘خء ؿِيط٘خ ٝحِٛ٘خ ٓغ ًَ ح٫ّ

16 Commentator ٓخ حٗزٚ ح٤ُّٞ رخُزخٍكش. 

https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=788332457858876&id=100000463883800&stream_ref=10#!/damad.s/posts/709674535722888?stream_ref=10
https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=788332457858876&id=100000463883800&stream_ref=10#!/damad.s/posts/709674535722888?stream_ref=10
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17 Commentator 

ٓوخٍٗش ؿ٤َ ػخىُش ر٤ٖ ٗخّ ًخٗض ط٣َي ُؤش ػ٤ٖ ٝك٣َش ًِٔش ٝى٣ٌظخطٍٞ ٣٫ظٌٍَ ٓؼَ 

ٝر٤ٖ ٗخّ ُْٜ ٓخ٣ٔؼِْٜ ك٢ حُلٌٞٓش ٝحُزَُٔخٕ ُٝي٣ْٜ ..ٛيحّ ؿٔؼْٜ ك٢ ٓوخرَ ؿٔخػ٤ش 

ٌٛح ٤ُْ كزخ رخُٔخ٢ٌُ ٌُٖٝ ؿزخء ..ٌُٖ ٓـٔٞػش ٖٓ حُوظِش أًٛزض ر٤َٜطْٜ حٌُؼ٤َ ٝ

 ٓؼخ٤ٍٟٚ ؿؼِٚ كِظش ُٓخٗٚ

18 Commentator 

ُْٝ ...ُْ ٣لخٍٝ ٛيحّ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٧ٗٚ ٣ؼِْ حْٜٗ ٤ٓوُٕٞٞ ٗلٖ ح٧ًؼ٣َش ٣َٗٝي حٕ ٗلٌْ 

حُلٌْ ٣لخٍٝ ٖٓ ٣ـِْ ٌٓخٕ ٛيحّ حُٔ٘ش ٧ٕ حُٔ٘ش ح٤ُّٞ ٣وُٕٞٞ ٗلٖ ح٠ُٝ٧ ٌْٓ٘ د

ٝٓظزو٠ ؿي٤ُش حُلخًْ ٝحُٔلٌّٞ ك٢ ....ك٘لٖ ٗلٌٌْٔ ٌٓ٘ هخّ حُؼَحم ًلخَٟس ػَر٤ش 

 ...حُؼَحم ح٠ُ حٕ ٣َع الله ح٧ٍٝ

19 Commentator 

حٗض ًخطذ ٝٓلخٍٝ َٓٓٞم ٌُٖ ػ٤ِي حٕ طٌٕٞ ٜٓ٘لخً ك٢ ٓوخٍٗخطي ٣خ ٛي٣و٢ كظخ٣ٍن 

حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٝحُيًظخط٣ٍٞش  ح٫ْٓ ٛٞ ؿ٤َ طخ٣ٍن ح٤ُّٞ ٝحٗض حىٍٟ حٕ حُلَم ًز٤َ ر٤ٖ

!!!! ٖٓ ٢ٛ حُٔؼخٍٟش ك٢ طِي حُلظَس؟...حُْ ٣ٌْ حُؼخُْ ًِٚ ٓغ ٛيحّ ٟي حُٔؼخٍٟش ٝ..

 َٝٛ ر٤٘ض حُٔؼخٍٟش رؤر٘خء ؿِيطْٜ ٖٓ حر٘خء ٗؼزْٜ

20 Commentator 
َٛ ٗٞحؿٚ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٓ٘خًَ ٓٔظؼ٤ٜش؟ ٝٓخ حُزلزٞكش حُظ٢ طٔظؼ٘خ رٜخ ُلظَس ه٤َٜس ؿيح 

 ٛ٘غ ٓخٓظ٘خ ُْ طٌٖ ٖٓ

21 Commentator  ٕأَٓ طوي١َ٣ ٣وظِق ٖٓ كَى ٍ أهَ( حُلن)ػ٠ِ ٓخ٣زيٝح أ! 

22 Commentator 

ٗخًَ ٤ٛٝذ ح٫ٍٛخر٢ ح٢ُِ ك٤ْ ,, حُـِّٞ ٓغ ٖٓ ٣ؼَف حُلٞحٍ ٤ُْٝ ٓغ حٌُرخك٤ٖ 

ٓخًح كؼَ ٗلَْٛ ٫ْٜٗ حه٤ؤٝح ك٢ حٝهخص !!طلخٍٝ ٖٓ ٓـٔٞػش حُٔٞحم ػ٠ِ ح٣َ٤ُن 

 ح١ ٬ًّ ٌٛح,, ىٛخ حُِٜٞحص ٝحػيح

23 Commentator 
ح٠ٔٓ ٣لٔذ ٗلٔٚ حٗٚ ٛخٍ هزخٕ ًلٚ .ٖٓ ٣ٔظِي ك٢ ٌٛح حُزِي ُٝٞ ٤ٗجخ ٖٓ حُوٞٙ 

 .ًَٝ ح٫ه٣َٖ ْٛ حٛلخد ًلٚ حُزخ١َ ,حُلن

24 Commentator 

حهظِق ٣ٝخى حم ٓلٖٔ ٫ٕ حُـٔخػش ًَ ٓخ٣َٝف حكي ُِظلخٝٝ ٣ٜؼي ٓوق ح٤ُٔخُذ 

ح٤ُٔخُذ ه٘خس حُـ٣َِس رؼيٛخ حُٔظظخَٕٛٝ ٝح٫كيحع ًِٜخ  ٝحٍٝ ٖٓ ٣َٜف حٍطلخع ٓوق

ه٣َزش ٝحُظخ٣ٍن ٓٞ رؼ٤ي كظ٠ ٗوٍٞ طْ طل٣َلٚ ٫ٝط٠ٔ٘ ح٫ػٔخٍ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش حُظ٢ طيحٍ ٖٓ 

 ٓغ هخُٚ طوي١َ٣ حُي ٝح٢ٗ ىحثٔخ حطخرغ ٍٓ٘٘ٞحطي... حُٔو٤ٔخص 

25 Commentator 
ح ١ِٝ٘٤ُ ٍٝحء ١خثلظٚ ٝك٢ حُٜ٘خ٣ش هٞك٢ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ًَ ٌٛح كِْ ٛ٘ي١ حُـخ٣ٚ ٓ٘ٚ ؿَ ًَ ٖٓ

 ُٝي حُوخ٣زٚ ٓخ٤ًِٜ٘خ

26 Commentator 

ٛيحّ ٣لخٍٝ ٣ٝوظَ ًٔخ كخٍٝ حُزَُح٢ٗ ٝكظِٚ ٝحُٔؼخٍٟٚ ًخٗض طَكٞ حُلٞحٍ ٓؼٚ 

ُؼِْٜٔ رـيٍ ٛيحّ حٓخ ح٤ُّٞ حُلٌٞٓٚ طيػٞح ُِلٞحٍ ٌُٖ ح٤َُف ح٫هَ ٣٘خٍٝ ٍؿَ رخُيُٝٚ 

 ٍ حُوٍٞٗٚٝؿَ ٓغ ح٫ٍٛخد ٝح٤ُظ٤ٞد ِٓت رٜٞ

27 Commentator 
ُْ ٣زو٠ ح٫ حُؼخَٛ ?٫حػَف حُـخ٣ش ٖٓ حَٛحًٍْ حٕ حُلٌٞٓش ُْ طلخٍٝ حُٔؼظ٤ٜٖٔ 

 حُٔؼٞى١ ٣يهَ ١َف ٓلخٝٝ 

28 Commentator 

ك٢ ٝهض ٛيحّ ُْ طٌٖ حَُ٘ػ٤ش ُِي٣ٔوَح٤١ش، رَ ًخٗض حَُ٘ػ٤ش ُِؼٍٞس، ٝرخُ٘ٔزش ُٜيحّ 

كَحى كِد حُيػٞس ك٢ ٓ٘ظٜق حُؼٔخ٤ٗ٘خص ـ ُٝرخ٤ٗظٚ، ً٘ض حٗخ ـ رخػظزخ١ٍ ً٘ض ٖٓ ح

 ػ٬٤ًٔ ٣٩َحٕ حُظ٢ ط٣َي إٔ طُٔو٢ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَر٤ش حٌُزَٟ

29 Commentator 

ٗلٖ حٓخّ ٗلْ ٥خَٛس ح٫ٓظزيحى . ٝرو٢ حُ٘ظخّ , رخُظـ٤٤َ ٓو٤ض ح٤ُِٔش . ُْ ٣ظـ٤َ ٢ٗء 

م ٛ٘خ ١٫ٞٓ ٛ٘خى ًخٕ ٣ٔظويّ ٓلَىس ٍك٢. كو٢ طـ٤َص رؼٞ ٓلَىحطٚ , ٝر٘لْ أىٝحطٚ . 

أ٥ٕ ٤٣ٔؾ ؿزٜظٚ ^ ٛ٘خى ًخٕ ٤٣ٍٞ ٗٞحٍرٚ ػ٠ِ ٌَٗ . ٌٛح ٛٞ حُظـ٤٤َ حُـ١َٛٞ . 

ح٫ٗظٜخ٣ُش ٓظل٠َس ىحثٔخً ُظظِٕٞ , ٌٌٝٛح ُِٜٓٚ . ٢ً ٣وُٞٞح ػ٘ٚ ٖٓٞٓ , رللٔٚ ٓٞىٙ 

 .٫ٗي١ٍ رؼي ٓو١ٞ ٌٛح حُ٘ظخّ ٓخًح َٟٓ٘ ٖٓ طو٤ِؼخص ؿي٣يس . ٓغ ًَ ٗظخّ 

30 Commentator 

. ع كٌَس ح٤َُف حُظ٢ حٍىص رٜخ ح٫ٓظي٫ٍ ح٠ُ ٤٘ٓن حُظؼوَ ٝحُٔلخٍٝس ريٍ ح٬ُٔف حٗخ ّ

ٌُٖٝ ك٢ كظَس ٛيحّ كٌْ ١ًَِٓ ىًظخط١ٍٞ ٓو٤ض ٝح٫ٕ حُٔلخكظخص طلٌْ ٗلٜٔخ 

رخر٘خثٜخ ٟٖٔ حُلٌٞٓخص حُٔل٤ِٚ ُْٜٝ ٓٔؼِْٞٛ ك٢ حُزَُٔخٕ ٝحًَُِٔ ٌُٖٝ حُ٘خٕ 

ح١َحف هخٍؿ٤ش ٜٓ٘خ هخْٓ ٤ِٓٔخ٢ٗ حُؼَحه٢ ٤ُْ ر٤ي حِٛٚ ٣ٔظِي ُٓخٓٚ ػيس 

ٝح٫ٓظوزخٍحص حُٔؼٞى٣ش ٝحُٔخٍ حُو١َ٤ ٝحُو٢٤ حُظ٤ًَش ُٖٝ طوّٞ ُِـِٜش هخثٔش ٓخُْ 

 ٣ظٌٔٔٞ ر٤٘١ٞظْٜ ٣ٕٝ٘ٔٞ ٖٓ ٣وخطِٕٞ رخ٫ٗخرش ػْٜ٘

31 Commentator 

حٕ ًخٗض ٣ٍخف ,ٓظزو٠ ٣ٍخف ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ طؼٜق رٌٜح حُزِي حٌُٔ٘ٞد ُلظَٙ ٫ حكٔزٜخ ه٤َٜٙ

٣ٚ طوَؽ ٖٓ ه٣ِٖ ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ حُٔٞؿٞى ك٢ ٝؿيحٕ ٌٛح حُ٘ؼذ حٝ طِي ح٣َُخف ١ز٤غ

ح٤ٛ٫٘خػ٤ٚ ٝحُظ٢ طُٞيٛخ َٓحٝف ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ ٝح٢ُ طـ٣ٌٜخ ١خهخص ح١٫ٔخع ٝحُِٜخع هِق 
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 .ػَٕ حُلٌْ

32 Commentator 
٤ًق ٣لخٍٕٝٝ ٖٓ ٣َكٞ حُلٞحٍ ؟؟؟ ػْ ًَ ح٤ُِزخص حُظ٢ طْ طلو٤وٜخ ٝطوٍٞ كٞحٍ 

 ٍأ٣ي حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝؿ٣َذ !!!!!!!! 

33 Commentator هخطَ حُٔؼظٜٕٔٞ ؿزْٜ٘ طلض ٍح٣ش ىُٝش حؿ٘ز٤ش ًٔخ كؼَ كِد حُيػٞس ًٖ ٜٓ٘لخ َٛٝ 

34 Commentator 
ٖٓ ٬ُر٣َخء ٖٓٔ كَٞٛٝح ر٤ٖ طٜي٣يحص ىحػٖ ٝر٤ٖ طـخَٛ حُلٌٞٓش ٝحَٛحٍٛخ ػ٠ِ 

 ح٬ُٔف

35 Commentator 

٣ٜق ح٬ٛ ح٬١م ٛلش حُٔؼخٍٟٚ ٓغ ٗخّ رَ ٫ ..٣٫ٌٖٔ حُٔوخٍٗٚ ر٤ٖ حُٔؼخٍٟظ٤ٖ

ٓٞؿٞى٣ٖ ك٢ ح٤َُُٔخٕ ُٝي٣ْٜ ٍُٝحء ك٢ حُلٌٞٓش ٣ٝي٣َٕٝ ٓلخكظظْٜ رخ٣ي٣ْٜ ٝكٞم ًَ 

 .ٌٛح ٣ٌٕٞٗٞ كٞحٟٖ ُيحػٖ

 Commentator 

( ح٧هٞحٗـ٤ش ) حٍٗٞ حُٔخىحص هزَ حٓظوخُش حػ٠خء حُلٌٞٓش ح٣َُٜٔش حُٔوظِل٤ٖ ٓؼٚ 

.. حَٓحء ٓخًخىٍ ١ٞٔ٣ ح٢ُ ٓٞحٙ حٍٗٞ حُٔخىحص ػَٔ طٜل٤ش حرٞ .. حٝىػْٜ حُٔـٖ 

 .!!٧ٗٚ حُٜٔ٘ي حُؼَحه٢ حٗؤخٓخص ىحهَ حٗؤخٓخص ( ٓظليٕٝ ) ُِوٜٞٓٚ حٌُؼَ ْٜٓ٘ 

36 Commentator ٙٛيهض ٍٝد حٌُؼزٚ ح١ٌُ ٫ حػزي 

37 Commentator ٓخًح..حٓض? 

38 Commentator 
٤ٓؼٜخ ٝحطَ٘ف رٜخ ٜٓٔخ ًخٗض ٓوظِلش حػظٌٍ ػٖ حَُى ػ٠ِ ًَ حُظؼ٤ِوخص، ٢ٌُ٘٘ حطخرؼٜخ ؽ

 ٌَٗح ٌُْ، ٝحىػًْٞ ا٠ُ حُظؤَٓ ٤ِٓخً ك٢ ٓخ ٗٔو٢ ك٤ٚ ؿ٤ٔؼخ.. ٓؼ٢ حٝ ٓظٜٔش ٢ُ

39 Commentator  ٖطل٤خط٢ ٛي٣و٢ ٫ٕ حُٔوخٍرش ر٤ٜ٘ٔخ ؿ٤َ ٟٓٞٞػ٤ش ..ٛ٘خى كَم ر٤ٖ حُظـَرظ٤. 

40 Commentator 

. روٜٞٙ ٓخ ٣لَٜ ػٔٞٓخ ى ػِٔخ٤٤ٖٗ ٗلٖ ٣ـذ حٕ ٗظوٌ ٓٞهق ك٠خ١ٍ 

ف . حَُٔٝؿ٤٤ٖ ُِلِٔش ٝ حُٔؼخ٤ٍٟٖ ُٜخ ْٛ ٣ؼخٕٗٞ حُٓش طوي٣ْ حٍُٔٞٝع حُل١ٌَ 

. ػ٤ِ٘خ حٕ ٗٞػ٢ حِٛ٘خ حُ٘خّ حُٔوَر٤ٖ حُٔظل٤ٖٔٔ ٍ طيحػ٤خص ٌٛٙ ح٧ُٓش حٕ ٛق حُظؼز٤َ 

 .ٝ ٗوٍٞ ُْٜ حُؼِٔخ٤ٗش٤ٛٚ حُلَ 

41 Commentator 

ٗخ١ن حُـَر٤ش، ٫ ٗؼَف ٓخًح ٣لؼَ حُـ٘ٞى حٌُؼَ ٓ٘خ ٫ ٣ؼَف ٓخ ٣يٍٝ ىحهَ هَٟ حُْ

ٝح٠ُزخ١ ٛ٘خى، ٤ًق ٣ظؼخِٕٓٞ ٓغ حُ٘ٔخء، ٓغ ح١٫لخٍ، ٗـِْ ٛ٘خ ٝٗلَف رظيهَ حُـ٤ٖ 

 25ىٕٝ حٕ ٌِٗق حٗلٔ٘خ ػ٘خء حُظ١َٝ، ٝٗلٖ ٗؼِْ ٤ًق طؼخَٓ حُـ٤ٖ ٓغ ٓظظخ١َٛ 

 ٗزخ١ ٝحٓخّ ػيٓخص حٌُخ٤َٓحص

42 Commentator 
هي ٛٞ ٍأ١ ػِٔخ٢ٗ رويٍ ٓخ ٛٞ ٍأ١ ػخّ ٣٘ظَى رٚ حٍؿٞ ح٬ٌُّ ٛل٤ق ٝىه٤ن ٫ٝ حػض

 ػيّ كَٜ ح٤٤ٓ٬ٓ٫ٖ ر٘وٚ حٝ كِد

43 Commentator 

ٗلْ حُـ٤ٖ ح١ٌُ كزْ ٛخى١ حُٜٔي١ ٝٓـٔٞػش ٖٓ حُ٘خ٤٤ٖٗ ك٢ ٛ٘يٝم حَُٜٔ، ٧ْٜٗ 

هَؿٞح ٓؼظ٤َٟٖ ػ٠ِ ٓٞء حُويٓخص، ُْٝ ٣لَم ر٤ْٜ٘ ٝر٤ٖ ح٫ٍٛخر٤٤ٖ، ٤ًق ٗظٞهغ 

حىػٞح ؿ٤ٔغ ٖٓ ٣ل٠َ .. ٕ حُٔٞح٤٘١ٖ حُؼٍِ ٝر٤ٖ حٍٛخر٢٤ ىحػٖ ٝحُوخػيسرؤٗٚ ٤ٓلَم ر٢

 طيهَ حُؼٌَٔ ػ٠ِ حُلٞحٍ إٔ ٣لٌَ رخ١٫لخٍ ٝح٤ُ٘زش ٝحُؼـخثِ ٝحُ٘ٔخء

44 Commentator 

حُٔؼخٍٟش حُٔخروش ُْ طلـَ ك٢ حُ٘ٞحٍع ُْٝ طـَم ... ٓوخٍٗش ؿ٤َ ٜٓ٘لش ٫ٝ ٟٓٞٞػ٤ش

د ٝحٟلش طظؼِن رخُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٝحُٔ٘خًٍش حُ٘ٞحٍع ك٢ حُيٓخء ًٝخٗض ُٜخ ٤ٓخٍ

حُٔؼخٍٟش حُلخ٤ُش اٍٛخد أػ٠ٔ ٣٘ظـَ ٧ؿ٘يحص ى٤ُٝش ٓظؼيىس ح١٧َحف ٫ٝ ... ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

٣ٔظِي أ١ ٍحىع أه٬ه٢ ٝهي ٍك٠ٞح ًَ ٓلخ٫ٝص حُلٞحٍ ٫ٝ ٣وزِٕٞ ا٫ إٔ ٣ؼٞى ٤ًِذ 

 !!ُٖٝ ٣ؼٞى. ك٤خً 

45 Commentator 

ىٕٝ ٫ حطلن ٓغ طل٤ِِي ٝحٓظ٘ظخؿي ٓغ

٫ٗي طٔخ١ٝ ر٤ٖ ٓؼخ٢ٍٟ ٛيحّ ٝحُوخػيس 

 ٤ُْ ٌٌٛح ح٫ٍٓٞ طٔخم
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46 Commentator 

ٓ٘وزَ ٌٛٙ حُٔوخٍرش حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ حُـخ٢ُ ك٤ٔخ ُٞ طٔخٟٝ حُٞحهؼ٤ٖ ٝحهغ ىًظخط٣ٍٞش ٛيحّ 

٫ ٓؼخٍٟش ِٓٔلش ٓغ ٝؿٞى ى٣ٔوَح٤١ش ح٫ حُٔؼخٍٟش .. ٝٝحهغ ٛ٘يٝم ح٫هظَحع 

رِيٗخ ح٫ٝ ٖٓ حُوخػيس ٝؿ٤َٛخ ٖٓ ح٤ُٔٔٔخص ح٫هَٟ ػ٘يٛخ ُ٘و٢ِ ... ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ح٤ُِٔٔش 

ٗلٖ حٓخّ كخُش ... ٝػ٘يٓخ ٣ٌٕٞ ح٫ػظَحٝ ٖٓ ىٕٝ كٞٛش ر٘يه٤ش ٠٘ٓؼٚ كٞم ٍإٝٓ٘خ 

 طٜي٣ي ح٫ٖٓ حُو٢ٓٞ ُِؼَحم حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ ٝطوزَ طل٤خط٢

47 Commentator 
٫ر٣َخء ح٣ٌُِٖ ٬ُر٣َخء كٌٞٓش ٓل٤ِش ٝكٌٞٓش حطلخى٣ش ٝحُلٌٞٓظ٤ٖ ؿخءص رخٛٞحص ح

 كٟٞٞٛخ رٔ٘غ ًَ ٬ٓف هخٍؽ ح١خٍ حَُ٘ػ٤ش حٕ ٣ٜيى ٝؿٞىْٛ طلض ح١ ٣ًٍؼش 

48 Commentator  100ٓؼيٕٝ ٓو٢٤ء% 

49 Commentator ،،،، ٜٓ٘لخ أه٢ حرخ ؿ٤غ ًٖ 

50 Commentator طظلخٍٝ ٓغ ٖٓ ٣ظ٠٘ٔ ُٞ ٣ٌرلي؟ َٛ 

51 Commentator 

حُذ َٓ٘ٝػش ٝاٗٔخ طٔؼَ حؿ٘يحص هخٍؿ٤ش اٜٗخ ٤ُٔض ٓو٤ٔخص حػظٜخّ ٤ُْٝ ُٜخ ٢ٓ

ٝحٍٛخر٤٤ٖ ٝحُـَٝ ٜٓ٘خ ؿَ حُؼَحم ح٠ُ َٛحع ١خثل٢ 

٫ ١لخٍ ٝحُ٘ٔخء ١زؼخ ٫ػظيحء ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ٞم ٝح٫أٓخ ٓخ طوُٞٚ حه٢ ٓؼيٕٝ ٖٓ َٛ ٗوزَ ح

 ٗلـخٍحص ك٢ حُؼَحم٫ٗوزَ ٌُٖٝ َٛ طوزَ ٤ٓٞ٣خ ػَ٘حص ح

52 Commentator 

ى ٝؿٚ ُِٔوخٍٗٚ ٫ٕ ٛيحّ ُْحٗخ ُٔض ٓغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٌُٖٝ ٤ُْ ٛ٘خ ٣ٔٔق ١٫ حكي  

٤ٓٝخُزْٜ ٫ حُٜخ ٍحّ  رخُٔ٘خًٍٚ ك٢ حُلٌْ ٝح٫ىحٍٙ ٝٛئ٫ء طخ٤ٍٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ٔوٚ حُو٠َحء

ٝحُلٌٞٓٚ ؿِػض ٖٓ  ٫ٍٝؿ٤ِٖ ٣ٝوظِٕٞ حُ٘ؼذ ٝح٫ر٣َخء ٣ٝظزٕ٘ٞ ًُي رٌَ٘ ٢ٍٔٓ

 حُٔلخٟٝخص ك٬ٌٓي ٝٓوخٍٗظي ك٢ ؿ٤َ ٓلِٜخ حػظوي ًُي

53 Commentator 
ح٫ٗزخ٣ٍٕٞ ك٢ حُلَّ  كِظَٔ حُيٓخء ٌُٖ ٫ حٓظ٬ّٔ ُ٪ٍٛخر٤٤ٖ، أُْ ٣ٌٖ ٛئ٫ء

 حُـ١ٍٜٞٔ حُٜيح٢ٓ ٣ٌرلٕٞ أر٘خء ح٫ٗظلخٟش؟

54 Commentator 
٫ حكي ٤٣خُذ حُلٌٞٓش رخٕ طظلخٍٝ ٓغ ىحػٖ حٝ حُوخػيس، ٌُٖ ٓغ ح٤ُٔخ٤٤ٖٓ ح١ٌُ 

 ىس حُٔؼخٍٟشطؼظزَْٛ هٞٗش ٝرؼؼ٤٤ٖ ٝػ٬ٔء، ٝٛٞ ٓخ هخُٚ ٛيحّ ػٖ هخ

55 Commentator 

ٖٝٓ ح١ٌُ حؿزَ حُـ٤ٖ ػ٠ِ حُظيهَ رؼي ٓ٘ش ٖٓ ح٧ٗظظخٍ ١ِٝذ حُٔلخٟٝخص ٝػَٔ ٓخ 

َٛ ٣ـذ طَى حُوخػيس طـ٢٘ ٖٓ ػ٠ِ ٓ٘خرَ ٓخكخص !! ٣ؼَٔ ًٔخ طوٍٞ حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ

٢ً ٣٫لْ حُزؼٞ رظِْ حُـ٤ٖ ُٚ .... ح٧ػظٜخّ ٓ٘ش حهَٟ ُظ٤َٔ ىٓخء ػَحه٤ش حهَٟ 

!!! 

56 Commentator ح٫م رٜـض ٓٞ ٣ظ٠٘ٔ ٣ٌرلي ٛٞ ٣ٌرل٘خ ٤ٓٞ٣خ 

57 Commentator 

طٞؿي حه٤خء ٫رخّ ٖٓ ًًَٛخ ٝحريحء حَُح١ ك٢ ٣َ١وش ...٫ حػظوي رخٕ حُٔوخٍٗٚ ٜٓ٘لٚ

ٓغ ٓلزظ٢ ٝحكظَح٢ٓ ٬ُٓظخً ..طَٜف حُلٌٞٓٚ ىٕٝ حُٔوخٍٗٚ ٓغ حُٔوزٍٞ ُٝٓخٗٚ حُؼلٖ

 .ٓؼيٕٝ ٟٔي

58 Commentator 

٬ُٓق ُْ ٣٘ظلٞ ح٫م ٓؼيٕٝ ك٤ٖ ,, ٓؼيٕٝ رٞحى ٝ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ رٞحى حهَح٫م 

ح١ ( حُٜل٤٣ٖٞ ٝ حُٔـّٞ)طؼخُض ح٫ٛٞحص حُوز٤لش ٖٓ ػ٠ِ ٜٓ٘خص حُلظ٘ش ط٤خُذ رٌرق 

ػخُْ ؿ٣َذ " كوخ,,, ( حُل٤ش حَُه٤خء)ٝ( رخُو٘خ٣َُ)ٝ ه٤غ ٍإْٜٝٓ ٝ ط٤ٔٔظْٜ ( ح٤ُ٘ؼش)

 ٙ ح٣٫خى١ حُوز٤ؼشػـ٤ذ ٣ؼِٞ ك٤ٚ ٛٞص حُزخ١َ ٝطٜلن ٍ

59 Commentator 
ًَ ٓخ طظٔ٘خٙ حُوخػيس ٛٞ حٕ ط٘ـق ريكؼ٘خ ُِو٢ِ ر٤ٜ٘خ ٝر٤ٖ ٓ٘ش حُؼَحم، ٝٛخ ٗلٖ ٗو٢ِ 

 ٝٗ٘لؼَ ٝٗزلغ ػٖ حُؼخٍ

60 Commentator 
حٍؿٞ ٓ٘ي ٓظزؼش ه٘خس ح٤ُٔي حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٍث٤ْ حُزَُٔخٕ ٝرؼيٛخ حٗخ ٓظؤًي : أٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ

 .ٓظـ٤َ ٍأ٣ي

61 Commentator ػ٬ٔء آٍ ٓؼٞى ٝ ْٛ ُْ ٣ئٓ٘ٞح ٣ٞٓخ رخُؼَحم ْٛ 

62 Commentator 

ٝهي حٗؼْ الله ....ٓ٘زؼوش ٖٓ ٌٓٞٗخص ٌٛح حُ٘ؼذ ...ح٤ُِٔش ٝحُلٌخّ ...ػ١ِ٣ِ ٓؼيٕٝ 

ك٬ طٔظـَد كؼِش .....ػ٠ِ ٗؼز٘خ رؤٕ ؿؼَ ٗٔزش ًز٤َٙ ٓ٘ٚ طظٔظغ ر٘ؼٔش ح٤ُخثل٤ش 

 …١ٍٞٗ .....ٝ ....ٖٓ حٓؼخٍ ٛيحّ ..ح٤١٬ُٖٔ ٝحُلٌخّ 
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63 Commentator 

٣َٗي ك٢ .. حرٞ ؿ٤غ ُٝٔخًح حُلٞحٍ ٓغ ح٫هَ ٝٛٞ حٓخٓخ ٣َٗي ك٢ حُؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش 

كَٜ طٜق رؼي ًُي حُٔوخٍٗش ر٤ٖ ٓخ ٍك٠ٚ ٛيحّ ٝر٤ٖ .. حُلٌٞٓش ٝحُزَُٔخٕ ٝحُو٠خء 

 ٤ٓخ٤٤ٖٓ ٓ٘ظوز٤ٖ ٗؼز٤خ ؟؟ طل٤خط٢ ُي

64 Commentator 
ٝر٘لْ حُٞهض ػ٠ِ ًَ ٓ٘ش حُؼَحم حطوخً . حُوخػيس كٜٞ ؿخَٖٛٓ ٣و٢ِ ر٤ٖ ٓ٘ش حُؼَحم ٝ

 ...حُزؼٞ كؼَ كؼ٬. ٓٞهق ٝحٟق ٝكي١ ٖٓ حُوخػيس

65 Commentator 

ٝحٕ ؿِٔٞح ٤ُخُٝش كٞحٍ ُٖ ٣ظلخٍٝٝح ٧ٕ ٬ً ح٤َُك٤ٖ ؿ٤َ ؿخى٣ٖ ك٢ ر٘خء ...٫ كٞحٍ

كخٓيس ط٘ظؾ ؿ٤٘خ ىُٝش هخثٔش ػ٠ِ حُظٔخٓق ٝهٞس حُوخٕٗٞ ٝٛخٍص ح٤ُزوش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ١زوش 

 ٖٓ حُـَحى ٣ؤًَ ُلٔ٘خ ٝهٞط٘خ ٤ٓٞ٣خ

66 Commentator 

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٍث٤ْ كٌٞٓش ٝحُوخثي حُؼخّ ُِوٞحص حُِٔٔلش ٖٝٓ ٝحؿزٚ كٔخ٣ش حُ٘ؼذ ٖٓ حُوظِش 

٫ ٝحُٔـ٤َٖٓ ٝؿ٤ٔؼ٘خ هَأٗخ ًٝظز٘خ ػ٘ٚ ػ٘يٓخ طلغ حٗلـخٍحص ٝحٍٛخد ٝهظَ ٝحُٔخ٢ٌُ 

٣لَى ٓخً٘خ 

حُٔـٕٞ رٌَ ٖٓ ٣ؼظي١ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ؼذ ٝحُـ٤ٖ ٧ ػَ ح٢ٔ٤ُٔ ٣ْٗلظخؽ ح٠ُ هخثي ػ١ٌَٔ ّ

 ٝح١َُ٘ش

67 Commentator ٖٔٛ٘خى حٗخّ ٫طظؼِْ ح٫ٖٓ طـخٍرٜخ ٝهي حرظ٬ٗخ حُِش رْٜ ٝٓ٘ظَ ٗيكغ حُؼ 

68 Commentator 

ًخك٢ ِٓح٣يحص ٓؼيٕٝ ،،، حُوٞحص ح٤٘ٓ٫ش ٫ طٔظٜيف حُٔ٘ش رَ حُٔ٘ش ٛخكٞ حُـٞع ٖٓ 

حُٚ ٝحُؼ٘خثَ ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ حؿِزٜخ ٓغ حُو٠خء ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍٛخد ٤ُْٝ ٓغ حكٔي حُؼِٞح٢ٗ ٝحٓغ

 ..حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٝحٓؼخُٚ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣ٔظـِٕٞ حُٔ٘ش كو٢ ىٕٝ ح٫ٛظٔخّ رٔٔظوزِْٜ 

69 Commentator ًٕٞخٗض أٓش ػَر٤ش أ٣خّ ٛيحّ ػْ ٛخٍص حٓش ا٤ٓ٬ٓش ٝٛخر٤ش ْٛ ٓخه٤ 

70 Commentator 
حػٖ، كٌٞٓش طؼَٔ ٝكن حٓظَحط٤ـ٤ش رؼ٤يس ٗلظخؽ ا٠ُ كٌٞٓش حهٟٞ ٖٓ حٓظلِحُحص ى

 حُٔيٟ، ٫ ٝكن حطَٔحط٤ـ٤ش َٓطز٤ش رخ٫ٗظوخرخص

71 Commentator  ٝهَحثظي ؿ٤َ ىه٤وش.... ٫ حٝحكوي حُٔؼ٤٤خص طوظِق طٔخٓخ 

72 Commentator 

٫ ح٣ٍي حٕ حػظوي ريٍ ٓؼيٕٝ ٌُٖ ٢ٛ ٓوخٍٗش كو٢ ح٤ًي ٓغ حُلخٍم ر٤ٖ ٛيحّ ٝىحػٖ ٖٓ 

د حُلخًٔش حُ٘ظ٤ـش حَُٔحى حٍُٞٛٞ ُٜخ رـٞ حُ٘ظَ ح٫كِحد ٝح٫ٗوخٙ ؿٜش ٝح٫كِح

ٖٓ ًخٕ ٣ؼ٤ذ ػ٠ِ ٛيحّ حكؼخُٚ ػ٤ِٚ حٕ ٫ ٣خط٢ رٔؼِٜخ ٝٛ٘خ ٣٘خٍ ُ٘و٤ش ٜٓٔش ٢ٛٝ 

حُلٞحٍ ٗلظوي ُِلٞحٍ ٫ٗ٘خ حه٣ٞخء ُٞ ًخٗض حُلٌٞٓش ٟؼ٤لش ُوزِض حُلٞحٍ ٌُٖ ػ٘يٓخ طوٞص 

 ٗو٤ش ٜٓٔش ػ٤ِ٘خ حُظٞهق ػ٘يٛخٝحٛزق ُٜخ ؿ٤ٖ ه١ٞ طَكٞ حُلٞحٍ ٌٛٙ 

73 Commentator 

حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ ٫ٗو٢ِ ٫ْٝٛ ٣لِٕٗٞ ح٤ُِٔٞد ٖٓ حُٔ٘ٚ حٕ ٣لَُٝح حٗلْٜٔ ػٖ حُوخػيٙ 

٣ٝظزَءٝح ٓٔخ كؼِٚ ٛيحّ ُٖٝ ٣لؼِٞح ٛٔٚ حًح ًخٗٞح هخ٣ل٤ٖ ٖٓ حُوخػيٙ ٝحُزؼؼ٤٤ٖ كٌٗزْٜ 

 ًؼَػ٠ِ ؿ٘زْٜ ٝحًح ًخٗٞح ْٛ هخػيٙ ٝرؼؼ٤٤ٖ ك٤ٔظخِٕٛٞ ح٫

74 Commentator أ١ طٜخٕٝ ح٥ٕ ٝ ٤ٌٕٓٞ ٤َٜٓ حُؼَحم أٓٞأ ٖٓ ٣ٍٞٓخ 

75 Commentator 
طوٜي حُٔلووخص ح٤ٓٞ٤ُش ٝ ح٫كِٓش حُ٘خٓلش ٝه٤غ ! حم ٓؼيٕٝ ح١ حٓظلِحُحص ٌٛٙ 

 َٛ ٣ٞؿي حًزَ ٖٓ ٌٛٙ ح٫ٓظلِحُحص؟؟!! حَُإّٝ 

76 Commentator 
ٟٝٞع ٝحٕ ًخٕ رٚ ه٤ِخ ٬ٍُٝحم ُٝؼزخ حم ٓؼيٕٝ ؟؟؟ ٓخٌٌٛح ٣ظْ ػَٝ ح٫ٍٓٞ كخُْ

 رخُ٘خٍ حَُحًيس ٌُٖٝ حَُى ًخٕ ١ٍَٟٝ

77 Commentator 

ح٠ُ ًَ ح٫ٛيهخء ح٣ٌُٖ ٣وُٕٞٞ رخٕ حُلٌٞٓش طؼزض ٖٓ حُلٞحٍ، حىػْٞٛ ا٠ُ َٓحؿؼش 

ح٫كيحع ٤ٓٝـيٕٝ رخٕ حُلٞحٍ ُْ ٣ليع، ًٛذ حَُٜ٘ٓظخ٢ٗ ٝهخرَ ؿٜخص ُْ طلَُٛخ 

ٍ ٣َُٝ حُيكخع، ٌٝٛح ه٤ؤ ؿ٤ْٔ، حًح حٍىص حٕ طظلخٍٝ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ ًٌُٝي كغ

 كظلخٍٝ ٓغ حٛلخد حُ٘خٕ كظ٠ ُٞ ً٘ض طلظوَْٛ

78 Commentator ٖٓظ٠ ًخٕ ح٧ٗزخ٣ٍٕٞ ػَحه٤٤ٖ؟ ْٛ ؿخُز٤ظْٜ رؼؼ٤ٕٞ ٓخٗيٝح ػَرخٕ ح٧ٍىٕ ٝ ك٤٤ِٔ 

79 Commentator ٖٓؼيٕٝ ٫ طٌٖ ٓلخ٢ٓ ح٩ٍٛخر٤٤ 

80 Commentator  ٝحُؼوَ ُيٟ ح٤َُك٤ٖ ىَٓ حُؼَحم ٤ٓٝٔٔلش ٖٓ حُو٤٣َش ٓغ ح٫ٓق٤ٟخع حُلٌٔش 

81 Commentator حًٕ َٛ طٞؿي ؿٜش ٓؼظَف رٜخ ٖٓ هزَ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ ٢ٌُ طلخٝٝ؟ 
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82 Commentator َ٫ ٣ؼَكٕٞ كٞحٍ ٧ْٜٗ كو٢ ٣َ٣يٕٝ حُلٌْ ٫ أًؼ ْٛ 

83 Commentator 

ٛيحّ ًٝخٗض حَُ٘ػ٤ش ُِؼٍٞس ؿخءص  ػ٘يٓخ ُْ طٌٖ ٛ٘خى َٗػ٤ش ُِي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ك٢ ُٖٓ

أ٣ٌَٓخ ٝٛخىٍص حُؼٍٞس ٧ٜٗخ ٍرٔخ أىًٍض ر٤و٤ٖ أٜٗخ ٓظٌٕٞ ػٍٞس ا٤ٓ٬ٓش رلٌْ ح٤ٜٗخٍ 

 ٝطًَّ٘ ًَ حُوٟٞ ح٤٘١ُٞش

84 Commentator 
هَ إٔ ػ٠ِ حُلٌٞٓش إٔ ٫ طِؽ رخُو٤خد حُي٢٘٣ ك٢ حَُٜحع ٌُٖ ٤ًق طلخٍٝ ٖٓ ٣لون 

 ٝ ٣ٌزَ ؟

85 Commentator 
ه٤ض ُظيهَ حُـ٤ٖ ْٜٓٔ ػ٠ِ ه٤خّ حَُٔٗل٤ٖ ٖٓ حُـٜظ٤ٖ ح٤ُخثل٤٤ظ٤ٖ ، ٫ِٜٓلش حُظٞ

 .ُ٘خ ك٢ حؿلخٍ ٖٓ ٣َ٣ي حٓظلِحُٗخ ُ٘ؼٞى ًَس ػخُؼش ٗ٘ظوذ ح٤ُخثلش ٝٓٔؼ٤ِٜخ حُٔظو٤ٖٔ 

86 Commentator 
ُيحػٖ ٝ " حم ٓؼيٕٝ ٫ طيع ٓؼخٍٟظي ُِٔخ٢ٌُ ٝكِرٚ ك٢ ٤ٓخٓخطٚ حٕ طٌٕٞ ٓلخ٤ٓخ

 ٛخر٤ش حُظ٢ طلظوَ روظِٜخ ُِؼَحه٤٤ٖ ًَ ٣ّٞ ٖٓ ىٕٝ حٕ طؼ٢ ًُيحُظ٘ظ٤ٔخص ح٫ٍ

87 Commentator 

حهٞحٕ حٗظظَٝ ٬ٛس حُـٔؼش ٖٓ حُٜلٖ حُل٢٘ٔ ٝٓظـيٕٝ ه٤خد ٓٔؼ٢ِ حَُٔؿؼ٤ش ٫ 

٣زظؼي حُظ٤ًٌَ رخُلٞحٍ ٫ٜٗخ ح٤ُِٓٞش حُٞك٤يس ُِؼزٍٞ رخُزِي ٫ ٣وٜي ىحػٖ حٗٔخ حُـٜخص 

ُي٣٘خ ػ٬ع ٌٓٞٗخص حًح ٓخ حٍحىص حُ٘ـخس رخُزِي ػ٤ِٜخ حُظلخٍٝ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٖٓ حٌُٔٞٗخص ًخكش 

 ك٢ حُٔ٘خًَ ٝح٫رظؼخى ػٖ طـ٤٤ٖ حُ٘ؼٞد ٝح٤ُٞحثق كو٢ َٟد ح٫ٍٛخر٤٤ٖ

89 Commentator ٨ُٓق ٓؼيٕٝ كٔزض أٗي ً٘ض ٓظٌٕٞ أًؼَ َٛحٓش ٝ طيػْ حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢ 

90 Commentator 
ٝ ػ٤ِٔخص ٝحى١ كٍٞحٕ، ًخىص ىحػٖ حٕ ط٘ظ٢ٜ، ك٢ ريح٣ش ػ٤ِٔخص حُؼخٍ ُِوخثي ح٤ُٜ٘ي ح

 ٌُٖ ٓخ كَٜ ٓغ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ كظق حٓخٜٓخ ٓ٘لٌح ٜٓٔخ، ٝٛخ٢ٛ طظـِـَ ٓغ ح٫ٓق

91 Commentator أه٢ حُـٜخص حُ٘خكٌس ح٤ُ٘ٔش ط٘ؼَ حُ٘خٍ ُِلٍٜٞ ػ٠ِ ط٘خ٫ُص 

92 Commentator 

طلخَٛ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ  ًخٕ ػ٠ِ حُلٌٞٓش إٔ ٫ طلظق أًؼَ ٖٓ ؿزٜش، ًخٕ ػ٤ِٜخ حٕ

ُظٔ٘غ ُـٞء ىحػٖ ح٤ُٜخ، ػْ طٔظ٘لٌ حُٔزَ ٓغ حُٔؼظ٤ٜٖٔ، ٝط٘ظ٢ٜ ٖٓ حُيحػ٤٤ٖ٘ ٝرؼي 

ًُي ٌَُ ٓوخّ ٓوخٍ، أٓخ إٔ طلظق حُ٘خٍ ػ٠ِ ًَ حُـٜخص ك٢ٜ رٌُي ط٘زٚ ح٤ُلَ ح١ٌُ ٣لَٔ 

 ح٬ُٔف ٫ٝ ٣ؼَف ٤ًق ٤٤ٔ٣َ ػ٠ِ ٤َٗحٗٚ

93 Commentator 
٫ف ٓغ حُـ٤ٖ ح٣٫َح٢ٗ ٣ٝوظ٢ِ٘ ٝح٫هَ ٓغ ح٫ٍٛخد ٣ٝوظ٢ِ٘ ٝٗ٘ٞ حُلَم ٝحكي ٣لَٔ ّ

--- 

94 Commentator  ْٗظٞهغ ٓ٘ٚ حًؼَ ٖٓ ٌٛح حَُٜحء,, ٖٓ ٣ؼَٔ ٖٓ كو١َ ٣ًَ 

95 Commentator 
ٌَُٝ ٓ٘ظلؼ٤ٖ ٜٝٗخ١ُ حُلَٙ ١ٝزخ٤ُٖ ٣و٤ٕٔٞ ٗلْ حُللَ ح١ٌُ ًخٕ ٣َهٚ ك٤ٚ ٛيحّ 

 ُؼ٣َٖ٘حُٜيحّ حُٔيَٓ ح٫ٍٝ ُِؼَحم ك٢ حُوَٕ ح

96 Commentator  ٖٓـَى ػوي ٓوخٍٗش ر٤ٖ ٛيحّ ٝحُٔخ٢ً ٢ٛ ػ٤ِٔش حٓظولخف رؼوٍٞ حُؼَحه٤٤,, 

97 Commentator 
ح٤ُّٞ حًؼَ حُ٘خّ ٓؼخىس ْٛ ح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ ٖٓ ٤ٓخ٢٤ٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٝحُٔ٘ش، ُْ ٣ؼي ػ٤ِْٜ حٕ ٣زٍَٝح 

 حص ٝحُظو٣ٖٞكِْٜ٘ حٝ ؿَحثْٜٔ، ًَ ٓخ ػ٤ِْٜ حٕ ٣لؼِٞٙ ٛٞ حَُٜحم ٝط٣ُٞغ ح٫طٜخّ

98 Commentator 

٤ًق ٣ٌٖٔ ٓوخٍٗش ...حُٔوخٍٗش ػ٤َ ٛل٤لش ٝهخ١جش طٔخٓخ ...ح٫م ٝحُٜي٣ن ٓؼيٕٝ

حُٟٞغ حُلخ٢ُ ٍؿْ ًَ ٤ٓجخطٚ ٝػ٤ٞرٚ ر٘ظخّ حُيًظخطٍٞ حُٔـَّ ٛيحّ ك٤ٖٔ ح١ٌُ حرخى 

ؿ٤ٔغ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ رخ٤ٔ٤ٌُخ١ٝ ٝحُٔوخرَ حُـٔخػ٤ش ؟ َٛ ٣ؼوَ ٌٛح؟ حٓخ ػٖ ح٫هَ كخػظوي حٕ حٍ

ٓٔؼَ رخُزَُٔخٕ حُؼَحه٢ ٝحُلٌٞٓش ٝرخه٢ ٓلخَٛ حُيُٝش ٝرخ٫ٌٓخٕ ػزَ ح٤ُ٫خص 

حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٝحُيٓظ٣ٍٞش حٕ طَٜ ح١ ًظِش حٝ ح١ ١َف حهَ ح٠ُ ح٤ُِٔش ُظلو٤ن رَحٓـٜخ 

حٓخ حًح ًخٕ ح٫هَ ٛٞ حُـٔخػخص حُِٔٔلش حُٔظ٘يىس ٝحُيحػ٤٘ش ك٣٬ٌٖٔ ٓوخٍٗظٜخ . ٝحٛيحكٜخ

ٌٝٛٙ حُـٔخػخص ٫طئٖٓ حٓخٓخ رخُؼ٤ِٔش . س ح٣خّ كٌْ حُ٘ظخّ حُٔخرنرخُٔؼخٍٟش ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢

ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٫ٝرخُظلخٝٝ ٫ٝطؼَف ؿ٤َ حُوظَ ٝٓلي حُيٓخء ،ٝرخُظخ٢ُ ك٣٬ٌٖٔ حُظلخٝٝ 

 .حػظٌٍ ١٬ُخُش...ٓؼٜخ

99 Commentator 
ح٫م ٓؼيٕٝ ٌٛح حُٔو٤غ ٛي٣ش حُي ٝ ح٢ُِ ٣ٌٍٞ ٓخًٞ ىحػ٢ ُِؼ٤ِٔخص ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QQbQD3rF0PQ 
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100 Commentator 

حُؼخٍ ٝحُ٘٘خٍ ػ٠ِ ًَ ػَحه٢ ٣لخٍٝ حٕ ٣وق ح٤ُّٞ ػ٠ِ حُل٤خى ٝحُؼَحم ٣ٞحؿٚ أػظ٠ 

أُْ طلَى ٟٔخثَى ح٬ٗء ح٠ُلخ٣خ حُظ٢ ٨ٓص ٗٞحٍع حُؼَحم .. حُٔـ٤َٖٓ ٝحُٔلخك٤ٖ 

 ح٠ُل٤ش ؟؟ ٖٓ أهٜخٙ ح٠ُ أهٜخٙ ؟؟ طًَظْ حُٔـ٤َٖٓ ٌٝٓٔظْ رظ٬ر٤ذ

101 Commentator 

٤ُْ رٜل٤ق ٖٓ ٍك٠ٞ حُلٞحٍ ٓخروخ ْٛ ٗلْ حُوٞٗٚ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣َك٠ٕٞ حُلٞحٍ ر٣ٌٍؼٚ حٕ 

حُلٌٞٓٚ ح٣َح٤ٗٚ ٝحُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ريثٞ ٣ؼَكٕٞ ٖٓ ٛٞ حُِٜٔق ٖٝٓ ٛٞ حُٔـَّ ٖٝٓ ٛٞ 

 ٤ْٔٓ ٖٓ هزَ كٌٞٓخص ه٤ِـ٤ٚ ًخكَٙ حَٓحث٤ِ٤ٚ

102 Commentator 

ٍحم، حٗخ ُٔض ٟي حػظوخٍ حُؼِٞح٢ٗ، حٗخ ٟي ٣َ١وش ح٫ػظوخٍ، َٓس حهَٟ ٣ظْ ه٢ِ ح٫ٝ

ح٥ٕ حٛزق حُؼِٞح٢ٗ ر٬٤ ٝحُـ٤ٔغ ٤٣خُذ رخ٬١م َٓحكٚ، ٝحهٞٙ ح١ٌُ ٣وٍٞ ػ٘ٚ 

حُو٠خء رخٗٚ حٍٛخر٢ حٛزق ٤ٜٗيحً ُيٟ حٌُؼ٤َ ٖٓ حُ٘خّ، ُٔخًح ُْ طٔظلي حُلٌٞٓش ٓٔخ 

 كيع ك٢ حُل٣ٞـش؟

103 Commentator 
ٌٛٙ ه٤ٞس ٓزخًٍش , حٕ حُؼِٞح٢ٗ ٓـَّ ٝ حٍٛخر٢ ٝ ٣ٔظلن ح٫ػظوخٍ حًٕ ٗؼظَف ح٫ٕ د

 حم ٓؼيٕٝ

104 Commentator 
حطؼ٤ٖ ك٢ حُؼَحم حّ .. ػ١ِ٣ِ حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ ... حٓظـَد ٌٛح ح٬ٌُّ ٖٓ ٓؼوق ٤ِٓغ

 .ه٬٤ِ ٖٓ حُٟٔٞٞػ٤ش ٣خ حه٢... ؿٍِ حُٞحم ٝحم

105 Commentator 
ٕ ػ٠ِ ًَ ٢ٗء رٔوظِق حُؼٍٜٞ ٣ؼ٢٘ رخُ٘ؼز٢ ٗلْ ح٤ٓ٫ٞحٗٚ طٌٍَ ٖٓ هزَ ح٢٘ٔ٤ُٜٔ

 ٣ٌُٕٞٞ ػَ َٛ حَُٗٚ ١ل٤٘ؾ ٗخػْ

106 Commentator 

٫ حػظوي ح٫َٓ ٣وظِق ػ٤ِٚ حػ٘خٕ ٤ٓخُذ حُٔؼظ٤ٜٖٔ ٢ٛ ػٞىس ح٫ٍٓٞ ح٠ُ ٜٗخرٚ ح١ 

حػخىس حُلٌْ حُٔخرن رٌَ ١خث٤لظٚ ٝحؿَحٓٚ ٝح٫َٓ ٖٓ حُٟٞٞف ٣٫لظخؽ ح٠ُ ط٤ٟٞق 

ٖٓ ٝهلٚ ٝهَحٍ ُـِن ِٓق ىَٓ حٌُؼ٤َ ٖٓ ١خهخص حُزِي حُٔؼ٤ِٚ  ُٔض ٓغ حكي ٌُٖ ٫ري

 ح٬ٛ ١َكي ك٢ ريح٣ش ح٫َٓ حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ ًخٕ رٌٜح ح٫طـخٙ ٓخكيح رٔخ ريح هخُٚ طل٤خط٢

107 Commentator 

حٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ ٫ٗي حٗي حػ٢ٓ٬ طؼَٔ رل٠خث٤ش حُلَس ١ٝخُٔخ طلخ ٍٝص ٓغ ػَ٘حص 

ػ٘خث٣َش حُو٣َزش ٖٓ حُٔخكخص ٝحُظ٢ ُٜخ حٓظيحىحص ك٢ حُ٘و٤ٜخص ح٤ُٔخٓى٤ش ٝحُي٤٘٣ش حٍ

حُـٜش حُٔوُٞش ?ػٔن حُٜٔ٘ي ح٫ٗزخ١ٍ حُْ ٣َٔى حٝ َٓد ُي حكيْٛ ٖٓ ٍحّ ح٫ػظٜخّ

 *ٓٔغ ١ٝخػش حُٔظظخ٣َٖٛ ٝحٗو٤خىْٛ ُٖٔ ُلِد َُٔؿؼ٤ٚ ُٔللَ?رخُظلخٝٝ 

108 Commentator 
ٖٓ ٣ِٔي حُوَحٍ ٓٞحء ٖٓ ح٤ُٔخٓٚ كٖ حٌُٖٔٔ ٝحَُٔحٝؿٚ ٝحُيٛخء ٌُٖٝ ٓغ ح٫ٓق 

 حُلخًْ ٝحُٔؼخٍٝ ُْٜ رخع ٣ٞ١َ ك٢ حُـزخء ٝحُٜ٘ذ ٝٓٔخٍٓٚ ك٢ حُوظَ ٝحُظ٣َٝغ

109 Commentator 

 -ٝحٗخ حهٍٞ رـخٗز٤ٜخ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ٝح٢ُ٘ٔ-ٌٛٙ ح٫ٍحء ٢ٛ حُٔزذ حُلو٤و٢ ح١ٌُ ىػخ رخُلٌٞٓش 

٣ٞٛش حٌُٔٛز٤ش ُْٜ، ٗٚ ٛٞ ٖٓ ٣ل٢ٔ ح٧ٍكخ٤ُ٘ؼش ٤ٓ٘ظوزٕٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ . ٫هظ٤خٍ ٌٛح حُظٞه٤ض

ٝحُٔ٘ش ٤ٓ٘ظوزٕٞ ٓظليٕٝ ٫ْٜٗ ْٛ ٖٓ ٝهق رـخٗزْٜ ك٢ ح٣خّ حُٔل٘ش، ٝح٠ُل٤ش ٛٞ ٌٛح 

حُ٘ؼذ حُٔظِّٞ ٝا٫ كٌٔ٘ ٓ٘ظخٕ ُٝي١ حكي حهخٍر٢ ك٢ حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢ ٣وٍٞ رخٕ حُوخػيس 

 .ٓغ ؿَ حػظِح١ُ ُِـ٤ٖ حُز٤َ. ريأص رز٘خء ٓوَحطٜخ كؤ٣ٖ ً٘ظْ ٣خ ح٣ٜخ حُلٌٞٓش حُٔٞهَس

110 Commentator 

حٕ حُلخ٤ًٖٔ حُـيى ْٛ حٓظيحى ُِ٘ظخّ حُٔخرن ٌُٖٝ حُلخ٢ُ ٓئ١َ رخ١خٍ ...ح٬ُّٔ ػ٤ٌِْ 

ح٢ٓ٬ٓ ٢ٛٝ ٤ِٓٝش ُويحع حُـٔخ٤َٛ حُز٤٤ٔش  

ُٓٞحٕ ُ٘يح١ٝ ػ٠ٞح حٍطزخ١ حُٔوخرَحص ح٣َٓ٫ٌش ٖٝٓ ػ٠ِ ه٘خس ٤ٍٓٝخ ح٤ُّٞ حػِ٘ض حٕ 

ٕ ٣ٜزق حُؼَحم ٣٫ًٞش ٖٓ ٣٫ٝخص ح٤ٌ٣َٓ٫ش ٛيحّ هيّ ٫ح٤ٌ٣َٓخ ًَ حُظ٬٤ٜٔص ػ٠ِ ح

حٗظ٠ٜ ح٬ٌُّ ح٠ُ ػ٠ٞ ...ػ٠ِ حٕ ٫ طظَرٚ ٫ًٖٝ ح٫ىحٍس ح٤ٌ٣َٓ٫ش ٍك٠ض ًُي 

حُٔئحٍ ُٔخًح ٝحُٔزذ ٣ؼٞى حٕ حُز٤َ حُو٢ٓٞ ٣ـذ حٕ . حٍطزخ١ حُٔوخرَحص ح٤ٌ٣َٓ٫ش 

ٝح٫ٕ حػ٤ي حؿِذ ٣٘ظ٢ٜ ٝحُز٤َ ح٤ُخثل٢ ٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٣ـذ حٕ ٣خط٢ رؼي حٕ حػي حػيح ىح ؿ٤يح 

حُزؼؼ٤٤ٖ ْٝٛ ٣لٌٕٔٞ طلض ه٤خىس حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝىٍٝٙ طو٤ْٔ حُؼَحم رؼي حٕ هْٔ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٝح٫ 

 ح٣ٌَٓخ طخط٢ رٚ ريٕٝ ٓوخرَ ٝحٗؼخٍ ح٤ُ٘ٔوش َٛحع ٌٓٛز٢

111 Commentator 

٣خ حم ٓؼيٕٝ طؼظَٝ ػ٠ِ ٣َ١وش ح٫ػظوخٍ ٫ٝ طؼظَٝ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ظخثْ ح١ٌُ ٝؿٜٜخ 

ح١ِوٜخ رو٤غ ٍإّٝ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٫ٝ طؼظَٝ ػ٠ِ ح٫ٓظلِحُحص  حُؼِٞح٢ٗ ٝحُٞػٞى ح١ٌُ

ًَ ٌٛح . حُٔٔظَٔس ٤ُِ٘ؼش ٫ٝ طؼظَٝ ػ٠ِ حُظل٣َٞ ػ٠ِ هظَ حُـ٘ٞى ٝح١َُ٘ش 

 ٝطؼظَٝ 



292 

 

112 Commentator 

(!!!! ٜٓوٖ)حهٞحٕ ٣ٌٖٔ حٗخ 

!!!!!!!!!!! حػظوي حٗخ ً٘ض ح٤َٓ

.. رْ ٣ٌٖٔ كويص حٌُحًَس

!!! سحٌُحًَس حُزؼ٤يس ٝحٌُحًَس حُو٤َٜ

!!!!!!!!!!!!!! هخر٤َ ٖٓ

!!!!!!!!!!!!! ٛخر٤َ ٖٓ

حٍٝف حٗخّ ٝالله حكٖٔ ٝهزَ ٫ حٗخّ حهَأ ٍٓٞس حُلخطلش ػ٠ِ حٍٝحف حرٖ ػ٢ٔ ح٢ُ ٍحف كيٝٙ 

ريٕٝ ؿؼش ح٠ُ ح٫ٕ،ٝحهَأ حُلخطلش ػ٠ِ ٍٝف حرٖ هخ٢ُ ٍحف كيٝٙ ١ُِٞٔ٩٩ٖٔ ٓ٘ش 

،ٝحهَأ حُلخطلش ػ٠ِ ٍٝف ١ُِٖٞ رٔلووش ُْٝ ٣٘خٛي ١لِٚ ح١ٌُ حط٠ رؼي ٓٞطٚ رؤَٜٗ

!!!! ؿخ١ٍ حُ٘خد حُٜـ٤َ ح١ٌُ ًٛذ طلـ٤َحً 

رْ طَٟ ه٤٤ٚ حكٔي حُؼِٞح٢ٗ ٫ٕ ؿٔخػش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ُْ ٣ظلخٍٝٝح ٓؼٚ حػ٘خء هظِٚ ُِـ٘ٞى 

ٝػٔض ػ٢٘٤ ػ٠ِ ه٤خّ حُٔؼظ٤ٜٖٔ ح١٫ٜخٍ ح٫رَحٍ ٧ٕ ؿٔخػش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ىَٓٝح حٗـخٍ 

 !!!ّ حُز٠٤خء حُظ٢ طَكَف كٞم ه٤خْٜٓح٣ُِظٕٞ حٍُِٔٝػش هَرٜخ ٝحهخكٞح كٔخّ ح٬ُٔ

113 Commentator 
ىٝحٓش حُؼ٘ق ٓٞف طزو٠ ٫ُحٍ حُؼو٤ِش ح٤ُخثل٤ش ٓؼ٘ؼ٘ش ك٢ ػوُٞ٘خ ريٍ ٖٓ حٕ ٗٞؿٚ 

 ٜٓخٖٓ ُِلخٓي٣ٖ

114 Commentator 
أٝ هز٤ؼخ .. حٓخ ؿخ٬ٛ ٝؿز٤خ / حٗض ك٢ ١َكي ٌٛح ؿؼِض ٗلٔي ر٤ٖ أ٣َٖٓ .. رخُٔزخَٗ 

 .ٌَُ ؿٞحى ًزٞس ٝهي ه٤َ ./ ُٝج٤ٔخ 

115 Commentator 
٫ طَىى طلخٛخص َٓٓي ح٤ُخث٢ ح٤َُف ح٫هَ ٖٓ ٤ْ٘ٛ ٝٛخ٢ٗ حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٝؿ٤ِٔش ٣َك٠ٕٞ 

 ًَ كخؿٚ ٝرخ٬ٓثخص ػَرخص حُو٤ِؾ ٝرظ٣َٞٔ ٌُح ٓخًح طلؼَ ٓغ حُل٤ٞحٕ

116 Commentator 

٢ٓ ح٤ُٚ َٝٛ ٣ٌٔ٘٘خ حٕ ٗظو٠ِ ػٖ طخ٣ٍو٘خ حُٔويّ ح١ٌُ ٗ٘ض.. ح٫ٓظخً ٓؼيٕٝ ٟٔي 

ٝحُلخًْ ح١ ًخٕ ٣ٔظؼ٤ي ٗلْ حُو٤ٞحص ٣ٝظوٌ ٗلْ ...ٝرخَٛحٍ ٗلٖ حٓش ط٘ظ٢ٔ ُِظخ٣ٍن 

ٝٗٔظَٔ ٗلٖ ٗيكغ حُؼٖٔ . ٝط٤ِن ػ٤ِٚ ًَ ح٫ُوخد . ح٣َ٤ُن ٣ٝوظخٍ ٗلْ ح٫ٓٔخء 

 ٓغ حُٞى.. حٍٟخءح ُٔخ ٣ئٕٓ٘ٞ رٚ ؿ٤ٔؼخ 

117 Commentator 

ٛخ١ ٢ٛ حُلو٤وش ٝحٟلش ٌَُٝ ٢ٛ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ ًِٜخ ىحػٖ ٝػٜخرخص حُزؼغ 

٣ؼَكٚ ٝك٠َطي ح٠٣خً ٓظخى ٓؼيٕٝ طؼَف ىُي ٌُٖٝ ٓخ حى١ٍ ٤ُٖ ك٢ ًظخرخطي ٝٗخ ٖٓ 

ًَ أٗٔخٕ !!!! ???حُٔظخرؼ٤ٖ ُي ح٫ك٦ ىحثٔخً طلـذ ٥ٝٞف حُلو٤وش ٝٓخ ٛٞ حُٔزذ 

ٝحػ٢ ٝٓؼوق ٣ؼَف كو٤وش ٣ُق ح٫ػظٜخٓخص ٝٓخ ٍٝحءٙ ٢ٛ ػزخٍٙ ػٖ ٓـخ٤ٓغ 

 ٣ش ػ٠ِ ٓخ ٣ـ١َ ٣ٝؼَٔ ك٢ ٛلَٟ ح٧ٗزخٍحٍٛخر٤ش ٢ُ ُِظـ٢

118 Commentator حَُٛخك٢ ًِٔظ٘ز٢ ك٤٘ٔخ هخٍ حؿَٔ ٣ي٣ي ٝحُٔؼخ٢ٗ ح٤ُّٞ حػزض ٗزئٙ حَُٛخك٢ ٍكٔٚ الله 

119 Commentator 

أم ٓؼيٕٝ أ١ حُٟٔٞٞػ٤ش رخُٔوخٍٗش ر٤ٖ ٤ُٖ٘ٓ ؟ َٛ ًخٕ ٣ٞؿي ك٢ حُ٘ظخّ حُٔخرن ٓـخٍ 

رظيحءً رٞؿٞى ٓؼخٍٟش ؟ ػْ َٛ طؼظزَ ٖٓ ٣ؤ١ٝ ىحػٖ ُِلٞحٍ ٝح٧ٗظوخى َٝٛ أػظَف أ

 .٣ٝٔيْٛ ٣ٝيػْٜٔ ٓؼخٍٟش 

120 Commentator 
ىحػٖ ٛ٘خػش ح٤ٌ٣َٓش ٝحُوخػيس ٛ٘خػش ح٤ٌ٣َٓش ٝٓخ ٣لَٜ ٛٞ ُؼزش ُظخؿ٤ؾ حُٟٞغ 

 ح٤ُخثل٫ٞ٤ ٣ظْ كِٜخ ٓخ ىحّ ح٫َٓ ح٣َٓ٫ٌخٕ ٣وٞىٕٝ حُؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش

121 Commentator 

٬ًٓي ح٤ُّٞ ؿ٤َ ىه٤ن كخُٔ٘ش حَُ٘كخء ٖٓ أٛخ٢ُ ح٫ٗزخٍ ٝؿ٤َٛخ كخٍٝٝح . .ح٫م ٓؼيٕٝ 

ٖٝٓ ُْ ٣وزَ .. حُلٌٞٓش ٝحٓظـخرٞح ٝحػخٗٞح حُلٌٞٓش ْٝٛ ح٫ٕ ٣ولٕٞ ٓؼٜخ ٛلخ ٝحكيح 

رخُلٞحٍ كْٜ حُٔظ٤َكٕٞ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ٕٞ حػٞحٕ حُوخػيس ٝػ٬ٔء ه٤َ ٝحُٔؼٞى٣ش ٝٛئ٫ء 

ُٝٞ هِض حُلٞحٍ ٓغ ٛئ٫ء ك٬ ... ُؼ٤ِٔش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٣َ٣٫يٕٝ ؿ٤َ طو٣َذ حُزِي ٝحٓوخ١ ح

كٞحٍ ٓغ حُوخػيس ٝحٗض حػَف حُ٘خّ رٌُي ك٤ِْ ْٛ حَٛ كٞحٍ ٤ٗ٫ٝخطْٜ ٫ٝحكؼخُْٜ ٫ٝ 

ٝحٓخ ... حهٞحُْٜ طئ٣ي ًُي رَ ٓخؿَٟ ك٢ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ ٝٓوخٝٓش حُؼِٞح٢ٗ طئ٣ي ًُي 

ؿ٤َ ٤ٛلخص ٝحٗخ٤ٗي هُٞي حُلٞحٍ ٓغ حٗوخٙ طلَُْٛ ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ كِْ َٗ 

حُوخػيس ٝحُٔظ٤َكٕٞ حٓؼخٍ ح٬ُك٢ ٝه٤ْٔ حرٞ ٣ٍ٘ٚ ٝؿ٤َْٛ ٖٓ حُوظِش ح٣ٌُٖ ٓؼِٞح رـؼغ 

ٝري٫ ٖٓ ٌٛح ح٬ٌُّ ح١ٌُ ١٫خثَ ٍٝحءٙ .. حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ٛئ٫ء ْٛ هخىس ه٤ْ ح٫ػظٜخّ 

كٌِ٘ظذ ٤ٗجخ ُيػْ حُوٞحص ح٤٘ٓ٧ش ٝٓؼ٤ٜخ ك٢ حُو٠خء ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍٛخد ٤ُ٘ؼْ حُؼَحم ٝٗؼذ 

 ىٓض ٓٞكوخ... حُؼَحم رخ٫ٖٓ ٝحُو٤َ ٝح٬ُّٔ 
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122 Commentator 

ٝهي طًَٜخ أٝؿخى حُزؼغ ٤ٌُٜٔ٘خ أٝؿخى ...ح٢ٌَُٓ ٗلٔٚ ٝهٍٜٞ ٛيحّ رو٤ض

ح٤ُّٞ ٣ـِْ ...حُظخ٣ٍن ٗلٔٚ كٖٔ ٣ٔلٚ حُ٘خّ ٓخروخ طلض ٤ٔٔٓخص حُو٤خٗٚ ٝحُؼٔخُٚ...ح٤ُّٞ

ًخٗض ًٌرش حُو٤ٓٞٚ ٝح٤ُّٞ ًٌرش  ٌٓخٗٚ ٖٓ ٣َىى ٗـْ ح٤ٓ٧ٞحٗٚ ٓغ كخٍم ر٢٤ٔ كٔخروخ

٫ طٜخؿٔٞ ٖٓ هخٍ رَ ..ح٤ُخثلٚ ٝح١ٌُ ٣٫َٟ حُْ٘ٔ ٫ ٣ٔؼٚ إٔ ٣َٟ أٟٝق حُلوخثن

 رًٍٞض أه٢ ٓؼيٕٝ ٟٔي...ٛخؿٔٞ ٓخ هخٍ إ ٗجظْ

123 Commentator 

٫ أ٥ٖ ٛ٘خى ٓوخٍٗش ٫ٕ ح٤ُّٞ حُلٞحٍ ٓٞؿٞى ٌُ٘ٚ ر٬ ٗظ٤ـش رٔزذ حُـزخء ٝحُلٔخى 

٫ ٝؿٚ ..٫ كٞحٍ ٓغ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُزظش ...ك٢ ُٖٓ ٛيحّ ....ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٝٗٞػ٤ش حُ٘وذ 

 ٓلزظ٢ ُي.. .ُِٔوخٍٗش
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F. Third Facebook Comment-thread  

Link: https://www.facebook.com/alsumydaie68/posts/809043769123810 

 

No. Interlocutors Comments 

1 Post-author 

ٖٓ حُٜٔيٍ  

 

: ح٫ٍهخّ ٖٓ ٜٓيٍ ٤ِٓغ ىحهَ حُٔل٤ٟٞش 

 ٩ٙحُوخٕٗٞ  

*  ٙٗحُٔٞح١ٖ  

 ٕٖح٫كَحٍ 

 ٖٖٓظليٕٝ  

( ػ١ٝ٬ ٗٔح٤٘١ُٞش  

( ح٤ُِٔگ)  ٔٔحُؼَر٤ش  

 ٨ٕحُزخٍط٢  

 ٕٔح٫طلخى  

 ٓٔحُظـ٤٤َ  

 ٢ٓ٬ٓ٘ ح٫طلخى ح٫ 

*  ٘حُزي٣َ  

 ٖ. حُـٔخػش ح٤ٓ٬ٓ٫ش 

 ٔ٘ٓظلَهش  

2 Commentator 

حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ حٗض حػ٢ٓ٬ ٓؼَٝف حرظؼي ػٖ ح٫ٍهخّ حًح ً٘ض ؿ٤َ ٓظخًي ػ٤ِي َٓحؿؼش 

كٔخرظي ًٝظخرظي حٗخ ٓظخرغ ُي َٛص حْٗ ٍحثلش حُظ٘خهٞ ك٢ هِٔي ٤ُْٝ ٗوٜي حُظَٗق 

ح ح٤ُٔخٓش ٓخ١ٔ٘جي ٓظؼٞى ك٤ِٔش ُؼخىطٜخ حُوي٣ٔش ٓغ حُٞػٞى حٗزٚ رخَُٔحد ٓغ ُؼزش حٓٔٚ

ٛيه٢٘ ٝحٗظٚ طؼَف ٓخ حهٜي ًَ ٝحكي ٖٓ حٌُظَ ػ٘يٙ َٓٗق ُِ٘خ١ن ح٢َُٔٓ ٓخٗخلله 

 ّ كخٓؼ٠ ٢ً طلخك٦ ػ٠ِ حٓٔي طل٤خط٢ ًًَ حٕ ط٘لغ ح٫ًٌَُٟٓلي ٣ِْٜٞٛ رخُي

3 Commentator  ُْٝ أُػْ حٜٗخ ٢ُ ٠ٛحٗخ حَٗ٘ ط٣َٔزخص ٣ظْ طيحُٜٝخ ك٢ ح٧ٝٓخ١ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش 

4 Commentator 
حٗض ٍؿَ طؼٞىٗخ ػ٠ِ ٛيهي ٝحَُؿخء ح٫رظؼخى ػٖ حُظو٤ٔ٘خص ٖٝٓ حُٜٔخىٍ ح٤ُِٔؼٚ 

 ٝحُـ٤َ ٤ِٓؼٚ

5 Commentator  حٍؿغ حكٔذ ٝحؿٔغ 100حُٔوخػي ٗخهٜش 

6 Commentator  ٣ؼ٢٘ حُظ٤خٍ حُٔي٢ٗ طوٜي رخُٔظلَهش ؟ ؿي١ حًٞ كِوخص ٓلوٞىس رخُلٌخ٣ش ٓخُظي… 

7 Commentator  ٍٞحُٜٔيٍ ٣ًَِ ػ٠ِ حٌُزخٍ.. ىًظ 

8 Commentator 

ٖٝٓ ْٛ حٌُزخٍ 

!!!! طـخٍ حُيّ  

حٌُزخٍ رَٔهٚ حُزِي 

حّ حٌُزخٍ ٓ٘خحححح ػَٔحح  

!!! حّ حٌُزخحححححٍ رٌزَ ًَْٜٝٝٝٝٝٗ ٖٓ حٓٞحٍ حُ٘ؼذ 

ٓخ كٜٔض  

ُْٜٝ ٫ْٜٗ ٬ُٓق ًَ ٣ؼ٢٘ ًزخٍ رخ٫ٓظلٞحً ع ح٤ُِٔٚ ؿٜزخ ػٖ حٗٞك٘خ ٝٛـخححححححٍح رؼن

 ٛخُٔ٘ٞحص ٓخػَكٞح ٣ٜ٘ؼٕٞ ٫ٗلْٜٔ ؿ٤َ كوي ًَٝح٤ٛٚ ٝىٓخٍ ُِزِي

9 Commentator 
ًزخٍ ػ٠ِ كٔخد ىّ ٝٓٔظٌِخص حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ٌُٖٝ الله كٞهْٜ ٝحًزَ ٖٓ حُـ٤ٔغ ٍؿْ 

 حٗٞكْٜ ٝٓؼظويحطْٜ حُؼل٘ٚ

10 Commentator ٣ؼ٢٘ حُظلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ ٌٗي؟ 

11 Commentator َٝف حرٞى طظ٠٘ٔ حُٔخُي ٣خهٌ ح٣٫ُٞش حُؼخُؼش ٓٞ ؟ر 

https://www.facebook.com/alsumydaie68/posts/809043769123810
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12 Commentator 
 

 ١زؼخ ٫

13 Commentator حٗ٘خءالله ػخُؼش 

14 Commentator  ٝػْ٘ أر٤ِْ رخُـ٘ش.....ح٣٫ُٞش حُؼخُؼش كِْ ُِٔخ٢ٌُ ُٖ ٣ظْ طلو٤و٤ٚ أٗ٘خءالله 

15 Commentator 
حٗخ أٌٗي ؿيح رٌٜٙ ح٧ٍهخّ 

 طل٤خط٢...طزوَص...ٓوؼي  ٔٔحٕ ُٚ كٔذ حٍهخٓي حُٔي٢ٗ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ ى

16 Commentator ٤ُٔض أٍهخ٢ٓ 

17 Commentator حًؼَ ٖٓ َٗ٘ حْٓ....حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٜؼي رؼي 

18 Commentator ٕٓزَٝى ٌَُ ٖٓ ٣لُٞ رؼوش حُ٘ؼذ ٝحُزَُٔخ 

19 Commentator 
ى ٣ْ ٣َٗي حػظوي ٍف طٌزَ حُلـٞس رخُؼي ٘ٙحُٔٞح١ٖ ٝحُٔخ٢ٌُ  ٘٘هٜي١ حْٓ ًخٕ 

 ٕٓٔ٘ٞ....ٗؼَف طٞهؼي ُِظلخُلخص َٝٛ حُـ٤ٖ ٍٓ٘ٔٞ رٜخ٫ٍهخّ 

20 Commentator  َرخُٔ٘خٓزٚ حْٓ ػ٠ِ حُلَٙ ٫ٍٝ ٌٓ٘ ٤ٖ٘ٓ حٓٔؼي طوٍٞ ح٤٘ٓخص ٤ُْٝ طل٤ِ 

21 Commentator  ًطل٤َِ ىه٤ن ؿيح 

22 Commentator طل٤خط٢. ٗ٘ظظَ هخىّ ح٣٫خّ  ح٣٫خّ ٓظؼزض حٗخ ٌٓ٘ ٤ٖ٘ٓ ٓظخرؼش ٫ٍٝ َٓٙ حهظِق ٓغ طل٤ِِي 

23 Commentator  ٛخ١ حهزخٍ ٣زؼٜخ حكٔي حُچِز٢ ٫طو٤ِٜٖ ٣ؼزَٕ ػ٤ِي كز٤ذ گِز٢. 

24 Commentator ٍَُ٘٘ٝىص ح٢ُ ر٘لْ حُٞهض ح١ٌُ ٍٝىص ح٤ُٚ ٝطؤهَص ك٢ ح 

25 Commentator حكظٔخٍ ٌُٜح حُٔزذ حٗخ طٍٜٞطٜخ ٓ٘ٚ طل٤خط٢ 

26 Commentator 

٣خٗخّ ٣خػخُْ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ حُٜٚ ؿٍٜٔٞٛٚ حُو١ٞ ٝٗؼز٤ظٜٚ . رظخ٣ٍن حُؼخُْطَٙ ٓخٛخ٣َٙ 

ٓوؼي ٣ٝـ٢ ٝحكي ٓخ٣٘يٍ كِگٚ ٖٓ ه٘ٔٚ ٣لـ٢  ٩ٓٝكٔذ حُظٞهؼخص ٍحف طظـخُٝ حٍ

حٗض ٓ٘ٞ كظ٠ طٜخىٍ كوٞم حُ٘خّ ٝحٛٞحطْٜ ٓؼَ ٓخ . ٣ٌٍٝٞ كَحٓخص ٣ِٕٞٛٞ ُِزَُٔخٕ

 ٛٔٚ ٓ٘ٞ ١ِغ حُيًظخطٍٞ. ٢ٌُؿ٤َى حٗظوذ حُٔخ ٖٓحٗض حٗظوزض حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٝؿخد 

27 Commentator 
حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٗظَٟ حُٜٞص رو٤ؼش حٍٝ أٝ طؼ٤٤ٖ، ُٞ ػ٘يٗخ ٛيى ىُٝش هخٕٗٞ ًخٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

 ح٫ٕ ك٢ حُٔـٖ

28 Commentator حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُظلض حُـٍٜٔٞس ُٝٝع حٍح٢ٟ ٝػ٤ٖ حَٗف ٖٓ هخثيًْ حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٌَ٘ٗ 

29 Commentator 
ٗخّ ط٘ظوذ ح٣ُِٖ هٞ . ف ٍحف حٗظوذ ريٕٝ حٓظ٤خُحص ٓخى٣ٚحُٞحػ٢ ٝحُٔؼن. حٗض ؿ٤ِخٕ

 ٓٞ ُرخُٚ ؟

30 Commentator 

( ٓلٔي كٖٔ)الله أػِْ ح٧م حُـز١ٍٞ ُْ ٣٘خٛي ٓو٤غ حُل٤ي٣ٞ ح١ٌُ ػَٝ ك٤ٚ حُوخ٢ٟ 

٣ُٞع ٓ٘يحص ح٧ٍح٢ٟ ػ٠ِ حُلوَحء ٤٣ِٝذ ْٜٓ٘ إٔ ٣ؤٔٞح رؤّْٜٗ ٤ٜٓٞطٞح ُيُٝش 

 ُشٝالله ِٜٓ.حُٔخ٢ٌُ ( حُوخٕٗٞ)

31 Commentator حُظخَٛ ٫ُّ ٤ٗخُذ رظـ٤َ حُ٘ؼذ هزَ ٓ٘ـ٤َ حُٞؿٞٙ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش 

32 Commentator 

طٖٔٔ ٫حٓظخً ارَح٤ْٛ كٔذ ٍإ٣ظ٢ ُِ٘ظخّ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ك٢ حُؼَحم حٕ ٌٛٙ ح٫ٗظوخرخص 

٣ز٠٘ ٣٫ٝٔظوَ ح٫ ٖٓ ه٬ٍ ٫حُؼَحم ...٫ٝطـ٢٘ ٖٓ ؿٞع رٔزذ ح٫كِحد حُي٤٘٣ٚ ح٤ُخثل٤ش 

ى٤ٗٚ حُؼخرَٙ ٤ُِخثل٤ش ٝرَٜحكٚ حُؼَحم ٣لظخؽ ح٠ُ ػزي حُلظخف ح٢ٔ٤ُٔ حُؼَحه٢ حُيُٝش حُْ

١زؼخ ٢ٌُ ٣و٢٠ ػ٠ِ ًَ ٍُٓٞ حُلٔخى حُٔظـٌٍٙ ٝحُ٘ؼذ ٣ظلَٔ حُوخْٓ ح٫ًزَ ٓٔخ 

 ِٝٛض ح٤ُٚ ح٫ٟٝخع حُلخ٤ُٚ ٝح٫ط٢ أٓٞأ ٝالله أػِْ

33 Commentator ٍٚ٘ٓٝ حٓظلو٤٘ٚ حُٜـَٙ ِٕٝٗٞ ١ًَخػٚ ًٝؼض ع 

34 Commentator 

ػَ ح٫هَ ٛيحّ كخى حُٔ٘ٚ ٝرٌَ ٌٓخٕ ٝه٬ْٛ ػ٠ِ ٍٝٓ٘خ ٓغ ح٫ٓق ٝحُٔخ٢ٌُ ْٛ ٛخٍ 

ٛيحّ ػخ٤ُ٘ؼٚ ٓظ٢ٌُُٞٞ حٓٞح ٤ُِ٘ؼٚ ٛيحّ ٖٓ رخع حُؼَحم كخى ًَ حُٔ٘ٚ رْ حُٔٔخ٢ٌُ 

٣خٗؼذ حُؼَحم ٣خٱَٛ حُ٘لخم ( ع)رخػ٘خ رَهٚ حُظَحد ٝحهَ ًخك٢ ػخى هخٍ ح٫ٓخّ ػ٢ِ 

 ...... .ُوي ِٓجظْ هِز٢ ه٤لٱ  ٝحٗوخم ٝالله



296 

 

35 Commentator  ٬ُٓق 

36 Commentator ِْػل٤ش ُؼي حُٔي٢ٗ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ ٣ٝ٘ٚ ٖٓ ٛخُل!! 

37 Commentator  َٜٓوؼي كٔذ ٗزٌش ػ٤ٖ حَُٔحهزٚ ٬ُٗظوخرخص 11حُظلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ ك 

38 Commentator ٓظل٢ كؤكؼَ ٓخ ٗؤصح٢ِ٣ٝ ػ٠ِ حُؼَحم حرظ٬ٙ الله ر٘ؼذ ٫ ٣ٔظل٢ ٝحٕ ُْ ص 

39 Commentator 

حٌَُحٓش حَُٔؿؼ٤ش ٣َ٣٫ي حُل٣َش ٫ٝػ٢ٔ ٣خطـ٤َ ٌٛح ٗؼذ ُْ ٣َ٣ي حُؼ٤ٖ رٔظـَحٍ ٝ

٢ٓ ٓٞؿٚ ٫ٓوؼي ٌٝٛ ى 69ٝػِٔخء حُي٣ٖ ٝحُٔؼول٤ٖ ٣٘خىٕٝ رظـ٤َ ٣ٝلَٜ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ 

 ٕ ٖٓ حُٔٔظلَ ٢٘ٓ ٛٞص ُيُٝش حُوخ٧ُٕٞٗوٞط٘خ ح٤ُ٘ؼٚ 

40 Commentator 

هَ طَى ٌُْ حُـَٔ رٔخ كَٔ ُٝٛي رخ٤ُٔخٓٚ ٫ٕ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٫ّ حطًَٞ ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ حٍؿٞى

هَٟ ُْ طٌٛذ ٬ُٗظوخرخص ٝحُي٤َُ ٌٛٙ حُ٘ٔزٚ حُو٤ِٚ ٫كـٍٜٔٞ حُوٞحثْ ح..ٝحُؼ٤ِٔٚ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓٚ 

ٝحُظ٢ حػظٔي ػ٤ِٜخ حَُٔٗق رخػ٠خء كِرٚ ٝػخثِظٚ ٝحهَرخثٚ كخٍؿٞ حٕ طظًَٞح ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ 

هَ ٓو٤ض ُْٝ ٫ٗظوخرخص رؼ٤ٖ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٫ٕ ٍٛٞس ح٫ح٤ُِٔٚ  ٝط٘خكٔٞح ك٤ٔخ ر٤ٌْ٘ ػ٠ِ

هزخٍ ك٢ ٫ٝحُي٤َُ ػيّ ح.٣ؼي ٣ٔٔق ُ٘لٔٚ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ؿَؿٞرٚ ُظ٣ِٖ حُؼ٤ِٔٚ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓٚ كو٢ 

كَحٍ ٫ػظ٤ٔٚ ًٝخٗض حَُٔحًِ كخٍؿٚ ٖٝٓ ٛٞص ْٛ حُوِٚ ٛٞطٞح ُِوخٕٗٞ ٝح٫ح

ٕ حُؼ٤ِٔٚ ٫ٙ هَٟ حٍؿًْٞ حٗظٜض هٜش ح٤ُخثل٫٢ٝحُٔٞح١ٖ ٝكظ٠ رخه٢ حُٔ٘خ١ن ح

٣َٗي ح١ ٗت ٣َٗي ٫ ٣َٗي حُلٌْ ٫ٝ .حٛزلض ٖٓ ُٕٞ ١ٝؼْ ٝحكي ٝحه٤َح ٝه٤َح كؼِٞح 

كخكٌٔٞح َٟٝٓ٘ ٤ًق طلٌٕٔٞ ٗظ٠٘ٔ ٌُْ ًَ . ٬ٓٓش ٗزخر٘خ ٝح١لخُ٘خ ٝٗٔخءٗخ كو٢ 

 .حُٔٞكو٤ٚ ُويٓش ٗؼزٌْ 

41 Commentator 
ٓ٘ٞحص ًِٚ كَ٘   ٨ٝالله ٬ًّ ٛل٤ق ٌُٖ ٛخٍُ٘ٚ 

 ؟؟؟؟؟حُلَ ؟؟؟ٗ٘ٞ

42 Commentator 
حٗؼَ أرًْٞ ٧رٞ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٫ٝرٞ ًِٖٔ حٗظوذ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝالله ٤ٜ٣٫َٝ رَحٌْٓ 

 ه٤َ حري ٣خه٤ٔش

43 Commentator ٬ٓٓخً ٬ٓٓخ 

44 Commentator 

ح٫ػ٘خٕ ٛٞص ٝحكي ، ..ه٤خد حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ظٞحكن رخُظٔخّ ٓغ ه٤خد ػٔخٍ حُل٤ٌْ حُزخٍكش 

. طخكِش رلِگْٜ ح٣َحٕ ٝحَُٔؿؼ٤ش. " ُلٔش ٬ُثظ٬ف ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ح٤ُخثل٢طٌِٔخ ػٖ حػخىس حٍ

حٓخ ػٖ حُظـ٤٤َ كوي حطَ٘ٗق ؿ٤ٔؼْٜ .. ٝٛيگ ٓخ ٤٘٣ٞٛخ ُٞ حُيّ طؼيٟ حَُگزش 

.. رخ٫ٗظوخرخص ، رْ ٓخًٞ ًٍس ك٤خء ػ٠ِ ١َس گْٜٜٜ ،،ؿخٕ حٓظوخٍ ُٝٞ ٝحكي ْٜٓ٘

ءى ح٫ػ٢ٓ٬ ٓلٔٞى كِٖٓ ػ٢٘٤ حرَح٤ْٛ حكظَّ ٤ٜ٘ٓظي ٝحرو٢ ػ٠ِ ٛٞص حُلن كًٌخ

 حُـِٜش ٝٛٞح ح٤ُٔخٓش حه٠ٜ ًَ ح٫ٛٞحص ح٣َُ٘لش

45 Commentator  ٓوؼي  100حُٔئَٗحص طوٍٞ حٕ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٓظلَٜ ع. 

46 Commentator 
ك٤َ ٝحرٞ ُح٣ي رخُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ٤ٛـ٢ ٗؼذ ٓظوِق ٓخ ٗخ٣ق ٓؼِٚ ٣َٝكٕٞ ٣٘ظوزٕٞ ٗلْ 

 ًْطٔظخِٕٛٞ ح٢ُ ٤ٜ٣َ ر٢… حُٞؿٞٙ حُوز٤لٚ

47 Commentator 
حٗٚ ػَٔ ٓوخرَحط٢ رخٓظ٤خُ حُؼِف ػ٠ِ ط٘خهٞ ح٫ػيحء ِٝٛ ػوظْٜ ر٘لْٜٔ ٝرزؼ٠ْٜ ػْ 

 حُٞػٞد ػ٠ِ حُلَٛش

48 Commentator ٤١ذ ح٣ٖ حُٔي٢ٗ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ 

49 Commentator 

كٔخ كٞم  100حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ حُٔخ٢ٌُ  --69حٓظخً حرَحْٛٔ حطَى ٌٛح حُٟٔٞٞع حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

ؿِء ٖٓ ٓ٘ظٞٓش حػيحء حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝح٣ٍي ٓ٘ي حٕ طوٍٞ حُلن رخٕ هّٜٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ  ٫ط٤َٜ

 هَٔٝح ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٢ٛٝ ٛخ١ حُلو٤وش ه٤ِي ٓٔظوَ حكِٔي

50 Commentator  أٜٗلي أػزيٙ ٝػٞف ٍد حُؼخ٤ُٖٔ حَٛكِي( .. ٓ٘ظٞٓش أػيحء حُٔخ٢ٌُ ) ػـزظ٢٘ 

51 Commentator 
٫ ٣ٞؿي ح١ طـ٤٤َ ح٫ ك٢ .. 46-43ٝحُٔٞح١ٖ .ٝٛٞ ٤ُْ هخَٓح...كو٢ 72-68حُوخٕٗٞ 

 ٗٔذ ١ز٤ؼ٤ش.رـيحى كو٢

52 Commentator  ٍحم كَحّ ه٢ِ ػ٘يى ٍٝف ٣ٍخ٤ٟش ٝطوزَ حُؤخٍس رَكخرش ٛي- 

53 Commentator  ٓوؼي ٣ٝ42ٖ حُزخه٢ ٝحُوخٕٗٞ كو٢ ك٢ حُزَٜس ٝرـيحى  319حُٔـٔٞع 

54 Commentator ِٕٞ٣ٞٗٚ حهخف ٓ٘خ ُٔزٞع ح٤٣زؼٕٞ ٓ٘خ٤ًٍٖ ه٣ٞٚ ٗٞ ٓظليٕٝ ٝحُٔٞح١ٖ ى٣و 

55 Commentator ِْػٔخٛخ رزوظٌْ.. .حٍرغ ػـخف حهَٟ ِٝٓري ٖٓ حُظ 

56 Commentator َػ٠ِ ٛخ٣ٚ حُ٘ظخثؾ ؿ٤ذ ٤َُ ٝحهٌ ػظخرش ٍٝحف حطـ 

57 Commentator ٚحٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ٫ُّ ط٣َي ه٤ؼش حٍٝ ػ٠ِ ٤ًٍٖٗٞ ح٫ػظ٤ٔ 
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58 Commentator ٍ319هخّ ٓـٔٞع ح٫ 

59 Commentator  ٫ٕ ٍهٜٔخ ًز٤َ ... حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ٗظوٜي ٓظلَهش. 

60 Commentator 

ٝحُٔٞح١ٖ حُش ٓزؼ٤ٖ ٝح٫كَحٍ ٓخهٌس ٓظ٤ٖ ٝٓظليٕٝ ٖٓٔهزَ ٣ٞٗش ه٣َض حُوخٕٗٞ 

ُٞ كَٟ٘ش ًِْٜ ٣ٜيًٕٞ ٣ؼ٢٘ حُق ٗؼِش . ٓزؼ٤ٖ ٝػ١ٝ٬ ه٤ٖٔٔ ٝحُزخه٤ٖ ٤ٓش ٝه٤ٖٔٔ 

 ػ٠ِ حُـخًد ٜٜٜٜٛٚ

61 Commentator 
ٓخًٞ ٝحكي حكٖٔ ٖٓ ٝحكي حٌَُ ٓٞح٤ٓٚ ٝح٫ؿِز٤ٚ ٢ُِ ٣خهٌ حًؼَ ُٝلي ٤ٜ٣َ ىًظخطٍٞ 

 ٣ٜٝخىٍ ه٤خٍ حُ٘خهذ حُؼَحه٢

62 Commentator ٍح٤ُِٔي ًْ ٓوؼي ك٢ ح٫ٗزخ 

63 Commentator 
رخٍط٢ حطلخى /  27ٓظليٕٝ /٤ٓ18ِي / 4ػ١ٝ٬ / 27حكَحٍ / 30ٓٞح١ٖ /  111حُوخٕٗٞ 

 55 طـ٤٤َ

64 Commentator 
كز٤ز٢ حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ حٗظٚ طو١ٞ رٜق ح٫ٓظٌخٕ ُلي ٣ّٞ حْٓ حُظَٜ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ػزَص 

 ٓوؼي ٖٓ ؿ٤َ حُوخٙ ٝحُوخٍؽ ٝٗٚ ٖٓ حُؼي ٝحُلَُ ُزـيحى ٩ٔ

65 Commentator 
. ػ٠ِ ؿَٔٙ. كـ٢ حرَح٤ْٛ رؼيى ٓخٓي. ٛيى

 ُٞ ٛي٣ظٜخ؟

66 Commentator 

 -ًَر٬ء ::ح حُوزَ ٝرخُظخ٢ُ حٍهخٓي طٌٕٞ رؼ٤يس ؿيحً ح٫ه٣َٖ ؟حُوزَحٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ حهَء ٌٛ

حُ٘ظخثؾ ح٤ُٝ٧ش رلٔذ ٓخ٤ً٘ش ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ح٫ٗظوخر٤ش 

ٓوخػي  ( ٨)ٛٞطخ ، ح١ ( 189094) ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ

ٓوخػي  ( ٕ)ٛٞطخ، ح١ ( 53937)ح٫كٍَ 

ٓوؼي ( ٔ)ٛٞطخ، ح١ ( 41039)حُٔٞح١ٖ 

. حػي ح٤ُ٘خر٤ش ُٔلخكظش ًَر٬ءػيى حُٔن( 11)حُٔـٔٞع ح٢ٌُِ 

 %(10)حُ٘ٔذ حػ٬ٙ طلظَٔ حُو٤ؤ: ٬ٓكظش

67 Commentator ٕٝالله ىحكٌَ رخُٜـَٙ رـي٣ٚ ح٣ٍيحكي٣٘خ٢ًٍ٘ حُ٘وخ 

68 Commentator ٣ٖٝ طٜخؿَ؟؟ 

69 Commentator حط٠٘ٔ حٕ ٣ؼ٤ٞ ك٤ِح ُِؼَحه٤٤ٖ كظ٠ ٣ٜـٕٞ ٖٓ ِٛزِي 

70 Commentator  حػِٔظْٜ...ٖٝٗ...طلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ 

71 Commentator 

حًح حهٌٛخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٛخَُٔس كؤهَٝح ػخُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٝح٫ٗظوخرخص ح٬ُّٔ ، ًَٝ حٗٔخٕ ٓؼوق 

ح٣٘ٞكِش َٛكٚ ٝ ٣َ٘ى ٖٓ حُؼَحم ، حَُٔؿؼ٤ش طٌِْٜ طـ٤٤َ ٣َٝٝكٕٞ ػِٚ ٗلْ حُلخٓي٣ٖ 

 ٝحُلخ٤ِٖٗ

72 Commentator ٕٝٞٝالله حُٔٔظؼخٕ ٣خحرٖ حُوخ٣زٚ. ٗلٌْ ٝطلوو 

73 Commentator 
ه٢ِ ٣َٝكِي ػ٣ِِ .. ٝر٘لْ حُٞهض ٓوظ٘غ حٗٚ حٌُٕٔٞ ح٫هَ ٣لون ... ٝحٗض ٤ٌٓق كخًْ 

 ٝه٢ِ ٗ٘ٞف ِٕٗٞ ٍحف طٌّٞ طٔذ حُلٌٞٓش

74 Commentator  طَس حُوَِ رخُ٘ؼذ ٓٞ رخُلخًْ ح٤ُخؿ٢ حُٔٔظزي أٝ حُلٌٞٓش حُلخٓيس حُلخِٗش... 

75 Commentator  ؟. حُظلو٤ن ٝحُظلـ٤َ ٌْٓ٘ ٗ٘ٞ هخرَ حؿز٤خء ُٞ ؿخ٤٣ٌْ ٖٓ حُٜٞٓخ٫ٍ ٓخ حٓزٜٚ ٝٓوظ٘غ 

76 Commentator 
ٓ٘ؼخٕ )ٝح٢ُ ٗخىص ر٢ ًَ حُ٘خّ ٝحَُٔحؿغ ٛٞٙ  2010حُظـ٤٤َ رٜخ١ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ػٖ 

 هٕٞ طـ٤٤َ( حُـز١ٍٞ

77 Commentator 
٢ًٝ ح٥خَٛ ٤ٛؾ حٓظخى ٗز٤َ ٓظَِْٜٛٔ ؿخٍس رْ ٨ُٓق ٝٓغ حكظَح٢ٓ ٤٘٣ُِِٖ ٗؼذ ٍ

 ٣ٝو٠غ ٬ُٓظلِحُ

78 Commentator 
ٓ٘ٞ ح٤ٗخى حُ٘ظخثؾ ك٣َٜخ رْ حُي حٗض رؤػ٬ّ حُٔل٤ٟٞش ُٞ أٗظٚ ًخُوخرٞ ػِی ؿَٔ 

 !ك٤٤ٔ٘ٞى كظی ٫ طلظَى ح٣ي٣ي

79 Commentator ٕهزَ ح٤ُّٞ رخُلِّٞ رؤؿَ ر٬ 
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80 Commentator 
!!! ٝكن ٌٛٙ حُٔؼ٤٤خص ٤ٓزو٠ ح٧ًَحى ر٠٤ٚ حُوزخٕ ك٢ ح١ طلخُق

 !!!كَحٓخص ٓ٘ؼخٕ ٓخ ٍحف ٣لٍَ حُؼَحم ٖٓ ح٧ًَحى 

81 Commentator 

حَُثخٓش حُٔلَٝٝ طٌٕٞ ٫كي ٛئ٫ء 

ػ٢ِ ىٝح١  

حُز٢ٗ٫ٞ 

ػخىٍ ػزي حُٜٔي١ 

١ٝ ٫ح٣خى ع

١ٝ  ٫ٝح٫ك٠َ ع

رْ ٬ُٓق ح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ هِٞ ٍٝٛٞ حَُ٘كخء ٝح٤٤٘١ُٖٞ ُِٜٔ٘ذ ٓـَى حٓخ٢ٗ  

ء ٝح٤ُٔج٤ٖ ٫حٗ٘خ ٓـز٣َٖ ٫هٌ حٛٞحص حُـٚ ٬ُٝٓق حُي٣ٔٞهَح٤١ش ك٤ٜخ ػ٤ذ هخطَ ٛٞ

١ٝ ٝ ٓلٔٞى حُلٖٔ ٝ ٓ٘ؼخٕ ٫ٝح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ ر٠َ٘ حُلٔزخٕ ٤ُِٞٛٞ حٓؼخٍ ك٘خٕ حُلض

 حُـز١ٍٞ ُِزَُٔخٕ

82 Commentator طَٟ حٗض ٓز٤ٖ ًِٖ طلظْٜ ى٣َرخُي ُلٔيى ػ٠ِ كٜٔي ٤٤ٖٓ طلظْٜ ٖٓ حُز٢ٗ٫ٞ 

83 Commentator حٗـذ 

84 Commentator ٗٞف ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ حكٖٔ ٝحكي ر٤ْٜ ُٞ ٣خهٌ حُ٘ؼذ ٣ٝخٙ ُ٘يٕ ٣لٌْٜٔح٢ٗ ح 

85 Commentator 
ٝحُٔٔظل٤ي ح٫ٍٝ ٝح٫ه٤َ ..... حُق ٓزَٝى ٓظـٜٕٞ ح٠ُ كٌٞٓش ٓلخٜٛش ٝٓظٌَ٘ رٔ٘ش 

 ....٥ِٝٔش ٝى٤ُِٜخ الله ..... حُزخٍط٢ 

86 Commentator 

ح١ كن ٝرخ١ هخٕٗٞ ٝرخ١ ُٞ حًٞ ٗؼذ ك٢ ؿخٕ ٛٔٚ حُ٘ٞحٍع حٓظ٬ص رخُٔظخَٛحص د

َٗع ٣ٌٕٞ حُؼي ٝحُلَُ ُٔيس َٜٗ ُْ طلَٜ ُٖٝ طلَٜ كظ٠ ك٢ ؿٍِ حُٞحم ٝحم 

ٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

87 Commentator 
٤ُْ حُلَُ ٖٓ ٣ئهَ حػ٬ٕ حُ٘ظخثؾ ٝحٗٔخ ح٤ُؼٕٞ حُظ٢ ٓٞف طٌٕٞ رخُٔجخص حً ُْ طٌٖ 

 رخ٫ف

89 Commentator 
ٓوؼي  ٩٘حػظوي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤ٓلَٜ 

 ٍ ح٬ٛ٫ف ٝحُٜخىهٕٞ ٝحُوٞحثْ حُٜـ٤َس ٤ٌِٕٓ٘ٞ حُلٌٞٓش ٌَٝٗحً ٓغ حُل٤٠ِٚ ٝط٤خ

90 Commentator  Musab Jabbar ٚ٣ـ٢ ٣ّٞ ٣ظلخًْ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓ٘ٞ ؿخٕ ٣ظٞهغ ٛيحّ ٣ظؼِي ػِٔ٘٘و 

91 Commentator 

ٌٛٙ ح٫ٍح٢ٟ ٖٓ ح٬ٓى ػخثِش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحُلِّٞ ح٢ُ ...ٖٓ ٣ٌَ٘ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ه٢ِ ٣ـخٝر٢٘

٤ُٖ ٓخُٝع ح٤ُٔي حُل٤ٌْ ٝح٤ُٔي ٓوظيٟ حٍح٢ٟ ٓؼَ ....هِلٞٙ ُٝػٜخ ٖٓ ؿ٤ٞد ح٢ُ

 ٍكٔظي ٣خٍر٢ ًْ ُي٣٘خ ك٢ حُؼَحم حؿز٤خء ٝكٔو٠ ٤ًُٞٝش ٝػز٤ي.....حُٔخ٢ٌُ

92 Commentator 

ح١ طـ٤َ حٗ٘خ ٠ٗلي ػ٠ِ حٗلٔ٘خ ُٞ ػ٠ِ حُؼخُْ ح١ٌُ ٣ٔو٢ ػَٕٝ ػ٘يٓخ ط٘ظلٞ ٗؼٞرٜخ 

طظـ٤َ ٝحٛزلض ٫ ٍهخّ طٍِ٘ ٝحُ٘وٞٙ ػخرظٚ حٓخ ٗلٖ طـ٤َٗخ ػزخٍٙ ػٖ حٍهخّ طٜؼي ٝح.

 .ٗظوخرخص ٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٫هخثٔش حُ٘ؼذ ٛلَ ك٢ كٔخرخص ح

93 Commentator  ٌٙٛحٓئًي ٧ٙحٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ػيح رـيحى ٝ حُظ٣ٜٞض حُوخ ٝ 

94 Commentator 
ُِٛٚ ٝالله ٗلْ ٓغ حكظَحٓخط٢ ٌُْ حٗظْ ٗخّ الله حًٕٞ حرؼٌْ٘ ٫ٕ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ًِٜخ ُِٜٓٚ حرْ

 ح٤ُخّ ٝحُـيٍ طل٤خط٢ ٌُْ

95 Commentator حػظوي حٕ ٌٛٙ حُلٌٞٓٚ ٓٞف طزو٠ ُظ٣َٜق ح٫ػٔخٍ ٫ًؼَ ٖٓ ٓ٘ظ٤ٖ ُٜؼٞرش ح٫ثظ٬كخص 

96 Commentator 

ٝالله حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ كٔذ حُٔؼ٤٤خص ح٢ُ طل٠ِض رٜخ حٝ طل٠َ رٜخ حُٜٔيٍ حُوخٙ ري ٫ 

٣ظٜخ طٌَ٘ ٍهْ ًز٤َ ٝٓظو٠غ ٠ُـ١ٞ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ طزَ٘ رو٤َ ٫ٕ حُٔظلَهش ًٔخ ْٓ

 ُٖٝ ٣ظلون حُظـ٤٤َ حُٔ٘٘ٞٝى

97 Commentator ٓغ حكظَحٓخط٢ رْ ٛخ١ حُ٘ٔذ ٓٞ ٠ٓز١ٞش 

98 Commentator ٣ؼ٢٘ ٣خ حرٞ ٣ُي ًؤٗي ٓخ ؿ٣ِض 

99 Commentator 

 Saad Naser ٣ش حكظَّ ٤ٗزخطي حٗض حر٤ِْ طخكَ رلٌِي ٍٝحٟغ ١ٝ ك٤ِزي حًح حَُٔؿغ

حُظ٢ ٓلزض ٗلٜٔخ ٖٓ ًَ طؤ٤٣ي ١٧ هخثٔش ًخٗض ٝٓٞحهلٜخ حُ٘ز٤ِش حُٔخروش رلوٖ ىٓخء 

حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ حٗض طٜلٜخ ٌٌٛح كؤهٍٞ حٗض ٓٞ رْ طخكَ رلٌِي ح٤٤ُ٘خٕ ٫ رخ٣َ رلٌِي 

 حٍىٝؿخٕ ٝػَرخٕ حُوِزؾ

100 Commentator 
٤ٟٚ ٌُٖٝ ٌٛٙ حه٢ حُؼ٣ِِ ٛل٤ق ؿيأ إٔ ح٫ٍهخّ ٓظـ٤َٙ ًَ ٓض ٓخػخص ٖٓ ػَٔ حُٔلٞ

 ح٫كٜخث٤ٚ هخ١جٚ
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101 Commentator  Almarzoog Saif Mohammed Rajih 

102 Commentator  َح٫ٍهخّ رؼي حُلَُ ًخ٫ط٢ ( ٓٞػٞم)ٖٓ ٜٓيٍ ؿ٤/ 

103 Commentator 
ٝالله كَٗٚ ٤ٖ٘ٓ ٗخهٌ ح٫ٍهخّ ٓ٘ي١ٍ ٛٔٚ حًٞ حٗظوخرخص رخُؼخُْ ٓظ٤ِغ حُ٘ظخثؾ ح٫ ٍٝٙ 

َٜٗ 

104 Commentator 
٣ؼ٢٘ ٤ُٖ َٛ ح٫ٓظؼـخٍ حٕ ٗخء الله طؼِٖ حُٔل٤ٟٞٚ حُ٘ظخثؾ ٝ ٖٓ ػْ ٓٞف طوّٞ حط٬كخص 

 ٝ ٢ٛ طليى حُٔخ٢ٌُ ر٣٫ِٞٚ حُؼخُؼٚ حّ ٫

105 Commentator 

حٓظخى حرَح٤ْٛ حٗظش ٗو٤ٜش ٓلظَٓش أط٠٘ٔ ػ٤ِي حٕ طزظؼي ػٖ ٌٛٙ ح٩كٜخث٤خص ُجٜ٘خ 

أٍحٟ حٗي حٛيى ٖٓ ح٫ٍٓٞ ٢ًٝ ٫ ط٘لخُ  حُلو٤وش ٝٓٞف طَٟ َٟٝٗ ٝحٗخ. ػٖ. رؼ٤يس

 ٤َُف ٝطزو٠ ٢٤ٓٝ ٓغ حػظِح١ُ

106 Commentator حُزي٣َ ٓٞ ُِٔٞح١ٖ؟؟ ٓخٍ ؿٞحى حُز٢ِٗٝ 

107 Commentator حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ػخٗض ح٣يى حُ٘خّ ُٞ ط٤ِؼٜخ ػَٔ ْٛ ٓظو٘غ 

108 Commentator حٓظخً ح٤٤ٗ٘خ حُ٘ظ٤ـش حُٜ٘خث٤ش 

109 Commentator ُْٖٗٔؿٔٞع ح 

110 Commentator 
ٓخػخص  3رْ ػخؿَ ح٣َُٓٞٔش حٕ حُؼي ٝحُلَُ رِٖ هزَ 

 رزخد حَُ٘ؿ٢( كظخف كخٍ)٣ؼ٢٘ ٛخ١ حُ٘ظخثؾ ٛيى 

111 Commentator 
ٌٛح كظخف حُلخٍ ػ٘يى ًحًَطٚ ... ٫ ٣ٞؿي ح٬ٛ٫ف ٫ٝ حُل٤٠ِش ٫ٝ حُٜخىهٕٞ ٫ًَٝحٓش 

 ٟؼ٤لٚ

112 Commentator ٚحُٔظلَه ٖٟٔ ًِْٜ (٘ٔ) 

113 Commentator 
. ػِٔظٞح رخ٤ُٜ٘لش ٝهِِظٞح ٖٓ حٌَُى ٫ٕ ًخٕ حٌٌُد ٓل٠ٞف....ٜٜٜٜٛٚ

 رْ حُلِٞ حٕ حُٔظلَهش ُحىص كظ٠ ط٤َٜ ٓزٜٔش

114 Commentator 

ح٫ٍٝ ٛٞ ...حٍؿٞ ًٌُي ًًَ ٟٓٞٞػ٤ٖ ٓغ ٌٛٙ ح٫ٍهخّ ٢ً ٤ٗٔؤٕ...ٌَٗح حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ

ٝحُؼخ٢ٗ ٓخ٢ٛ حُ٘ٔزش حُظ٢ طظٞهؼٜخ ُظِي %... 80ٝ ح%  70ٗٔزش ػوظي رٌٜح حُٜٔيٍ ٣ؼ٢٘ 

 ٣ؼ٢٘ هٜي١ ُحثي ٗخهٚ ٌٗي؟؟؟؟ ٌَٗح حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ....ح٫ٍهخّ ٖٓ ح٣ُِخىس ٝحُ٘و٤ٜش

115 Commentator ٚحُٔـٔٞع ٓٞ ًخَٓ ح٠٣خ ٝٛخ١ ح٫ٍهخّ ٓٞ ٛل٤ل. 

116 Commentator ٣ؼ٢٘ حُٔخ٢ٌُ أهي ح٣٫ُٞش حُؼخُؼش حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ؟ 

117 Commentator حٍٍٍَٟد ؿٔخػظي روٞح هٞ ٓخِٗض حٍُٜٞٙ ٖٓ حُلخ٢٣ رو٤ٜخ طل٤يى 

118 Commentator ُٚ٘ٛخ١ ػخَٗ ٗظخثؾ طظَٜ ح 

119 Commentator ِٞك 

120 Commentator 
ٌُٖ ٌٛٙ حَُٔٙ ٣ؼ٤٤ْٜ ... ٓوخرَ ًًَٞى ... أطٞهغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ظلخُق ٓغ ح٧ًَحى ُِزوخء 

 ٟٔخٗخص كو٤و٤ش

121 Commentator 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ حٗظٞ ْٛ حٜٓي٤ًٖ حٗظوخرخص ٣ِٜٗخ ًِٜخ ط٣َِٝ حُلٌٞٓٚ ح٢ُ طلخَٛ ٌٕٓٞ 

ٓخه٤ٚ ٝحٗظوخرخطٜخ ٫ ٓؼ٤ٖ ٝحطٖ٘ ػ٤ِٚ ٓؼًَٚ ٝطٔ٘ؼٚ ٖٓ حُظ٣ٜٞض ٌٛٙ كٌٞٓٚ حٙ

 رخ١ِٚ

122 Commentator حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ٌٖٓٔ ى٢ًِ ٛخ١ ح٫ٍهخّ ٗ٘ٞ حٗٞ ٤ٓٞ٣ش طؤط٤٘خ رَهْ ؿي٣ي 

123 Commentator 
حٗخ أأًي ح٫ٍهخّ ح٢ُ ػِ٘ظٜخ ٗزٚ ح٤ًيٙ @طظَؿٚ ه٤َ حٓظخً ٖٓ ٗؼذ رخع ٤َٟٔٙ حر٤خ٤ٗٚ

 ٝه٣َزخ ؿيح ٖٓ حُؼيى حُٜل٤ق ٌَٗح ُي حٓظخً

124 Commentator  Ameer Nihad 

125 Commentator حُـؼل١َ...ر٬ُكٔش حًٞ حكٜخث٤ش ػٖ ط٤خٍ ح٬ٛ٫ف 

126 Commentator ٓٔخى ،حُٜـ٤َٛٞحُـِزش ُٖٔ ٣ِٔي ٛٞطخ حػ٠ِحُل٤ظخٕ حٌُز٤َس ٓظؤًَ ح٧ 

127 Commentator 
حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ٓخ ٍح٣ي رخُٔلخٟٝخص حُظ٢ طـ١َ ك٢ ح٫ٍىٕ ٝح٫هَٟ حُظ٢ ٓٞف طـ١َ 

 ٓغ ح٫ًَحى ٝطٜي٣َ ٗل٢ حُ٘ٔخٍ ح٤ُٔض حٛٞحص ًخك٤ٚ ٬ُؿِز٤ٚ ؟؟؟

128 Commentator ػ٢ِ حُؼَحه٢ 
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129 Commentator ٝالله . ٝرؼيٛخ ٣جظ٤٘خ ِٓي حُـزَٝص... ، ٣جظ٤٘خ ٓخُي حُؼخٝ ....ُ ٝؿَ ٛخ٢ًٛ كٌٔش الله ع

 حػِْ

130 Commentator حُ٘ظخثؾ ٓوخٍرٚ ُِٞحهغ 

131 Commentator  هخثٔش ٛـ٤َس ؟؟ َٛ ٌٛٙ  27حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ح٢ٗ ػَكض هزَ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حٕ ُِٔخ٢ٌُ

 !!حُٔؼِٞٓش ٛل٤لش ؟؟

132 Commentator ١ حُ٘ظخّ حُ٘ؼذ ٣َ٣ي ٣زو٠ ػخ٣ٖ ػ٠ِ حٌُي٣ٚ ٝحُلوَ ٝحُظ٤ْ ك٤َ حُ٘ؼذ ٣َ٣٫ي حٓوخ

 ٝحرُٞح٣ي ر٤ْٜ ٗؼذ ٓظوِق ٛٔؾ ٛٔٚ ٣َؿغ ٗلٔٚ ٣ٝٔو٢ ٛٞ حُ٘ؼذ رَ ػخك٤ٚ ػ٤ٌِْ

133 Commentator  ٝالله ػـ٤زٚ ؿ٣َزٚ ح٢ُ ٓٔظخًي ٖٓ ٬ًٓٚ ٤ُٖ ٣ٌُٞٚ ٛٞ ٗ٘ٞ ح٢ُ ٣ؼزض ٖٓ ٛخ١ ٝح١

 ٗظ٤ـٚ ٓٞ ًٓٞيٙ

134 
Commentator ّ  ٗظزٚ ٤ٓيٗخ

 ط٢ِِٔٔ

135 
Commentator 

ح١ ؿ٤َ ط٤ِغ ٗظخثؾ ٣ؼ٢٘ كض ح٤ُٜٖ حّ ح٤ُِٔخٍ !!! حى١ٍ ٢ٛ ٗ٘ٞ كٍِٝٙ ُٞ حٗظوخرخص

ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُظ٤ًَٚ هزَ كظَٙ ريأ حُؼي ٝحُلَُ !!ْٛ ٗظخثؾ ط٤ِغ ر٘لْ ٤ُّٞ ٝٗخّ طلظْٜ 

ٗخ ٍحف ح٣َُ٘ل٢ رْ حف!!حػ٬ٕ حُ٘ظخثؾ رؼي حٍرؼ٤ٖ ىه٤وٚ كو٢ ٖٓ حٗظٜخء ح٫ط٘وخرخص 

 ٗٞف ٟلي... ح٫كٍٞ ٣٘خّ ػ٤ِٜٚ َٜٗ 

136 
Commentator 

ٝكخء ..ف حُـؼل٫١َحٙ..٣ؼِْ ٖٓ ْٛ حهٟٞ حُٔظلَهش٫ؿ٤َى ..حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ

ىُٝش ػخىحس ٫ؿز١ٍٞ ٤ٛٝؼْ حُـز١ٍٞ ك٢ .ًلخءحص حكٔخٕ حُؼٞحى١...حٍُِك٢

 ..ٍدم٫ح٠ُ ٖٓ ْٛ ح.. ؿٔخػش حُلَس ٝحُز٠٤خء ٝٝٝٝ..ٝ..ٝ..ٝ....رخرَ

137 Commentator 

حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ك٢ ٣ّٞ حْٓ ػِ٘ض ٗظخثؾ ًِٝض ٛل٤لش ٝح٤ُّٞ طَ٘٘ َٓس حهَة ُٞ طظَى 

ٟٓٞٞع حُ٘ظخثؾ حُت حُٔل٤ٟٞش ٣ٌٕٞ حُلَ ح٫ٓؼَ  

 

 طل٤خط٢ ٝكخثن حكظَح٢ٓ

138 
Commentator 

 كظت ُٝٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ كخثِ ٜٓ٘ٞ ٍحف ٣ـ٢ ٣ٝخٙ ٛ٘خ حٌُِٔ٘ٚ ح٫ٗٚ ه٬ف ٓغ حُـ٤ٔغ

139 Commentator 

حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ح٤ُٜٔيػ٢ ٓئحٍ ُٞ أٌٖٓ ح٫ؿخرٚ ػ٤ِٚ ٝٛٞ رَأ٣ي ٓخ ٝؿٚ حُظـ٤٤َ ح١ٌُ 

ًخٗض ط٘٘يٙ حُِػخٓخص حُي٤٘٣ٚ ٝؿ٤ٔغ ح١٫َحف حُٔظ٘خكٔٚ ٍُِٞٛٞ ح٠ُ هزش حُزَُٔخٕ 

ٝح٧ؿِز٤ٚ حُٔخكوٚ ٖٓ حُـٔخ٤َٛ َٝٛ ٛ٘خى كؼ٬ ًخٕ ٣ٞؿي َٓ٘ٝع طـ٤٤َ  

 حهًْٞ حرٞ ١ٚ

140 Commentator حُٔٞح١ٖ ٝح٫كَحٍ حٗظٜت حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

141 Commentator  ٣ؼ٢٘ ٌُٜٙ حُِلظٚ ٖٓ حُظٞهؼخص ٝكٔذ ٌٛٙ ح٫ٍهخّ ٓخًٞ حكي ٣لُٞ ٣ٌٝيٍ ٣ٌَ٘ حُلٌٞٓش

 _ٝحُي الله ٣خػَحم_ٜٗٔض حك٠َ ٝٗ٘ظظَ حُظلخُلخص _ٌُٜٝح ٫ط٤ٌَ٘ كظ٠ حٗؼخٍ آهَ_

142 
Commentator 

 حُو٤َِطلخ٤َٛ حُٔظلَهٚ حُؼيى ٤ُْ د

143 Commentator ح٢ٗ حػن ر٤ي ٝحٌٗي رٜٔيٍى 

144 Commentator  حُـؼل١َ " ٝط٤خٍ ح٬ٛ٩ف ؟" 

145 Commentator  ُٝٓوؼي ٩ٓىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٓظظـخ 

146 Commentator 
http://alhurrya.com/archives/53992  

147 Commentator 
ٜٜٜٛٚ ٝحُٔخ٢ٌُ رخ٤ُّٞ حُٞحكي ح٢ُ ىطزخص ر٢  3ٛخٍ ٛٔش  20حُظلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ ؿخٕ 

ٓوؼي رٔٔخػيٙ  91حُٜ٘خى٣ن رٔؼَٝ رـيحى ٣ٍِٝ ًَ ح٫ٛٞحص ٣ٝلخٍٝ حٍُٞٛٞ ح٠ُ 

 ..حُٔل٤ٟٞٚ ١زؼخ 

148 Commentator  ر٤٘ٔخ ػيى ٗٞحد حُٔـِْ حُـي٣ي ٛٞ 319رْ ُِٔؼِٞٓش ٓـٔٞع ح٫ٍهخّ ٖٓ ٜٓيٍى ٢ٛ 

328 

149 Commentator ٍٍٙٝحػظوي حٕ ح٤ُٜٔيػ٢ ك٢ ح٤َُِ ٓغ حٌُخّ ٣ٌظذ ح٫ٍهخّ رٔخ طٜٟٞ حُوخ 

150 Commentator 
حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ٣خٓل٤ٟٞش ٛخ١ حٍهخّ ًَِٓ حطـخٛخص ٛٔٚ ؿ٘ض حهَحٛخ ٍٝكٔش ُٞحُي٣ي 

٣ُِي ٓوخػي حُٔٞح١ٖ ٝطو٢ِ ػ٤ِٜخ ػ٬ٓش ٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٓغ حُظ٣ٜٞض حُوخٙ 

90 

http://alhurrya.com/archives/53992
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151 Commentator َُحٍهخّ ؿ٤َ ٛل٤ش ٝحُٔل٤ٟٞش ٫ ػِْ ُٜخ رخ٫ٍهخّ ٫ٜٗخ ُلي ح٫ٕ ُْ ريأ حُؼي ٝحُل 

152 Commentator ٝحُظلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ؟؟؟ 

153 
Commentator 

 ٌٛح حُٜٔيٍ ػخ١ٝ

154 Commentator ػ٠ِ ح٢ِ٣ ٗلظٚ ٝكٔذ ط٣َٔزخص حهَٟ ٖٓ حُٔل٤ٟٞش كخُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝكيٙ ٤ٓلَٜ ػ٠ِ ػِغ 

 .حُٔوخػي 

155 Commentator 
ٓوخػي  6حُٔظلَهش ٓ٘ٞ حُؼيى ًز٤َ ٝهي ٣ـ٤َ ًؼ٤َ ٖٓ حُٔٞح٣ُٖ كٔظليٕٝ ُٜخ ك٢ ى٣خ٠ُ 

حٟخك٤ش ٝحُؼَحه٤ش حػ٘خٕ ٝك٢ ًًَٞى ًٌُي ٌُٖٝ ٓغ ًَ كخ٫ٍهخّ ؿ٤يس ٝطؼ٢٘ ٛؼٞرش 

 حٗ٘خء حثظ٬ف رو٤خىس حُٔخ٢ٌُ

156 Commentator ٓوؼي 12ٍ ٖٓ حُظلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ حًغ 

157 Commentator  ٣َٝ٘كٕٞ ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ٝرؤ١  ٔ+ حُٔٞح١ٖ ٓغ ح٧كَحٍ ٓغ ٓظلَهٚ ٝ ٤ٜ٣َٕٝ حُٜ٘ق

 حٕ ٗخء الله.... رخ١ ١ٍٞٗ 

158 Commentator  ِٕٞٛٞٓوؼي ٗظلـ٢ حٗض رخرخ ٧ٓحُٔٞح١ٖ ٝح٫كَحٍ ٓخ ٣ 

159 Commentator ِْحك 

160 Commentator 
حًح ٓخ كِٜض ٓلخؿخٙ ٖٓ ٓظليٕٝ ٛي٢ً٘ ًِْٜ ٓخ  ًٍٖٓٞ ٓؼْٜ ٓظلَهٚ  ٤ٜ٣٧٩َٕٝ 

٣َ٣يٕٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػيح حُ٘ؼذ حُ٘ـذ ٣َ٣يٕٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤ُٖ ٓخػَف ع حُؼّٔٞ ٌٛح ك٣َٚ 

 حهظ٤خٍ

161 Commentator ٣ٖٝ حُٔي٢ٗ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ٛخ١ ًِٚ كخ٢ٗٞٗ 

162 Commentator ٍٛـ٤َسػ٠ِ ٟٞء حُ٘ظخثؾ َٛ طلْٔ حُلٌٞٓش حٌُظَ ح 

163 Commentator ...؟؟ 

164 Commentator  َٝٝٓوؼيٕٓٝحُظلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ أٓظخً حُٔل 

165 Commentator ْٓحٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ ٣ٖٝ ط٤خٍ ح٬ٛ٫ف ٫ٕ ٗزٌش ػ٤ٖ حػ٤ش ط٤خٍ ح٬ٛ٫ف حًَُِٔ حُوخ 

166 Commentator حُ٘ظخثؾ ٖٓ ؿ٤َ حُظ٣ٜٞض حُوخٙ ح٢ُ ك٤ظَٜ حُلخٍم ٌٙٛ 

167 
Commentator 

https://www.facebook.com/anmar.abosajad/posts/754826334568968 

168 Commentator 

ٌٛح حٍهخّ ؿ٤َ ٛل٤لٚ ُِظؤػ٤َ ػ٠ِ حُٔل٤٥ٞٚ  

ٓوؼي ٌٝٛح ٣ؼ٢٘  ٧ًٓؼَ ٖٓ أطظٚ حٓظ٬٤ػخص حَُأ١ طًٞي ػيّ كٍٜٞ ىُٝٚ حُوخٕٗٞ ػ٠ِ ٍ

حْٜٗ ٝحٕ طلخُلٞح ٓغ رؼٞ حُ٘ٞحد حُٔ٘ظلؼ٤ٖ كخْٜٗ ُٖ ٣ٌِ٘ٞ حُلٌٞٓٚ حُٔوزِٚ  

 طل٤خط٢

169 Commentator ٣ؼ٢٘ ْٛ ٍحف ٣َؿغ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ِٕٗٞ رِٞس 

170 Commentator ٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ ًٍْحرَ٘ى ٍؿغ ٌٛخ 

171 
Commentator 

ٝك٤ي ح١ٌُ ٣لخٍد حُـ٤ٖ حُٔل٤خ٢ٗ ٓغ حُؼِْ ٙ ٙ ٜٜٛٚ حك٘ش ٣َٗي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٌُٞٗٚ هخثي حٍ

رؤخٍطٚ حُلَد كظ٤ٔش ٝح٫ػٔخٍ ٢ٔٛٝ ٝٗـق ك٢ حُلٔخى ٝحُيٓخء ٫ؿ٤َ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

172 Commentator ٚٓوؼي طلظخؽ ح٫ؿِز٤ٚ ح٤ُخثل٤ ًْ 

173 Commentator ٝحٗظظَ طـ٤َحص حهَٟ ك٢ َٟ ػيّ حػ٬ٕ ٗظخثؾ 

174 Commentator ٌٛح ٓي٣َ حُٔل٤ٟٞش حٓٔٚ حُرٔض ٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

175 Commentator حٓظخً حرَح٤ْٛ حًح ٌٖٓٔ حُٞكخء ٬ُٗزخٍ ًْ ٓوؼي ؟ 

https://www.facebook.com/anmar.abosajad/posts/754826334568968
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176 Commentator  

 ح٤ُِٔگ ًْ ٓوؼي ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ

177 Commentator ٖحُل٤٠ِٚ ٤ٜٖ٘ٔٓ ػ٘يى ٤ُ 
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G. First Online Readers’ Responses Threads 

Link: http://www.alarabiya.net/ar/arab-and-

world/2013/04/26/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D9%8A%D8%B3%D8%A7

%D9%88%D9%8A-%D9%84%D9%80-

%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%A8%D9%8A%D8%A9-

%D9%84%D8%A7-%D8%AD%D9%84-

%D9%84%D8%A3%D8%B2%D9%85%D8%A9-

%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%A7%D9%82-

%D8%A5%D9%84%D8%A7-

%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B3%D8%AA%D9%82%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%

A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%83%D9%8A.html 

 

No. Interlocutors Response Titles  Responses  

1 Respondent 
حٗخ ٝحهق ٓغ  

 حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ؟؟

٣٫ٞؿي كَ ؿ٤َ ٍك٤َ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُ٘خّ ٣َ٣٫يٝٙ رخُوٞٙ ؟؟ ٝحٗخ ٖٓ 

حٗي حُٔؼـز٤ٖ رخُٔظظخ٣َٖٛ ك٠ حُؼَحم ٫طظٞهلٞح ح٫رَك٤َ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

٣ٍٖٞٓ حٝ حكَكٞح حُزِي ٝح٤ُ٘ٔوٚ حُو٠َحء ٓؼَ ٣ٍٞٓخ ٫ٝ حٍ

حكٖٔ ٌْٓ٘ ٛخححححححححح ٤ًق ٫ٝطزـٞح حُ٘خّ طَٜؽ ك٤ٌْ ٝطوٍٞ 

 حُؼَحه٤ٖ ؿز٘خء ؟؟

2 Respondent   ُٖٔ٘خ ًخ٤٣ٍُٞٔ

 ٝٗـخػظْٜ

ٗؼْ ح٤٣ٍُٖٞٔ حك٠َ ٓ٘خ ٝحًؼَ ٗـخػش ح٬ٛ حك٘خ ٓخػيٗخ ٗـخػش 

ًٝخك٢ ٟلي ػخٌُهٕٞ حك٘خ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ٬ًّ ٝرْ ٝكظ٠ حٗض ٢ِ٣ 

ًخىٍ طٌظذ حٓٔي ٣خ  ًخػي طظلِٔق ٝطلـ٢ حٗض ٓٞ

 ٓـٍٜٞٝٝٝٝٝٝٝ

3 Respondent 
ىػٞس ٓ٘زٞٛش ٝ  

حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

ُٜٙٞ 

؟ ٝ َٛ ٛٞ رِي حُٔخ٢ٌُ (حكَهٞح حُزِي... )ٓخ ٌٛٙ حُيػٞس حُٔ٘زٞٛش 

حُؼَحه٤ٕٞ ٣ٔظٌِٕٞ كَٛش حُظـ٤٤َ ػٖ ٣َ١ن ٛ٘خى٣ن .... ُ٘لَهٚ 

ٓخ ْٛ ح٫ , ّٝ حٓخ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝ ٖٓ ُق ُلٚ.... ح٫هظَحع 

ٝ ٌُٖ ... ُٜٞٙ ٤ٓلخًْٜٔ حُ٘ؼذ ه٣َزخ ػ٠ِ ًَ ؿَحثْٜٔ 

ح١ ػٍٞس ٓظ٘ظ٢ٜ رظو٤ْٔ حُؼَحم ٝ ٌٛح ٓخ ٣َ٣يٙ ... رخُظـ٤٤َ ح٢ُِٔٔ 

 .حُٔـ٤ُٜٖٝٝٝٞ ٖٓ حٓؼخُي

4 Respondent   حٗض ح٣ٚ ح٢ُ٘ٔ ٖٓ

 كظ٠ طوٍَ

ٜٓ٘ذ ٍث٤ْ حٍُُٞحء كٌَ ٤ُِ٘ؼش ْٝٛ ٖٓ ٣وٍَ ٖٓ ٣ٔظلوٚ حٓخ 

١ـش ٝ حُٜؼٌِش ٝكَٝ ح٫ٍٓٞ رخُوٞس حٗظ٠ٜ ٓغ ُٝحٍ ُٖٓ حُزَ

 ..كٌٌْٔ ٝحهظزخء ُػ٤ٌْٔ حُوخثي ح٠ٍَُٝس ك٢ كلَس 

5 Respondent   ٍٞأ٣ٖ حُٔـ

 ٝح٤ُِٜز٤ٕٞ؟؟؟

ٝالله آهَ , حُِْٔٔ طخؽ ٍأٓي ٫ٝ طٔخٟٝ حُظَحد ح١ٌُ ٢٘ٔ٣ ك٤ٚ

٣ٞٗش ٛٔؾ ,ُٖٓ ١ِغ ٌُْ ُٔخٕ ٣خ ػز٤ي رْ ر٘وٚ ٓغ أٍهخرٌْ

 .ٓ٘ٞحص 10ّ كَكخ٤ٖٗ رلي

6 Respondent - shame 

the worst situation is what ever the iraqi army 

doing now,the army should point the guns at any 

majoosy in iraq .. 

7 Respondent -حكلخى هخثي حُللَس 
حكلخى ٛيحّ هخثي حُللَس ح٤َُٜ٘س ٣َ٣يٕٝ حُؼٞىس ُِلٌْ ٝحٗخ حهٍٞ 

 ك٢ حُـ٘ش ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٌُْ كِْ حر٤ِْ

8 Respondent  طًٌَ ٢ٓ٬ً 

حٌُْ ػَ٘ ٤ٖ٘ٓ رظؼخٗٞ ٖٓ حُظلـ٤َحص ٝ كخُظٌْ كخُش ٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

ر٤ِؼذ ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٝ حُٔ٘ش ٝ ٜٗذ حُؼَحم ٝ كخرذ ٠٣َ ١ذ ٍف 

 ٗ٘ٞف ٤ٖٓ ٢ِ٣ ٍف ٠٣لي رخ٫هَ

http://www.alarabiya.net/ar/arab-and-world/2013/04/26/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D9%8A%D8%B3%D8%A7%D9%88%D9%8A-%D9%84%D9%80-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%A8%D9%8A%D8%A9-%D9%84%D8%A7-%D8%AD%D9%84-%D9%84%D8%A3%D8%B2%D9%85%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%A7%D9%82-%D8%A5%D9%84%D8%A7-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B3%D8%AA%D9%82%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%83%D9%8A.html
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9 Respondent   ح٠ُ ؿٞحى هزَ حٗخ

 ٓخ٢ٗ ػَحه٢ ؟؟

ٛيحّ ًخٕ ػٌْٔ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٫ٝ  حٗخ ٓٞ كل٤ي ٛيحّ ٣خٗوٚ

٤ٔٗض حٗض كَهي ٢ٓ٬ً ك٠ ح٫ٓلَ ٝطظظخَٛ رخٗي ط٠لي 

ٓ٘ٔو٢ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحٗض طظلَؽ حٟلي ٝٗز٢ٔ ح٫ٕ ٫حٗٞ رؼي كظَٙ 

ٓظز٢ٌ ػ٠ِ ح٬١٫ٍ حُٜخ٢ٌُ ٝكٌٞٓٚ حُٔـ٤ٗٞؼ٤ٚ ٓظؼٞى حُؼَحم 

 ُ٘خ ٣خ٢ًَٝ٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘٘ٗ ٣خٓٔظؼَد ؟؟

10 Respondent 
٣ٖ ٌُخٕ رٜـَس ٣ذ 

ػ٤ِش رٌزَٝس ٣َ 

 ٓـٍٜٞ

حُ٘خهٚ حٗض ٖٝٓ ػ٠ِ ٗخًِظي حُزؼؼ٤ش ؿٔخػش ٓؼي١ حُل٢ِ حٗض 

ٓٞ ٖٓ ؿٔخػش ٓؼي١ ٣ؼ٢٘ هَرخٗش ٣ٝخ ح٬١٫ٍ ٣خحّ ًِؼّٞ ه٤ِ٘خ 

ٛٔٚ حطوٍٞ حٗض ٓٞ ػَحه٢ ٝهزَ ٓخػشحطوٍٞ .........رٔؼي١ حُل٢ِ 

حٗخ ٖٓ حَٛ رـيحى ًَ ٓخػش حُي حَٛ ٢ُ ٤٠ٓغ حِٛٚ ٣ٖٝ حِٛٚ 

رٔٞى ٛزز٤لش ٣ٌِخٙ  ٣ٌِخٙ

 ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

ٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

11 Respondent 
..@yahoo.com 

حطٍٜٞ حٗظٞ ؿٔخػش ٓؼي١ حُل٢ِ ٝػ٬ ٍحٌْٓ حُل٤ٌْ ٝ 

 ...حُٔٔظخ٢ٗ

12 Respondent ؿِٜٚ ٝالله 

طؼَف ٓؼ٠٘ ًِٔٚ ٢ًَٝٗ حؿِّ  ٣خٖٓ طوٍٞ ٢ًَٝٗ ٓٔظؼَد َٛ

٫ٝطؼَكٜخ ،،،،ٌٛٙ حٌُِٔٚ ًخٗض ط٤ِن ػ٠ِ حُِٔي ... رخٗي ف

َٓؿٕٞ ح٫ًي١ ٜٝٓ٘خٛخ حُلٌْ ح٤ٛ٫َ حٝ ح٤٤ُذ ر٤ٖ ه٤ٖٓٞ 

 ٣ؼ٢٘ ح٤ًَٝٗ٫ٚ ْٛ حَٛ حُؼَحم ٣خؿخَٛ

13 Respondent  َٜحُلن ٛٞ حُٔ٘ظ 

ٝإ إ ٛخكذ حُلن ٫ري إٔ ٣٘ظَٜ ٣ٞٓخً ك٢ َٛحػش ٓغ حُزخ١َ، 

١خٍ رٚ حُِٓخٕ، ٝك٤ض ػ٤ِٚ حُي٤ٗخ، كٔظٌٕٞ حُـِزش ٧َٛ حُلن إ 

 .ٗخء الله

14 Respondent 
56-..@yahoo.com 

هخثي حُللَس حكٖٔ ٖٓ هخثي حُٔزق ٝ ح٣َُق حُؼل٘ش حُٜل٣ٞش ح٢ُ ًخٕ 

 ..ً٘ٞحٕ ر٣ٍٞٔخ ُٝز٘خٕ ٤ٓٝض ٖٓ ؿٞػٚ

15 Respondent  حُيُٝش-ح٫ٓش 

رْٔ الله حَُكٖٔ حَُك٤ْ ٫ ري ٖٓ حهخٓش حُيُٝش ح٤ُ٘ٔش حٌُزَٟ ك٢ 

ؿ٤ٔغ حٗلخء ٣ٍٞٓخ ُٝز٘خٕ ٝحُؼَحم ٝح٫ٍىٕ ٝك٤٤ِٖٔ ٝح٫ٛٞحُ 

ٖٓ حؿَ حٕ طٔٞى ح٫ٓش ح٤ُ٘ٔش ػ٠ِ حٍٟٜخ ٝكخء ُٜ٘يحثٜخ ح٫رَحٍ 

ح٣ٌُٖ هَؿٞح ٖٓ ٓٔخؿيْٛ ٝرٌُٞح ىٓخءْٛ ح٤ُخَٛس ح٤ًُِش كيحء 

ح٤ُ٘ٔش ٖٝٓ حؿَ حهظ٬ع حُش حُوظَ حُؼ٣ِٞش ح٣َ٤ُٜ٘ش حُوز٤ؼش  ٫ٓظْٜ

حُٔـَٓش ػ٤ِٔش حُ٘ؼٞر٤ش حُٜل٣ٞش حُزخ٤٘١ش حُلخهيس ٖٝٓ حؿَ 

حٓظجٜخٍ حُظلخُق ح٫ه١ِٞ ح١ٌُ رخص ٣ٌَ٘ ػزجخ ػ٠ِ ح١ٝخٗ٘خ 

ُؼٔخُظٚ حؿ٤َح ًلٜخٕ ١َٝحىس ُيٟ ؿٜخص ٗؼٞر٤ش ٛل٣ٞش رخ٤٘١ش 

 .ػ٠ِ حٓظ٘خ ح٤ُ٘ٔشىه٤ِش ؿ٣َزش ػ٠ِ ح١ٝخٗ٘خ ٝكخهيس 

16 Respondent  ح٠ُ ح٫هٞس حُؼَد 

روِذ ٣ؼظَٜٙ حًظذ ٌُْ ػ٠ِ ٓخ حُض ح٤ُٚ ح٫ٟٝخع ك٢ حُؼَحم حٕ 

حُظل٣َٞ ػ٠ِ حُلظ٘ش ُٚ ػٞحهذ ٝه٤ٔش ػ٠ِ حهٞطٌْ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٫ 

طخهًٌْ حُؼِس رخ٫ػْ ػ٠ِ حُظل٣َٞ ٝحُيػْ ٤ُخثلش رؼ٤ٜ٘خ حٕ 

حهٞطٌْ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٫  ح٫كيحع ػ٠ِ َٓ ح٤ُٖ٘ٔ حػزض ٌُْ حٕ

٣٘خٕٓٞ ػ٠ِ حُظ٤ْ ك٤ٌل٢ كوٖ ١خثل٢ حٕ ح٤َُم ػ٠ِ حُلي٣ي ٣لي 

حٕ ح١ٌُ ٣وظَ حُـ٘ي١  2007-2006حُِلخّ ٌٝٛح ٓخ حػزظظٚ حكيحع 

ٓـَّ رٌَ هٞح٤٤ٖٗ حٌُٕٞ ٌٝٛح حُـ٘ي١ ٌٝٛح حُـ٤ٖ ٛٞ ٤ُْ 

ُِٔخ٢ٌُ ٫ٝ ُِٔـّٞ ٛٞ ُِؼَحم حُؼظ٤ْ حٕ حُ٘ظخثْ حُٔـ٢ٓٞ 

حك٢٠ حٛزلض ٖٓ طَحع حُٔخ٢ٟ ٫ ٣ٞؿي ٢ٗء ٝحُٜل١ٞ ٝحَُ

 حٓٔٚ ٓـ٢ٓٞ ح٫ ك٢ ٓو٤ِظي حٍكغ هِٔي ػٖ حُؼَحم

17 Respondent   ٤ُْ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٌُِٔ٘ش

 ٣خػ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٣خ حٍٛخر٢

حٌُِٔ٘ش حُلخٌُْ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ُٞ أ١ كخًْ ٤ٗؼ٢ ٣ـ٤ٌْ ٍحف طظلـٞح 

ٖٓ ٗؼذ حُؼَحم حٗظْ % 7ػ٤ِٚ ط٣َيٕٝ حُلٌْ ر٤يًْ ٝحٗظْ حه٤ِش 

ٍكْ الله حَٓء ػَف . كَٝٝ ح٫ٗٔخٕ ٣ؼَف كـٔٚ ٝهيٍٙ حُْ.

ح٬ٛ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٍكٔٚ ٌُْ ٫ٗٚ ٣وخف الله ٫ٕ ُٞ ٣ـ٢ ؿ٤َٙ . هيٍٙ 

 .ػ٤ٌِْ ٓخ٣وخف الله كٔٞف طظَكٔٞح ػ٠ِ ح٣خّ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

18 Respondent - هٕٞ ٗٔزش 
٣ُٖ ِٕٗٞ ... ٗٞف ِٕٗٞ ىٓخؽ ِٓ% ....٣5ٔؼٞى حهخف 

 ٓ٘ش ٖٓ ٓٞص ٣ٌَكٌْ 30طلٌٌْٔ ُٔيس % 7طَٟٕٞ 

mailto:53-..@yahoo.com
mailto:56-..@yahoo.com
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19 Respondent ِْطل 

حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ط٤ِذ ك٤ي٣ٞ ٝحكي ٛ٘خى ػَ٘حص حُل٤ي٣ٞٛخص حُظ٢ طؼزض 

ط١ٍٞي روظَ ٝٛيٍ حُيّ حُؼَحه٢ ُض طلظ٢ٔ ٬٣ٞ١ رو٤ْ ح٫ٍٛخد 

 ٓظ٤ُٞي ٣ي حُؼيحُٚ

20 
Respondent 

 ٫ ىحػ٢ ٌٌُِد 

حٗض حٓخ ًٌحد حٝ ٓـٕ٘ٞ ٝٓؤٍٞ حٍٝرٔخ ٤ٗؼ٢ ٝح٥ٖ حُٞٛق 

حٍٗخ كي٣ٞ ٝحكي ٣ي٣ٖ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ...٣َ ٤٘٣زن ػ٤ِي ٝٛٞ حطؼٜٔخح٫م

ػ٘يٛخ حٜٗي حٗي ٛخىم ٌُٖٝ ٬ُٓق حٗض ًخًد ٓؼَ ٍث٤ْ 

 ٍُٝحثي

21 Respondent   ٫ ػ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٫ٝ

 ٓخ٢ٌُ ٫ٝ ح٣َحٕ

ُْ ١َٗ ُلي ح٫ٕ هخثيح حٝ ر٬٤ ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ حٕ ٣ِٔ٘خ ٣ٝلز٘خ ٌٓ٘ ؿِٝ 

ٝح َٝٗؿٞح ٖٓ حُِش حُؼَحم ٝحٛزلض ػَحم ك٣َٔش ٬ُػيحء ٝٗيع

 حٕ ٣ََٓ هخثيح ٣لذ ٗؼزٚ

22 Respondent   ٍَحٗض ُظو ٖٓٝ

 ػٌْ هَحٍ حُ٘خٍع
 حٗض طظٌِْ ر٘لْ ح٤ُخءك٤ٚ. ٖٝٓ حٗض أ٣ٜخ ح٣َُ٘ق

23 Respondent   ٌٕٛح حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ًخ

 ىّٝ رٌـ٢ ػ٘ي حُزؼؼ٤ش
 ....حىهِٞ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ض ٝحٗظْ طؼَكٕٞ حُلو٤وش ٌٛح حُيّٝ رٌـ٢ حُزؼؼ٢ 

24 Respondent  ٖر٬ى حَُحكي٣ 

ػـ٤ذ ٖٓ ٤٣ِن ُوذ ىًظخطٍٞ ػ٠ِ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٗظْ ٓ٘خًٍٕٞ 

رخُلٌٞٓش ٝحُزَُٔخٕ ُٔخًح ٫ طٔو٤ٕٞ حُلٌٞٓش ٝحَُؿَ ىػخ 

٫ٗظوخرخص ٓزٌَس ٌُٖ أًَْٓ ٤ُْ ر٤يًْ أٍرؼش حَٜٗ ٝحٌَُ ٣ؼَف 

ٓخكخص ح٫ػظٜخّ ر٤ي حُوخػيس ٝؿ٤ٖ حُؼَحم هخىٍ ػ٠ِ ٓلن ٌٛح 

 ػظيحء ػ٠ِ ؿ٘ي١ ػَحه٢ ٛٞس اٛخٗش ُِؼَحمح٫ػظٜخٓخص ح١ ح

25 Respondent 
..@yahoo.com 

ُٝٞ كَحٓخص ح٫ؿخرش ػ٬ ٬ًّ ٓو٤ق ٌُٖ ٫ ٓلَ؟؟٢ٛ ٣ٜٝ٘خ 

ؿخرْٜ ..؟ ٝح٣ٖ ٛٞ ؿ٤ٜ٘خ؟؟ ٌُٛٝش ًِْٜ ٓـ٘خء ٓخرو٤ٖ ..حُيُٝش

 ..ٝحرٞ ح٤ُيحكؼِٚ رٜللش حرٞ حرٞٙ ..ٝ ٓٞحْٛ ؿ٤ٖ . حُٜخ٢ٌُ 

26 
Respondent 

 ح٬ٌُّ ٖٓ ًٛذ 

إ ٛخكذ حُلن ٫ري إٔ ٣٘ظَٜ ٣ٞٓخً ك٢ َٛحػش ٓغ حُزخ١َ، ٝإ 

١خٍ رٚ حُِٓخٕ، ٝك٤ض ػ٤ِٚ حُي٤ٗخ، كٔظٌٕٞ حُـِزش ٧َٛ حُلن إ 

 .ٗخء الله

27 Respondent  ح٫ ٣ظؼٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

ٕ ٟٝؼٞٙ ْٛ هَحٍٙ ر٤ي ١َٜحٕ ٝ حُوٍٞ ٌُْ ٣خ حكَحٍ حُؼَحم هخٗٞ

ٝر٣ََٔ كِٜٞٙ ػ٠ِ ٤ًلْٜ ٣ٝوُٖٞٞٗ ى٣ٔوَح٤١ش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣َُٝ 

حُيكخع ٝحُيحه٤ِش ٝ ٝ ٝ ٝ ٝ ٝ ٝ ٝ ٓخًح ػَٔ ُِ٘ؼذ ه٬ٍ كٌٔٚ 

ىُٝش حُ٘ل٢ ٫ ٣ٞؿي ك٤ٜخ حٖٓ ٫ٝ ًَٜرخء ًَٝ ْٜٛٔ ح٫ٕ حٍٓخٍ 

ح٫ٓٞحٍ ح٠ُ ؿ٤ٖ ر٘خٍ ٝحُؼَحم ٣ٔٞص ٫ٕ ح٫ٝحَٓ طؤط٤ٚ ٖٓ 

١ ح١ٌُ حًٍ ًَ حُـِحس ُٖ ٣ؼـِٙ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ١َٜحٕ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحم

ح٠ُؼ٤ق ٌُٖٝ ُٞ ًخٕ ٣ؼوَ ٣ٝلذ ١ٝ٘ٚ ٫ػِٖ ح٫ٓظوخُش ٢ٍٟٝ 

رخ٤ُٔخُذ ٝكخك٦ ػ٠ِ رِيٙ ٤ُْٝ ٓؼَ ر٘خٍ ح١ٌُ ىَٓ ٗؼزٚ ٝرِيٙ 

ٝه٣َزخ حٕ ٗخء الله ٓلِٚ َِٝٓٗهش حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٟؼق رٌؼ٤َ ٖٓ 

 ٓـ٢َٓ ر٘خٍ ح٫كَحإ هخىٕٓٞٝٝ

28 Respondent   ٣خػَدحكِٔٞح 
٤ِٕٓٞ ِٕٗٞ ٣ٌٕٞ ٟؼ٤ق ٣خ ٛظَ ٌٖٓٔ ٧ٔحًح ٝحكي ٓٔ٘ٞى ٖٓ 

 ر٘خٍ ٣ٔو٢ ٌُٖ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رخك٬ٌْٓ ٝالله
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29 Respondent    ؿ٘ي رخُ٘خّ ٝؿ٘ي

 رخ٤ُٖٔ ٝؿ٘ي رخُؼَحم

هخٍ حٍَُٓٞ . اٗ٘خ ٗؼ٤ٖ ريح٣ش أكيحع آهَ حُِٓخٕ ٣خاهٞط٢

حّ ٤ٜ٤َٓ ح٧َٓ ا٠ُ إٔ طٌٞٗٞح ؿ٘ٞىح ٓـ٘يس ؿ٘ي رخُٖ:)ح٣ٌَُْ

ٝؿ٘ي رخ٤ُٖٔ ٝؿ٘ي رخُؼَحم هخٍ حرٖ كٞحُش هَ ٢ُ ٣خ ٍٍٓٞ الله إ 

أىًٍض ًُي كوخٍ ػ٤ِي رخُ٘خّ كبٜٗخ ه٤َس الله ٖٓ أٍٟٚ ٣ـظز٢ 

ا٤ُٜخ ه٤َطٚ ٖٓ ػزخىٙ كؤٓخ إ أر٤ظْ كؼ٤ٌِْ ر٤ٌْٔ٘ ٝحٓوٞح ٖٓ 

ؿ٘ي حُ٘خّ ٝحُؼَحم ٝهي (. ؿيًٍْ كبٕ الله طًَٞ ٢ُ رخُ٘خّ ٝأِٛٚ 

ّ حُٔـّٞ ٝػ٬ٔثْٜ،ٝه٣َزخ إ ٗخء الله ٜٗ٘ي حٗظل٠ٞح ٟي حُلَ

ُوي رَ٘ٗخ الله ٝ . حٗظلخٟش ؿ٘ي ح٤ُٖٔ ٟي ػ٬ٔء ح٣َحٕ رخ٤ُٖٔ

حُلز٤ذ ح٤ُٜٔل٠ رخَُٜ٘، ك٤ٜخ ٣خٗزخد ٗيٝح حُٜٔش كٞالله ًَ 

 .هِٞد ح٤ُِٖٔٔٔ ٓؼٌْ

30 Respondent  ٓٞٓخ١ٝ 

ٓٞ حٗض ٫ طل٢ٌ ػٖ ٗظخكش حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢ َٛ ٤ٔٗض طخ٣ٍن ٌٛح 

حًٕ رخ١ ؿ٤ٖ طلظوَ ٣خ ... ُـ٤ٖ ك٢ ُٖٓ ح٫ٗلخٍ ٝ كِزـٚح

 ...ٓٞٓخ١ٝ

31 
Respondent   طوخ١ذ ٖٓ

 ٣خٍؿَ؟؟؟؟؟؟

٤٣خُذ رخٓظوخُش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح١ٌُ كخُص ًظِظٚ رخؿِذ ٓلخكظخص 

٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٛح حٓظوخُش حًؼَ ٖٓ ػَ٘ ٤٣٬ٖٓ ..حُـ٘ٞد حٟخكش ح٠ُ رـيحى

 .٫ حػَف ٤ًق ٣لٌَ ٌٛح حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ..ٗٔٔش ٛٞطٞح ُٚ

32 Respondent 
 -..@yahoo.com 

ٛٞ ٓ٘ٞ حٗظوذ حُٜخ٢ٌُ حرٞ حُٔزق؟؟؟ًِٜخ ٛ٘خى٣ن ؿظ٢ ٖٓ ح٣َحٕ 

 ..حُٜل٣ٞش

33 Respondent  حُؼَحم 
٫ ٣ٌٖٔ ٧ٗخّ ٣ؼ٤ٕ٘ٞ رؼو٤ِش حُؼؤٍ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣لٌٔٞح رِيحً ٓؼَ 

 !!!!ٛئ٫ء  أ٥ٖ إٔ حُؼَحم ًز٤َ ػ٠ِ ٓؼَ!!! حُؼَحم 

34 Respondent 
رؼي كَم ٣ٍٞٓخ  

طٔظؼي ا٣َحٕ ُلَم 

 حُؼَح

رؼي كَم ٣ٍٞٓخ ح٤ُظ٤ْ طٔظؼي ا٣َحٕ ُلَم حُؼَحم حُـ٣َق 

٨ُٝٓق ر٤ي رؼٞ ٖٓ ٣يػٕٞ أْٜٗ أر٘خء ٌٛٙ ح٧ٓش ًُٝي ٧ؿَ 

حَُٔ٘ٝع حُلخ٢ٍٓ حُٜل١ٞ ك٢ ح٤ُ٘ٔوش حُؼَر٤ش ٝحُظ٢ طؼظزَٙ 

طخّ ُِؼَٝر٤٤ٖ ٝحُوٞٓـ٤٤ٖ ِٓؼزٜخ ٝأٍٟٜخ حُوٜزش ك٢ ؿ٤خد 

 ..ٝحُؼِٔخ٤٤ٖٗ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣ظَرٜٕٞ رخ٤٤ٓ٬ٓ٩ٖ كو٢

35 Respondent  ً٘ظٞ أٛلخد ٞٓ 

ٓٞ أٗظٞح ح٠ُِ اٗوِزظٞح ػ٠ِ أٌِْٛ حُٔ٘ٚ ٝاٗوِزظٞح ػ٠ِ حُٔـخٛي٣ٖ ُٔخ 

ٗلظٞح ىٗخ٤َٗ حُلٌٞٓخص ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ش حُٔظؼخهزش ُٝٔخ أكِٔظٞ ٛخُٔخ َٛطٞ 

حٛش رؼظٞح ىّ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ٝٛٔخ ح طًَزٕٞ ٓٞؿش ح٤٘١ُٞش ٝحُِ٘

 .ط٤خُزٕٞ رلوٞم اٗظْ ٖٓ ح٫ٍٝ رؼظٞٛخ ُل٠َس ح٤ُٔي أرٞ ػٔخٓش 

36 Respondent Iran 

ح٣َح٢ٗ كخٍٓىِٔخًح طِٕٞٓٞ حُلَّ ػ٬ ٓخ ٣َطٌزٚ ٠ٗخّ ح٢ِ٣٬ُٔ 

ؿ٤ٔغ ح٤ُُٖٞٔٔ ك٠ حُلٌٞٓش ّٛٞ ٖٓ حٍٛٞ  -ٔك٢ ح٣َحٕ

ٕ هظِض ٖٓ كٌٞٓش ح٣َح -ٕط٤ًَش٫ٝػ٬هش ُٜٞٓخ ك٠ حُلَّ 

 -ٖحُلَّ حًؼَ رٌؼ٤َ ٓٔخ هظِض ٖٓ حُؼَد ٝ حٍ ٓ٘ٚ ٝ ٍ ٤ٗؼٚ 

ٗل٘ٞ حُلَّ ٫ ٣َٗي كٌٞٓش ٢ُ٬ٓ ٫ٝ حٟ كٌٞٓش ى٤٘٣ٚ ٫ٕ ٍؿخٍ 

كٌٞٓش ح٣َحٕ ؿخءص  -ٗحُي٣ٖ ٫ ٣ؼَكٞح ؿ٤َ حُوظَ ٝهي ػزظٞح ًحُي 

ُظيَٓ ح٣َحٕ َُٝٔهض ٓخ طِٔي ح٣َحٕ ٝطوظَ ًَ ٖٓ ٣وخُلٜخ د حْٓ 

 ...حُي٣ٖ 

37 Respondent   حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓلزٞد

 حُ٘ؼذ

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣لزٚ ٗؼزٚ ٝحُي٤َُ كُٞٙ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ح٫ه٤َٙ رلُٞ 

٤ُٝؼِْ حَٛ حُٔ٘ش حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص هزَ ح٫ه٤َس . ًخٓق 

كٜيص ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ك٢ حَُٔٞٛ ٝح٫ٗزخٍ حًؼَ ٓٔخ كَٜ 

رذ ًْ ٗٞ ط٣َيٝٙ ٣ظَى حُلٌْ رخُؼخك٤ش ٝحُْ. َٓٗل٢ حَٛ حُٔ٘ش 

ُْ ُٖٝ ٣ٌٛذ حُلٌْ ٬ُه٤ِش ح٤ُ٘ٔش كؼ٤ٌِْ .. ٝحكي كخهي ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ؼش 

ٝكٔذ ٓخ٣وٍٞ حُٔؼَ حُل٢َٔٗ ٖٓ . حٗض طؼَكٞح كـٌْٔ ٝطٔظلٞح 

٤ُْٝ ًَ ٖٓ ٣لِْ ٣ظلون كِٔٚ ٫ٗٚ هي .كن ح٫ٗٔخٕ حٕ ٣لِْ 

 .٣ٌٕٞ حٟـخع حك٬ّ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ 

38 Respondent  ًًَٞى-حُؼَحم 

ى حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٤ٓٝخُزٚ رخُ٘ٔزش ُٚ َٓ٘ٝػش ًُٝي حٕ ط٣َٜلخص ح٢ُٔ

ُِيكخع ػٖ ٗلٔٚ ٝحٓظـ٬ٍ ٌٛح حُٟٞغ ُٜخُلٚ ٝٛخُق حُٔخ٤٤ٖٓ 

ح٫ه٣َٖ ٢ٌُ ٣لِض ٖٓ هز٠ش حُؼيحُش حٓخ ٗلٖ حُٔٔخ٤ًٖ ح٫ر٣َخء 

حٗٔخ كٜظ٘خ ٖٓ ٌٛح ًِٚ ٛٞٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝ حُٔٞٝٝٝٝص حٓخ ٖٓ 

ٝطٜي٣يٗخ  ػٜخحححرخص ٓٔٞى حٝ ٖٓ ػٜخرخص حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ ٝحُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ

 ُِوَٝؽ ح٠ُ حُٔظخَٛحص ٝحُظٜخىّ ٓغ حُوٞحص ح٤٘ٓ٫ش
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39 Respondent 
َٝٛ ٣ًٌَ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ  

طخ٣ٍن حُـ٤ٖ 

 1991ػخّ

َٛ ٣ًٌَ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ طخ٣ٍن حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢ ػ٘يٓخ حكظَ ح٣ٌُٞض 

 1991ٗظلخٟش حُ٘ؼزخ٤ٗش ك٢ حُؼَحم ػخّ ٫ٝهٔغ ح

40 
Respondent   ٟٚهٔغ ح٫ٗظلخ

 حُ٘ؼزخ٤ٗٚ

حؿَ هٔغ ٓخكٚ , ٗخ ػخ٤٘٣ٖ ٣ٝخًْ ًَ ٛخُٔيٙ ٝالله ٓي١ٍ ِٕٗٞ ى

حػظٜخّ ٤ِٔٓٚ ك٢ حُل٣ٞـٚ هِظْ ػ٤ِٜخ ٓخكٚ حٍٛخر٤٤ٖ ٝرؼؼ٤٤ٖ ٌُٖ 

هٔغ ؿٞؿخث٤٤ٖ كَهٞح حُيٝحثَ ٝهظِٞح ح٫ر٣َخء ٝحٍحىٝح حٕ ٣وِزٞح 

, ٗظَىٕٝ رؼي حكٖٔ ٖٓ ٓخ ؿَحٌُْ , حُ٘ظخّ رخُظؼخٕٝ ٓغ ح٣َحٕ 

 ٗٞح١ حُ٘ـخػٚ ٓٞ ٤ٛؾٗ٘ٞ ًخٕ حُٔلَٝٝ ٣خهٌٕٝ ح

41 Respondent   طٌَ٘ ح٢ُ٘ء ٝطؤط٢

 رٔؼِٚ

ػـ٤ذ حَٓى طِْٜٞٓ ٫ٕ هخُٞح ػٖ ٓخكش ح٫ػظٜخّ حٍٛخر٤ٖ 

 ٝر٘لْ حُٞهض ط٢ٔٔ ػٍٞطْٜ حُ٘ؼز٤ش ؿٞؿخء

42 Respondent  هٜيى حُـٞؿخء؟  ؿٞؿخء.. 

43 

 
Respondent  َٜٗخٛي ػ٠ِ حُؼ 

ٟ ح٧هيحّ ٝطلض حُوٜق ٝأ٣ُيى رخٗ٘خ ٍؿؼ٘خ ٖٓ ح٣ٌُٞض ٤٘ٓخ ػَ

ح٢ًَ٤ٓ٧ ٝطلِٔ٘خ ح٩ٛخٗخص ٝحُـٞع َٝٓحٍس ح٣ُِٜٔش ٝحٌٍُ ػ٘ٔخ 

ًخٗض ح٤ُخثَحص ح٤ٌ٣َٓ٫ش طِو٠ ػ٤ِ٘خ ح٤ُؼخّ ٖٓ حُٔٔخء ًخ٫ؿ٘خّ 

!! ٝرؼيٛخ ٣وٍٞ حُز٤َ حُٜٔخّ ٛيحّ حٗ٘خ حٗظَٜٝح ح١ حٗظٜخٍ ٌٛح 

 ٍٝد حٌُؼزش ٖٓ ٣ٜٞٓخ حٗظؼِض ٗخٍ ك٢ ٛي١ٍ ُْ ح٤ٗلؤ ح٫ ٣ّٞ

حػيحّ ٛيحّ ح١ٌُ ٓلن حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢ ٝالله ؿ٤ٖ ر٫ٞ٤ص 

كَٝد ك٤٤ِٖٔ حٛزق ؿ٤ٖ ٣ٔظويّ ٧ٛٞحء ٍث٤ْ ٓظٍٜٞ ٝؿخَٛ 

. 

44 
Respondent 

 حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ 

ٖٝٓ ٣ٌٕٞ ٌٛح حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ كظ٠ ٣َ٣ي ٜٓخىٍص حٍحىس حُ٘ؼذ 

حُؼَحه٢ َٛ ٛٞ حُوخثي ح٠ٍَُٝس ح٣٫ؼِْ حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص 

 ُٝ ٓخكن ٓخًح ٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٛحح٫ه٤َس كخُ ف

45 Respondent  ٝحٗض ٓ٘ٞ  ػ٤ٔخ١ٝ. 

46 Respondent 
 -هزَ ٓئُْ -17

 -حٗلـخٍ رخُؼٍٞٙ 

 هظــــــــ٤ش

ِٛ حٗلـخٍ ه١ٞ ٓي٣٘ش حُٜيٍ ك٢ رـيحى، ٓٞهؼخ رلٔذ ٓخ  –رـيحى 

ُْٝ ٣ظٖٔ .ًًَٙ ٜٓيٍ ك٢ ح١َُ٘ش، ػيىح ٖٓ حُوظ٠ِ ٝحُـَك٠

ٝهخٍ حُٜٔيٍ ك٢ .ح٩َٟحٍ ػ٠ِ حُلٍٞ ٓؼَكش كـْ حُؤخثَ حٝ

كي٣غ ُٚ ح٤ُّٞ، إ حُظلـ٤َ ح١ٌُ ٝهغ هَد ٤ٓؼْ ٗؼز٢ أٝهغ 

ٝطؼي ٓي٣٘ش حُٜيٍ حرَُ ٓؼوَ .ٟلخ٣خ ك٢ ٓي٣٘ش حُٜيٍ ك٢ رـيحى

ُِظ٤خٍ حُٜي١ٍ ح١ٌُ ٣ظِػٔٚ ٓوظيٟ حُٜيٍ ٝح١ٌُ أىحٕ ر٘يس ٓخ 

 .كيع ك٢ رِيس حُل٣ٞـش

47 
Respondent 

 ٛخٟ ٤ٛٚ رْ 

ًَحى حُٔ٘ٚ حٓظ٤خػٞح ط٣ٌٖٞ ؿ٤ٖ هخٙ رْٜ حِٛ٘خ ٝحهٞط٘خ ح٫

هخىٍ ػ٠ِ ىكَ حٟ ٓلخُٝٚ ٛل٣ٞٚ ٛٔـ٤ٚ هخىٍ ػ٠ِ ٍىػٜخ ٝهظَ 

ٖٓ طٍٔٞ ُٚ ٗلٔٚ حُٔٔخّ رْٜ ٌٝٛح ٛٞ حُلَ حُٞك٤ي حٌُٟ ٣لٜٔٚ 

كؼ٤ِ٘خ ٗلٖ حُؼَد حُٔ٘ٚ ط٤ٌَ٘ ...حطزخع ٣٫ٝٚ حُٔل٤ٚ ك٠ حُؼَحم

هٍٞ ُِؼ٤ٔخٟٝ ٝح...ؿ٤ٖ هٟٞ هخىٍ ػَ ٍىع حكلخى حُؼِو٠ٔ حُـيى

حطيٍٟ ُٔخًح ......ٝحٓؼخُٚ حٗظْ ٖٓ حِٝٛظ٘خ حُىٌٜٙ حُلخُٚ ٖٓ حٌٍُ 

حٗظْ ٝحُـزٍٟٞ ٝحُي٠ٔ٤ُ ٝحٌَُر٠ُٞ رؼظْ حٗلٌْٔ ٫طزخع ح٣َحٕ رؼٖٔ 

روْ ٝهظِظْ حُٔـخٛي٣ٖ حُلو٤و٤ٖ ٝحٛزلظْ ٌٓ٘ٞك٤ٖ حٓخّ ح٤ُ٘ؼٚ 

حَُٔٞٛ ٍٝؿخُٜخ حٍؿَ ٌْٓ٘ . ٤ُوظٌِْٞٗ َٛ كٜٔض ٣خ ػ٤ٔخٟٝ 

حٗظْ ... ٍٟ ُٔخًح ٫ٗٚ ٣٫ٞؿي ك٤ٜخ ػ٤ٔخٟٝ ٝؿزٍٟٞ ًَٝر٠ُٞ حطي

ح٣ٖ ( ح٣ٌُٖ ٣ظٌِٕٔٞ ػٖ حُللَ)ٝحهٍٞ ٫كلخى حُؼِو٠ٔ ... ٖٓ حًُ٘خ 

 حرٞٛخُق ح٫ طوُٕٞٞ حٗٚ ك٠ حَُٔىحد؟؟؟؟
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48 Respondent España 

٤ٗخُذ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رخ٩ٓظوخُش ػ٘يٓخ ٗٔٔغ رخٓظوخُش كٌخّ حُيٍٝ 

حٍم ػ٣ِِ هخٍ إٔ ٖٓ َٟد حٌَُى ٤ُْ هِظْ إٔ ١. ح٤ٓ٬ٓ٩ش

ٛيحّ ك٤ٖٔ ٝ هِظْ أٗٚ ٛيم ك٢ ٬ًٓٚ ٝ هخٍ إٔ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓؼظيٍ 

 .أ كظئٕٓ٘ٞ رزؼٞ حٌُظخد ٝ طٌلَٕٝ رزؼٞ. كوِظْ ًٌد ك٢ ٬ًٓٚ

49 Respondent  الله ٣ًَْ الله ٓغ حُلن إٔ ٗخء الله حُؼَحم 

50 Respondent ٞٓؼَ رؼ ًِْٜ 

ىحص ٤ٓخ٤ٓش ٤٘١ٝش ٓٞحء ٤٘ٓش حٝ ٤ٗؼ٤ش حُلو٤وش حٗخ ٫ ِٗٔي ه٤خ

حُلٌْ حُؼِٔخ٢ٗ ٛٞ حُلَ .. حٌَُ ٣٘لخُ ٤ُخثلظٚ ٌٝٛٙ ٢ٛ ح٤ُٜٔزش 

ٌُٖ ح٣ٖ ٛٞ ٝٓظ٠ ٣ظَٜ ٌٛح حُلِد حُؼِٔخ٢ٗ ح٢٘١ُٞ ح١ٌُ 

 ٣ؼظَف ري٣ٖ ٫ٝ ٌٓٛذ

51 
Respondent 

España َحُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٣ؼَػ. 

52 Respondent you tooooo ٝأٗض ًٌُي 

53 Respondent España ٌِٗي ىٓي هل٤ق. ٫ طٌَ٘ أٗي أٗض ًٌُي ٝ حطلو٘خ 

54 Respondent َرـيحى حٌَُحىس ىحه 

حًح ًخٗض حُلٌٞٓش طٌٌد ػ٠ِ رؼ٠ٚ ُزؼٞ ٝطٌٌد ػ٠ِ حُ٘ؼذ 

ك٤ٌق ٗٔظ٤٤غ حٕ ٗؤٖٓ رلٌْٜٔ ُِ٘ؼذ حُلٌٞٓش طوٍٞ رز٤خٕ ُٜخ حٕ 

حُوٞس حُظ٢ حهظلٔض ٓخكخ حُٔؼظ٤ٜٖٔ ك٢ حُل٣ٞـش ًخٗض طلَٔ 

ٍٝع حُٞحه٤ش ٝطلَٔ هَح٤١ْ حُٔخء ؟ ٫ًٖٝ ٓخ َٗحٙ ٖٓ حُٜ٘يحء حُي

ٝحُٔٔؼ٘خ ٖٓ حُـَكخ حٕ حؿِزْٜ ٜٓخر٤ٖ ك٢ حػ٬ حُـْٔ رخ٬١م 

ٗخ١ٍ ٓظؼٔي َٛ هَح٤١ْ حُٔخء ط٤ِن ٓخء حّ ٍٛخٙ ٣ٌل٢ ًٌد ٣خ 

 كٌٞٓش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣خ كخ٤ِٖٗ

55 Respondent  ُٔخًح ٌٛٙ حُو٤خرخص

 ح٤ُخثل٤ش حُٜيحٓش ؟؟؟

ر٤ش حَٛ حُؼَحم ٓغ كٌٞٓش حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُٔ٘ظوزش ًٝحص ح٫ؿِز٤ش حٕ حؿَ

ٝحُؼَحه٤ٕٞ ٣ٔظ٤٤ؼٕٞ حهظ٤خٍ حُلٌٞٓش ػزَ ٛ٘خى٣ن ... حُزَُٔخ٤ٗش 

ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ ٝكيس ٤ُْٝ رخُظ٣ِٞق رخُؼ٘ق ٝحُوٞس 

ٝح٫ٍٛخد ٝحٕ ٖٓ ٣٘خى١ رٜخ ٓٞف ٣لظَم ر٘خٍٛخ٣٫ٝـ٢٘ ٤ٗجخ 

حُزؼؼ٤ش حُٔخروش ُٖ ُٖٝ طـ٢٘  ٝحٕ ح٣َ٤ُوش... ًٔخ كيع ٖٓ هزَ 

 .ٗلؼخ رَ ٓٞف طٌٕٞ ٝرخ٫ ػ٠ِ حِٜٛخ 

56 Respondent  اًح حٓظوخٍ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 
ٍحف ٣ـ٤زٕٞ حُٔ٘ٚ ٍث٤ْ ٓ٘ظوذ ٤ٔٛٝ٘ٚ ٍحف ٣ِزي رخُللَس َٓٙ 

 ػخ٤ٗٚ ، ىٍٝكٞح أَٛ حُللَ

57 
Respondent   ْحُٔخ٢ٌُ حَُث٤

 رخُٜيكٚ

اٗٚ اهظَحع ٗظ٤ـش " .....  أرٞحد ؿْٜ٘" ُوي كظق حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػ٠ِ ٗلٔٚ 

... أ٤ًَ٤ٓٚ كـخء رخُٜيكٚ كظٖ ٗلٔٚ حُوخثي حُِْٜٔ -ٛلوٚ ا٣َح٤ٗٚ 

 ٝؿؼٌِش ُٔخٗٚ أػ٘خء ح٬ٌُّ أًزَ ى٤َُ رخٗٚ ٣٘ظلَ ٛلش ٓٔئٍٝ

58 Respondent   ٕحُلَ ٛٞ حهظَح

 ح٫ٓظوخُش رخ٫ػظِحٍ

حػظوي حٕ حُلَ حُلو٤و٢ ٣ٌٖٔ ك٢ حٓظوخُش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحهظَحٕ ًُي 

ػظِحٍ حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٖٝٓ ٓؼٚ حُؼَٔ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ ٫ٕ ٛئ٫ء ؿ٤ٔؼخ رخ

حُلوي ، حُـزخء ، حُٜٔخُق ح٤٠ُوش ، : ٜٓ٘لٕٞ طلض ٤ِٜٓلخص 

حُزَحٓؾ ح٬ٛ٩ك٤ش ح٤ُٔٛٞش ، ػيّ حُظوٜٚ ك٢ حُؼَٔ حًَُٔٞ 

ح٤ُٚ ، ح٣َُخء ٝحُظزؼ٤ش حُؼ٤ٔخء ، ٓ٘خَٛس ح٤ُخثلش ٫ ح١ُٖٞ ٖٓ ؿ٤َ 

ٌُٜح حُؼَحه٢ ح٤ُّٞ اٗٔخٕ ٫ ٣َه٠ ٝ. كظ٠ حٕ طٔظل٤ي طِي ح٤ُخثلش 

 ُٔٔظٟٞ حُٔٞح١٘ش رٔزذ ٤ٓخٓش ح٤ٌَُ ر٤ٌٔخ٤ُٖ
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59 Respondent  ٚٓخ ٤٤٘ٗ 

ُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ هِٖ ٣ُٖٞ ُٔخًح ٫ طوٍٞ رخٕ ِٜٓلٌْ طؼخٍٟض ٓغ ح

حُلٌٞٓش ٝىػ٢٘ حهٍٞ ُي ٤ٗجخ ٝحٕ ٌٛح ُْ ٣لَٜ حريح ٝك٢ 

٢ٌُ ٗلٔٚ ح٫ك٬ّ حٕ ًٛذ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٤ٔخط٢ رؼيٙ ٓجخص حٗي ٖٓ حُٔخ

٫ٗ٘خ ٗؼظزَ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓظٔخَٛ ٓؼٌْ ٝٗلٖ ٣َٗي حُوٞس ٝحُوٞس حًؼَ 

 .ٓؼٌْ ك٘ق ٫ِٗيؽ َٓط٤ٖ ًلخٗخ ُـش ٛيحّ ٝٓخ ٤٤ٜ٘ٗخ 

60 Respondent  ٣خ ٤ٓي ػ٤ٔخ١ٝ 

رَ ك٢ حُيٓظٍٞ ح١ٌُ ٣ٜ٘غ ٖٓ ًَ .... حٌُِٔ٘ش ٤ُٔض ك٢ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

... ١ء ىٓظٍٞ ٣ؼ٢٤ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ًَ ٕ... ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ٓخ٢ٌُ ؿي٣ي 

٣خ ػزخى حُٔخٍ .. ًل٠ ًٌرخ ٝهيحػخ .. ٣ِٝٔذ ًَ كوٞم حُٔ٘ش 

ٝؿيح ط٠َٟ ػ٘يٓخ ٠َٟ٣ .. حُزخٍكش ً٘ض ط٘خٍى ك٢ حُلٌٞٓٚ 

 ...٤ٓيى حُٔخ٢ٌُ

61 
Respondent  ُٚ٘ٔٓخًح ٣َ٣ي ح

 رخ٠ُز٢؟

١زؼخ ٗوٜي ٓ٘خ١ن حُٔيٕ حُـَر٤ٚ كِلي ح٫ٕ ًؼ٣َ٤ٖ ٓؼ٢ِ 

حٓق )ٕ ح٫ٍٛخد ك٢ ٣َٞٓٔح ٣٫لٜٕٔٞ ٤ٓخُزْٜ ٓخػيح حُـخء هخٗٞ

ك٢ حُٞحهغ حُٔيٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ٚ ٢ٛ حُظ٢ ٣ـذ حٕ طظظخَٛ (حهٜي حُؼَحم

ٝط٤ِذ ٖٓ حُٔيٕ ح٤ُ٘ٔٚ حُظٞهق ػٖ ىػْ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ٖ ك٢ 

ٝحُظٞهق ػٖ حهٌ حُيػْ حُٔخ٢ُ ... كِي٣٘خ ٣٬ٖٓ ح٠ُلخ٣خ..ٓ٘خ١وْٜ

حُظٞهق ػٖ ؿَٔ ػوٍٞ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ٖ . ٖٓ ه٤َ ٝٓ٘ش حُؼخُْ

ُْ حٍٟ ه٘ٞع ٤ً٘ؼش . ػؼْٜ ُِظـٔؼخص ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ٚٝح٫ٍٛخر٤خص ٝد

كخُؼ٘خثَ ك٢ حُـ٘ٞد ٓٔظؼيٙ حٕ طظوخطَ ػ٠ِ روَٙ ٫ٝ ...حُؼَحم

طوخطَ حر٘خ ٌٛٙ حُٔيٕ حُٞك٤٘ٚ ٝح٣ٌُٖ حؿِزْٜ حٕ ُْ ٣ٌٖ حٍٛخر٢ 

كٔظؼخ١ق ٝحٕ ُْ ٣ٌٖ رؼؼ٢ كظو٘٘ي١ ٝحٕ ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٌٛح ًٝحى ك٤خثل٢ 

ٖٓ حر٘خء ٌٛٙ حُٔيٕ حهٍٞ ٌٛح ٓغ كخثن حػظٌح١ٍ ٌُؼ٤َ . ٝٛـ٢ٔ

 ٖٓٔ ٣ظزَحء ٖٓ ٫ٞٛء

62 Respondent 
 

حُٔلَٝٝ ٖٓ ٤٣خُذ رخحٓظوخُش حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ؿ٤َ حٍٛخر٢ 

ٝحٗي حٍٛخر٢ ٣خػ٤ٔخ١ٝ ٝحػظَكٞح ػ٤ِي كٔخ٣ظي ٝػ٤ِي ح٫ٝ حٕ 

طل٠َ حُٔلٌٔٚ ٝرؼيٛخ ١خُذ رخح٫ٓظوخُٚ حػ٤ٖ٘ هٕٞ ٛي٣ش ح٠ُ 

س كًَْٜ َٓس ػخ٤ٗش حُؼ٤ٔخ١ٝ كُٞ هخثٔش حُٔخ٢ٌُ َٓس ػخ٢ٗ

 ٫ٝػٞىس ح٠ُ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ٖ حُوظِٚ
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H. Second Online Readers’ Responses Threads 

Link: http://www.alarabiya.net/ar/arab-and-world/2014/01/06/ -الطائفح-ػلاّي

للإسُاب-خصثح-أسضا-ذخلك-الغٍاعٍح .html 

 

No. Interlocutors Title Comments 

1 Respondent  ح٣ٍي ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬

 ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء

ٗلٖ . ًخك٢ ٥ِْ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝ َٓهٚ حُ٘ؼذ ٝحُلٔخى ٝ ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ

ػ٤ٖ رٌَحٓٚ ٝ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ رٜٞح ٝحكي ٌُٜٗٞخ ٗلٖ ٝحكي ٝ ٣َٗي ٕ

ّ٬ٓ . 

2 Respondent ًِْٜ ْٛؿَر٘خ ٞٓ 
ُٞ ٓخٗويٍ رؼي ح٣ُِٜٔش حٌَُٔ٘س، ٝحُٜٔخٗش حُلخٟلش، ٝحُظ٣َ٘ي 

 . ح٣ٞ٤َُ، ٝحٌٍُ طلض أهيحّ حُٔظ٤٤ِٖٔ

3 Respondent أٗخ ٝحُلَح٢ٓ ك٢ رـيحى 

٤ًق ٤ٓظؼخ٣ٖ ح٢ُ٘ٔ ٝح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ك٢ حُؼَحم رؼي هٍٞ ٍث٤ْ 

حٓظَٔحٍ »ٝحؿٜش حُلخ٤ُش ٢ٛ حٍُُٞحء ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ إ حُْ

َٛ ٌٛح ٍحّ «   ُِٔٞحؿٜش ر٤ٖ أٜٗخٍ حُل٤ٖٔ ٝأٜٗخٍ ٣ِ٣ي

ٓ٘ٚ ٝٓخُُض  1345؟كخهي حػ٠ٔ ٓٔوْ ...........ٍُٝحء حّ ١زخٍ 

٤ٓيى حُٔٔظخ٢ٗ ٛٞ . طٜيم حٕ حُٔ٘ٚ ٖٓ هظَ حٍ حُز٤ض ح١٫ٜخٍ 

كل٤ي ٖٓ ٬ُٓٚ حَُ٘ٔ ٝحًح حكي ٣٫ٜيم حًٛزٞح ٝحٓخُٞٙ ٌُٖٝ 

 . ٕٝ ٝٛٞ ٣٫لٜق حُؼَر٤ًٚ٤ق طٔخٍ

4 Respondent حُيُٝش-ح٫ٓش 

. ٗلٖ حُؼٍٞس.رْٔ الله حَُكٖٔ حَُك٤ْ

٫ ري ٖٓ حهخٓش حُيُٝش ح٤ُ٘ٔش حٌُزَٟ ك٢ ؿ٤ٔغ حٗلخء ٣ٍٞٓخ ُٝز٘خٕ 

ٝحُؼَحم ٝح٫ٍىٕ ٝك٤٤ِٖٔ ٝح٫كٞحُ ٖٓ حؿَ حٕ طٔٞى ح٫ٓش 

 ح٤ُ٘ٔش ػ٠ِ حٍٟٜخ ٝكخء ُٜ٘يحثٜخ ح٫رَحٍ ح٣ٌُٖ هَؿٞح ٖٓ

ٓٔخؿيْٛ ٝرٌُٞح ىٓخءْٛ ح٤ُخَٛس ح٤ًُِش كيحء ٫ٓظْٜ ح٤ُ٘ٔش ٖٝٓ 

حؿَ حهظ٬ع حُش حُوظَ حُؼ٣ِٞش ح٣َ٤ُٜ٘ش حُوز٤ؼش حُٔـَٓش ػ٤ِٔش 

حُ٘ؼٞر٤ش حُٜل٣ٞش حُزخ٤٘١ش حُلخهيس ٖٝٓ حؿَ حٓظجٜخٍ حُظلخُق 

ح٫ه١ِٞ ح١ٌُ رخص ٣ٌَ٘ ػزجخ ػ٠ِ ح١ٝخٗ٘خ ُؼٔخُظٚ حؿ٤َح ًلٜخٕ 

ٝر٤ش ٛل٣ٞش رخ٤٘١ش ىه٤ِش ؿ٣َزش ػ٠ِ ١َٝحىس ُيٟ ؿٜخص ٗغ

 . ح١ٝخٗ٘خ ٤ِٓٝجش رخُلوي ػ٠ِ حٓظ٘خ ح٤ُ٘ٔش

5 Respondent  ِّٞ٠ُ ػَحه٢ ٓظ 
حٗ٘خءالله ٣وِٚ حُؼَحم ٖٓ %.100ح٠ُ ػَحه٢ ٓظِّٞ حطلن ٣ٝخى 

 . حُلَح٤ٓش ٝ حُوظِش

6 Respondent  ٖٓ حَُٔكِش حُؼخ٤ٗش

 !.حُٔوخٝٓش حُؼَحه٤ش

٣ؼزَ رٌَ٘ ؿ٢ِ ػٖ ريح٣ش حَُٔكِش  ٓخ٣لَٜ ك٢ حُؼَحم ح٤ُّٞ

حُؼخ٤ٗش ٖٓ حُٔوخٝٓش حُؼَحه٤ش ُظل٣ََ حُؼَحم ٖٓ حُٔلظَ ح٣٩َح٢ٗ 

رؼي إٔ طْ طل٣ََٙ ٝرـــ٘ـــٜــــــــــــــــَ طخّ ٖٓ ح٩كظ٬ٍ 

 !. ح٢ٌ٣َٓ٧

7 Respondent  َٛح٣ٍٞٗ٫ٖ ْٛ ح٧ 
ًخك٢ ٢٘ٓ ٤ٗؼ٢ ٤ٔٓل٢ ًَى١ ٣ِ٣ي١ ًِْٜ ػَحه٢ ٓٞ ًخك٢ ٣خ 

 ٤ٖٓ ىَٓطٞ حُؼَحم حُِش ٣يًَّٓٞ ٓـَ

8 
Respondent  ْأ٤ُْ ٌٛح ٗل

 حُؼ١ٝ٬؟؟؟

ح١ٌُ أَٓ ك٢ ػٜيٙ رخُٜـّٞ ػَ حُلِٞؿش ٝٗخًٍض ك٤ٚ حُوٞحص 

حُـخ٣ُش ح٤ٌ٣َٓ٫ش ٝ َٓطِهش حُز٤ًَ٘ٔش ح٣ٌُٖ ٍهٜٞح حُيرٌش كَكخ 

 . ٝٓغ ٌٛح ٥ِض حُلِٞؿش ػ٤ٜش ػ٠ِ ح٣َٓ٫ٌخٕ,,,, رظي٤َٓ حُلِٞؿش

http://www.alarabiya.net/ar/arab-and-world/2014/01/06/علاوي-الطائفة-السياسية-تخلق-أرضا-خصبة-للإرهاب.html
http://www.alarabiya.net/ar/arab-and-world/2014/01/06/علاوي-الطائفة-السياسية-تخلق-أرضا-خصبة-للإرهاب.html
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9 Respondent 
٣خ ػ١ٝ٬ ٖٓ ىَٓ 

حُلِٞؿش ك٢ حَُٔس 

 ح٠ُٝ٧؟

ر٤َ ٌٓرلش حُلِٞؿش .. ػ١ٝ٬

حٍحى ػ١ٝ٬ حٕ ٣ؼزض هيٍحطٚ ٤ٓ٬ًَُخٕ كٌخٕ ػ٤٘لخ ك٢ حُظؼخَٓ ٓغ 

هض حُوٞحص ح٤ًَ٤ٓ٫ش 2004حُلِٞؿش ٛخّ  ٍّ حػِٖ كخُش . حُظ٢ ح

ح٤ُٞحٍة ٝحؿِن كيٝى حُؼَحم ٝٗخٍى رخُوٞحص حُؼَحه٤ش ك٢ 

٠ُ حُٔي٣٘ش حٗظوخٓخ ُٔوظَ ٝٓلَ حٍرؼش ٖٓ حُلِٔش ح٤ًَ٤ٓ٫ش ع

َٓطِهش ًَٗش ر٬ى ٝٝطَ ح٤٘ٓ٫ش ٝهي ًخٗض حُلِٔش حٗظوخٓخ ٖٓ 

حُٔي٣٘ش ُٔوخٝٓظٜخ حُوٞحص ح٤ًَ٤ٓ٫ش ًٝخٕ حُلخىع ، حٟخكش ح٠ُ 

ٍىس حُلؼَ، ٓزٍَح ُِو٤خّ رؼَٔ ػ٤٘ق ُِـخ٣ش ٟي حُٔي٣٘ش ٝؿؼِٜخ 

ػزَس ُزخه٢ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ،  

  

10 
Respondent ١ٝ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ؟ ؟ ػ٬

 ػ١ٝ٬ حُزؼؼ٢

ػ١ٝ٬ ٣ٔؼ٢ ػ٠ِ  ا٥ٜخٍ حُلٌٞٓش حُلخ٤ُش رٔظَٜ حُؼـِ 

ٝح٤ُٔخُزش ربٓوخ١ٜخ ٖٓ حؿَ ٓؤٍرٚ حُوخٛش  ٬ُٗظوخرخص حُوخىٓش 

؟؟  ٌُٖٝ ػ٤ِٚ حٕ  ٣ؼَف حٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٖٓ حُٔٔظل٤َ ٣ؼ٤ٞٙ 

حٛٞحطْٜ ٫ٗٚ رؼؼ٢ ؟؟؟؟ ٣ٝؼَف حٕ حُٔ٘ش ٓٔظل٤َ ٣ؼ٤ٞٙ 

؟؟؟؟ ػ١ٝ٬ ٓخ٣ِحٍ ٣٘خٍٝ ٤ٓخ٤ٓخً ٝاػ٤ٓ٬خً  حٛٞحطْٜ ٫ٗٚ ٤ٗؼ٢

ٝػزَ ٝٓخث٢ ًؼ٤َس ك٢ حُيحهَ ٝحُوخٍؽ ؟ ٝح٤ُّٞ  ٣ظ٤ٜي رخُٔخء 

حُؼٌَ ٝطٍٜٞ حٕ حُٜـّٞ ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍٛخر٤٤ٖ ٝٝهٞكٚ رٍٜٞس ؿ٤َ 

ٓزخَٗس  ٓغ حُوٞٗٚ ٓزويٓٚ ُِيػخ٣ٚ ح٫ٗظوخر٤ٚ حُوخىٗش ؟؟ ٌُٖٝ 

ٓظـ٬ٍ ح٫ٟٝخع ٤ُؼِْ ػ١ٝ٬ ٝؿ٤َٙ ٖٓٔ طٍٔٞ ُْٜ حٗلْٜٔ  رخ

ٝح٫كيحع ك٢ حُؼَحم ُٔؤٍرْٜ ٝ ٜٓخُلْٜ ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش ٣ِٝؼزٞح ػ٠ِ 

 @@ حُلز٤ِٖ ؟؟  كٜئ٫ء ٫ ٌٓخٕ ُْٜ ر٤٘٘خ ؟؟  

11 Respondent  ػ١ٝ٬ ٗو٤ٜش

 ٤٘١ٝش

ػ١ٝ٬ ٗو٤ٜش ٤٘١ٝش ٝٛٞ ح١ٌُ ٝهق رٞؿٚ حُظيهَ ح٣٫َح٢ٗ 

١ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٌُُٝي ح٣َحٕ ٓ٘ؼض رٌَ هٞطٜخ ٝ ريػْ ػ٬ٔثٜخ ف

, حٓخ َٟد حُلِٞؿش حػ٘خء كٌٔٚ... ٓ٘ؼض ُٝٛٞٚ ُِلٌْ, حُؼَحم 

كخٕ حُؼخهَ كو٢ ٣يٍى رخٕ حػ٘خء كظَس كٌٔٚ ًخٗض ح٤ُٔخىس ٝ حُوَحٍ 

ٝ حُؼَحم ُْ ٣ِٔي ؿ٤ٖ ٖٝٓ َٟد حُلِٞؿش % 100ح٢ٌ٣َٓ 

حُـ٤ٖ ح٢ٌ٣َٓ٫ ٝ حُـ٤ٖ ح٢ٌ٣َٓ٫ ٣٫لظخؽ ح٠ُ ح١ طؤ٤٣ي حٝ 

 ٛٔش ػ٣ٌَٔش ٟٞء حه٠َ ػ٘يٓخ ٣َؿذ رخُو٤خّ ٣ْ

12 Respondent  ٓو٤ض ح٫ه٘ؼش ؟؟

 ٝأٌٗ٘لض حُٞؿٞٙ 

ُوي ٓو٤ض ح٫ه٘ؼش ػٖ حُزؼٞ ٖٓ ٤ٓخ٤ٖٓ حٝ ٍؿخٍ ى٣ٖ حٝ 

ٓٞح٤٤٘١ٖ ؟ ك٢ ٓؼًَش حَُ٘ف ٝحٌَُحٓش ح٠ُ ٣وٟٜٞخ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ 

ٍٛخد حُوخػي١ حُيحػ٢٘ حُزؼؼ٢ ٝ ح١ٌُ حٛزق ٫ر٤خٍ ٟي ح٫ح

٣ٍلٚ حُظ٢ ط٣َي ُِؼَحم طِي حُٔؼًَٚ حُٖ_ ٜٓيٍ هِن ُِؼخُْ حؿٔغ 

ٓخٕ ٖٓ حُظلـ٤َحص ٝحُوظَ ٝطي٤َٓ حُؼَحم ٫ح٥ٖٓ ٝحُِْٔ ٝح

ٝحُلظ٘ٚ ر٤ٖ ٗؼذ حُؼَحم ؟ ُوي أٌٗ٘لض حُٞؿٞٙ حُلو٤وش ٝ ٓو٤ض 

حُٜخُق ٝ  , ح٫ه٘ؼش حُظ٢ طٔظَ رٜخ حُزؼٞ ؟ ُوي ٟٝلض حُٞؿٞٙ 

ٝرخٗض ُِؼ٤خٕ ٝ ٖٓ ٛٞ حُؼَحه٢ ح٢٘١ُٞ حُلو٤و٢ ؟ ح١ٌُ , ح٤ُخُق  

ٍ ػ٠ِ ح١ُٖٞ ٝ ٛذ ٓيحكؼخ ػٖ حُؼَحم ؟ ٖٝٓ ٛٞ حُوخثٖ ٝ ٣ـخ

حُٔ٘خكن ٝػيٝ حُؼَحم ح١ٌُ أ٤ٛق ٓغ حٍٛخر٢ حُوخػيس ٝىحػٖ ٝ 

 @@ ٣يػْ ٖٓ ٠٣َد ح١ُٖٞ ٣ٝوظَ حر٘خء حُؼَحم

13 Respondent  حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحثظ٬ف

 حُوخٕٗٞ ػ٬ٔء ح٣َحٕ 

ٗلَٔ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝكٌٞٓظٚ ًَ ٓخ ٣ـ١َ ح٤ُّٞ ٖٓ اُٛخم ٨ٍُٝحف 

ٓززٚ حَُث٢ٔ٤ ٓٔخ١ِش حُلٌٞٓش ٝط٣ٞٔلٜخ ٝحكظؼخُٜخ ٬ُُٓخص 

ٝاٗؼخُٜخ ٗخٍ حُلَد ٝحُلظ٘ش، كؼ٠ِ حُلٌٞٓش إٔ طٌق ٣يٛخ ػٖ 

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣َ٣ي ٣٫ٝش ..أِٛ٘خ ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ ٝرو٤ش ٓلخكظخط٘خ حُٔ٘ظل٠ش

ػخُؼٚ ٣َ٣ي إٔ ٣زو٠ ػ٠ِ ح٢ٌَُٓ كو٢ ٫ٝ ٣ٜٔٚ ُٝٞ ٟل٠ 

٤ٛل٤٤ٖ ٓؼٚ ١خثل٤خ ٤ٌٓظ٘ق رخ٫٫ف ٖٓ ؿ٘ٞىٙ ٝحُٔٞح٤٤٘١ٖ حُْ

٫ٞٛء حُٔويٝػ٤ٖ ك٤ٚ حٗٚ ػزَ رْٜ حُزلَ ٝحٍؿؼْٜ ػ٤خٗخ ٖٓ 

أؿَ طلو٤ن ٜٓخُلٚ حُ٘و٤ٜٚ ح٤٠ُوٚ ٛٞ كو٢ ٣ؼ٤َْٛ ١خثل٤خ 

ػ٘يٓخ طوظَد ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٝرؼي حٗظٜخء ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٠٣ؼْٜ ؿخٗزخ 

 ..                         ٣ٝظلَؽ ُٜٔخُلٚ ُٜٝٔخُق حُٔوَر٤٤ٖ ٓ٘ٚ

14 Respondent  ح٫ٍُه٢ 
ٓخػش ًخػي ٍٝحء  24ح٫ٍُه٢ ٓ٘ٞ ٣يكؼِٚ ٍحطذ رل٤غ 

 ٫ٗلغ ٝ ٫ىكغ ُِؼَحم ٟٓٞ حُؼَػَس , حٌُٞٓز٤ٞطَ 
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15 
Respondent  ٚحُٔخ٢ٌُ ٤٘٤ِ٤ٓٝخط

 حُٔـَٓش 

ٓخػش ه٬ٙ حُؼَحه٤ٕٞ حَُ٘كخء ٖٓ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝػٜخرظٚ حُٜل٣ٞش 

 ٓزلخٗٚ ٝطؼخ٠ُ ٤٘٤ِ٤ٓٝخطٚ حُي٣ٞٓش حٛزلض ه٣َزش ؿيح رل٠َ الله

ًَ ٖٓ ٣ئ٣ي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ..ػْ حٛخ٢ُ حُؼَحم حُـ٤خٍٟ ٝحُ٘٘خ٠ٓ ح٫ر٤خٍ

حُؼ٤َٔ كٜٞ ح٣َح٢ٗ ٛل١ٞ ٝٗلٖ ٗؼَف كوي ح٣٫َح٤ٕٗٞ ُوظَ 

ًَٝ ٖٓ ٣وق ٟي حكٌخٍٙ حُٜل٣ٞش كٜٞ ػَحه٢ ..حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢

ٟؼخف حُ٘لّٞ "حٕ..٢٘١ٝ ٣َٗق ٣َ٣ي حُو٤َ ٝح٫ٓخٕ ٌُٜح حُزِي

ص حَُه٤ٜش ٣لخُٕٝٞ ط٣َٜٞ ٓخ٣ـ١َ ك٢ ٖٓ ١ًٝ ح٫ؿ٘يح

ح٫ٗزخٍ رخٗٚ َٛحع ر٤ٖ حُـ٤ٖ ٝح٫ٍٛخد ٌُٖ حُلو٤وش حٕ حُـ٤ٖ 

حُؼَحه٢ طْ ُؿٚ ك٢ ٓؼًَش ٟي حُ٘ؼذ ٟٝي حُٔي٤٤ٖٗ ٝٛٞ حَٓ 

٣٫ٌٖٔ حُوزٍٞ رٚ حٝ حٌُٔٞص ػ٤ِٚ ٣ٝـذ ح٣ـخى حُلٍِٞ ح٣َُٔؼش 

 ُلوٖ ىٓخء ح٫ر٣َخء ٍٝكغ حُٔؼخٗخس ػْٜ٘ 

16 
Respondent  حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحثظ٬ف ىُٝش

 حُوخٕٗٞ هَحد حُؼَحم

ػ٢ٔ ػ٘خثَ ح٫ٗزخٍ ٝحِٜٛخ ٣زوٕٞ حهٞحٗخ ٝحِٛ٘خ رْ ح٢ُِ حَٝٛ 

كخٍ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ح٠ُ ٌٛح حُلخٍ ٛٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝهٞحطٚ حُٔخٍٓٞس 

ٗ٘ٞ ًٗذ حَٛ حُـ٘ٞد ٣َكٕٞ ُِوظخٍ ٓغ حهٞطْٜ ٖٓ ...ٖٓ ح٣َحٕ

حُـ٘ٞد ٖٓ حُـ٤ٖ حٌُؼ٤َ ٖٓ حُٜ٘يحء هظِٞح ٖٓ حَٛ ..ح٫ٗزخٍ

حُٔخ٢ٌُ حػخىٗخ ..حُؼَحه٢ ح١ٌُ حٛزق ح٫ٕ ؿ٤ٖ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُٜل١ٞ

 . ًؼ٤َح ح٠ُ حٍُٞحء رٍِع حُلظ٘ش ح٤ُخثل٤ش

17 Respondent  ح٠ُ ر٘ض حُـ٘ٞد ٝالله

 ُٞ ػيٗخ 

ٝالله ُٞ ػيٗخ  ر٘خص ٓؼَ ٌٛٙ ح٫هض ح٤٤ُزٚ  ر٘ض حُـ٘ٞد ًخٕ  ػْ 

حُل٦ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٠ُ حٍحى حُو٤َ ٖٓ حُ٘ٔخٍ ح٠ُ حُـ٘ٞد ريٍ ١خ٣ق 

؟ ُْ حػِْ ٟٓٞ ح٤ُّٞ . ُٞ ٣ََٓ ٣ًَٖ ىح٣ٍِ ٣لِٚ. ٣ٌلِٚ ػٔخٛخ 

حٕ ػ٢ِ رخرخ ح٣َح٢ٗ ٝطْ حُِٜن روٜٚ حُق ٤ُِٚ  ٝ ُـخ٣ٚ ك٢ 

 ٝحطٜخّ حُؼَحم حٕ ػ١ٝ٬ ػَحه٢ .ٗلْ ٛخكزٜخ 

18 Respondent  َٛٝد ػٞحثَ حثظ٬ف

 ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ

ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ رؤؿ٘يحص  ُوي حٌٗ٘ق حٍطزخ١ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحثظ٬ف

حُٔوخرَحص ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش حُٜل٣ٞش ح٣٫َح٤ٗش، ٟٝخم حُلزَ ػ٠ِ 

كوٍَٝح حٕ ٣وخطِٞح حَٛ حُٔ٘ش ك٢ حُٔلخكظخص حُٔ٘ل٠ش ...ٍهخرْٜ

ُوي َٛرٞح ػٞحثِْٜ ..ٝحهٞحٗ٘خ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ح٤٤٘١ُٖٞ حَُ٘كخء

ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ٔوش حُو٠َحء ح٠ُ ح٣َحٕ ٤ٓٝلخُٕٝٞ حَُٜٝد ٖٓ حُؼَحم 

ٓ٘ـِزْٜ ٝٗلخًْٜٔ ػ٠ِ ًَ ه٤َس ىّ ٓخُض ك٢ حٍٝ  ٌُٖٝ

 ... حُؼَحم ح٤ُخَٛس

19 Respondent  ٚحُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝؿ٬ُٝط

 هَٔٝح حٓخّ ح٫ٗزخٍ

٬ُٓق حثظ٬ف ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ػ٤َٔ ح٣َحٕ رو٤خىس حُٔخ٢ٌُ ُْ ٣ويٓٞح 

ك٢ كظَس حُؼٔخ٤ٗش حػٞحّ حُٔخ٤ٟش ؿ٤َ هَحد حُؼَحم َٝٓهش 

حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ حٌُؼ٤َ طلض  ٬ُٓق هَٔ...ه٤َحطٚ ٝٓٞحٍىٙ

ٌُٖ ...َُٓس ٌٛٙ حُؼٜخرش ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش حُؼ٤ِٔش ُِٔوخرَحص ح٣٫َح٤ٗش

٤ٓخط٢ ٣ْٜٞٓ ٤ٓٝلخٓزْٜ حُ٘ؼذ َٝٓ٘حْٛ ٖٓ ػ٠ِ حُظِلخُ 

ٟؼخف حُ٘لّٞ ٖٓ ١ًٝ ح٫ؿ٘يحص حَُه٤ٜش ٣لخُٕٝٞ "حٕ...

ط٣َٜٞ ٓخ٣ـ١َ ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ رخٗٚ َٛحع ر٤ٖ حُـ٤ٖ ٝح٫ٍٛخد 

حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢ طْ ُؿٚ ك٢ ٓؼًَش ٟي حُ٘ؼذ ٌُٖ حُلو٤وش حٕ 

ٟٝي حُٔي٤٤ٖٗ ٝٛٞ حَٓ ٣٫ٌٖٔ حُوزٍٞ رٚ حٝ حٌُٔٞص ػ٤ِٚ ٣ٝـذ 

 . ح٣ـخى حُلٍِٞ ح٣َُٔؼش ُلوٖ ىٓخء ح٫ر٣َخء ٍٝكغ حُٔؼخٗخس ػْٜ٘

20 Respondent ٍى ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍُه٢ 

, ٣خ حُُك٢ حُلٌٞٓش ػخؿِس ٝ ٓخ ًٞىحػ٢ ػ١ٝ٬ ٣ل٠لٜخ, 

حُلٔخى ح٫ىح١ٍ ٓ٘ظَ٘ ٝ حُلَٛٞى حُل٢ٌٓٞ ٝ حُـ٣َٔش ٓ٘ظَ٘س ٝ 

حُلِر٢ ػ٠ِ هيّ ٝ ٓخف حُلوَ ٝ حُٔـخػش ٓ٘ظَ٘س  حُويٓخص ُكض 

كٌٜح , حُن  كخًح حٗض ٖٓ ؿٔخػش حرٞحم حُلٌٞٓش ٝ ٓٔظلخى ٜٓ٘خ ...

 ٣٫ؼ٢٘ رخٕ حُلٌٞٓٞ ٓٞ ػخؿِس 

21 
Respondent 

  
هظِض  ٣خ ػ١ٝ٬ ؿَر٘خى حػ٘خء كظَس ٍثخٓظي ُْٝ طؼزض ًلخءس رَ

 ! حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ رخُلِٞؿش 
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22 Respondent 
حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

هخثيحُُٜٞشحُظخكَسػ٠ِ 

 ح٫ٍٛخد

أ٣ٜخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُ٘ـخع ٣خ هخثي حُُٜٞش حُظخكَس ػ٠ِ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش 

ٝالله ٫ ٗوٍٞ ُي ًٔخ هخٍ ر٘ٞح " ٝحُـئؿخء ٝح٤ُِٔٞر٤٤ٖ ُِو٠خء 

(( كخًٛذ حٗض ٍٝري كوخط٬ حٗخ ٛخٛ٘خ هخػيٕٝ)) آَحث٤َ ٠ُٓٞٔ 

ٌُ٘خّ ٗوٍٞ ُي ٗلٖ ًَٝ حُو٣َ٤ٖ ٝح٤٘١ُٖٞ ٝح٫كَحٍ ٖٓ حر٘خء ٝ

ٗؼذ حُؼَحم ٓؼي ٝ ؿ٘ٞىح ٍٖٛ اٗخٍطي كٔخ حٗض ا٫ ٤ٓق كن 

د  ّٞ ٗخٓٚ حُ٘ؼذ حُـ٣َق رٞؿٚ حػيحء , ؿَىطٚ حُِٔٔخص ٝحُ٘

ُٝٛٞظٌْ أ٣ٜخ حُّ٘ٞ حُوٞحػْ ا٫ ُٛٞش ! حُيحهَ ٝحُوخٍؽ 

ك٬ _ ٓخ ًٝػيٝحٗخ حُيٓخء ػ٠ِ ٤ٓٞف ؿ٬ى٣ٜخ ح٣ٌُٖ أَٛهٞٛخ ٥َ

طؤهًٌْ ك٢ أػيحء حُ٘ؼذ ُٞٓش ٫ثْ أٝ ػٌٍ ػخًٍ ؟ كوي رخٗض 

ح٫ٍٓٞ ػ٠ِ كو٤وظٜخ ٝٓو٤ض أٍٝحم حُظٞص حُظ٢ ًخٕ حُزؼٞ 

 @@ ػ٤ِْٜ ػ٤ِْٜ ٣خ حرٞ أَٓحء؟_٣ظٔظَ رٜخ 

23 Respondent 
ؿ٣َٔش أٓظزؼخىى ٖٓ 

كٌْ حُؼَحم ىَٓ 

 حُؼَحم 

ُؼَحم ه٬ٍ ح٧ٍرغ ٝالله ٣خىًظٍٞ ُٞأٗي ٍث٤ْ ٍُٝحء ك٢ ح

ٓ٘ٞحص ح٧ه٤َس ٌُخٕ حُؼَحم ٝحكش ٨ُٖٓ ٝح٬ُّٔ ٝٝكَص ػ٠ِ 

حُ٘ؼذ حٌُٔ٘ٞد ٤ِٓخٍحص ٖٓ حُي٫ٍٝحص كُٜٞخ ٓخ٢ٌُ ح٠ُ ر٘خٍ 

ٝأٍَٓ أ٫ُق حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ٤ُٔٞطٞح ك٢ ٣ٍٞٓخ ٫ٝ أكي ٣يكْٜ٘ ُٝٞ 

أٗي ٌُخٕ ح٧هظٜخى رؤكٖٔ كخ٫طٚ ٝحُؼَحه٤٤ٖ رزلزٞكش ٌُٝخٕ رو٢ 

كووخص حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػ٠ِ ه٤ي حُل٤خس ٝٝكَص أ٫ُق حُٜ٘يحء ٖٓ هظَ رْ

ٝحُٔؼخه٤ٖ ٝحُؤخثَ حُٔخى٣ش ٖٓ حُٔلووخص ح٧ٍٛخر٤ش حُظ٢ ُْ 

أُّٞ حُظلخُق ح١ٌُ طَى , طظٞهق ٍؿْ حُـٜخُ ح٢٘ٓ٧ حٌُز٤َ 

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ِؼذ ٤َٜٓ حُؼَحم ريٕٝ ٍه٤ذ ٫ٝ ك٤ٔذ ٝأٛزق 

حُـ٤ٔغ ٓؼَ حُؼَحم طلض كخًْ كؼ٢ِ ٝٛٞ ح٤ُِٔٔخ٢ٗ ح١ٌُ ٣وٞى 

 ٌُٖٝ أكَحٍ حُؼَحم أكلخى حُزخر٤ِٖ , ٓخ٣َ٣ي 

24 Respondent حهَ ط٣َٜق ُؼ١ٝ٬ 

حهَ ط٣َٜق ُؼ١ٝ٬ رخٗٚ ُٖ ٣َٗق ٬ُٗظوخرخص حُوخىٓش هٞكخ ٖٓ 

ًًخء ح٫ٍُك٢ ٝ كٌ٘ظٚ حُٔزخ٤ٓش ٝ طل٤ِِٚ ُِٞحهغ حُؼَحه٢ ٝ 

 ٫ٕ حًٞ رْ حػ٤ٖ٘ رٌٜٙ حُٜٔخٍس ٗخٍٕٝ ٝٛٞ ػ٠ِ حهَ, حُؼخ٢ُٔ 

ٗٔٔش ٝػ٠ِ حرٞحد حُوزَ  ٝ ح٫ٍُه٢ حُٞك٤ي ح٫ٕ حُٔظَرغ ػ٠ِ 

 ػَٕ حُظل٬٤ِص ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش 

25 Respondent حُٔيػٞ حٍُِك٢ 

حه٢ ػخىٍ ٌٛح ح٫ٍُه٢ ٖٓ ؿٔخػش ح٣ُٞٔي ح٢ُِ ؿ١ٞ ٖٓ ح٣َحٕ 

ٝحِٛٚ كظ٠ طزؼ٤ٚ ُٞر٤ٚ ه٤َ ًخٕ ٍؿغ ُِؼَحم ٝحطلل٘خ رآٍحثٚ 

١ٌُ ٣ؼ٤٘ٚ حُؼَحم رل٠َ حُٔي٣يٙ كٍٞ حُِْٔ ٝحُٖٔ ٝحَُهخء حٍ

 حُٜخ٢ٌُ، رْ ػَد ٣ٖٝ ١٘زٍٞٙ ٣ٖٝ 

26 Respondent طل٤ش 
طل٤ش ح٠ُ ح٫ٍُه٢ حُؼَحه٢ ٝٛٞ ٣وخّٝ رٌِٔظٚ ؿٔٞع حُلخهي٣ٖ 

 ػ٠ِ ٗؼذ حُؼَحم ح٫ر٢ 

27 Respondent  ٌَٗح ً ٬ُم أكٔي

 طل٤خط٢ ٝطِْٔ ٣خ٤١ذ

 ٌَٗح حه٢ ح٣ٌَُْ أكٔي ػ٠ِ حُظل٤ش ٝػ٠ِ ًِٔخطي  ح١٥َحء 

ح٤٤ُزش  ٦ٍُُه٢  ٝ  ٤٘١ٝظي حُٜخىهش  طـخٙ ١ٝ٘ي حُؼَحم ٝ 

حػظِحُى ك٢ حر٘خء حُؼَحم حَُ٘كخء ح٣ٌُٖ ٣يحكؼٕٞ ػٖ ح١ُٖٞ   

ًَٝ ٖٓ ٓٞهؼٚ ٓٞحء رخ٬ُٔف حٝ رخُوِْ  ٣ٝل٠لٕٞ  ٛئ٫ء 

ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش ح٫َٗحٍ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣ٔظٜيكٕٞ حُؼَحم حُؼظ٤ْ ٝٗؼزٚ ح٣ٌَُْ 

رٌَ ٣َٗق ػَحه٢  أًٍَ ١ٌَٗ ٝحػظِح١ُ ٣ل٠َطي ٝ!!  

 @@ 

28 Respondent  ٖح٫ٍُه٢ ٣يحكغ ػ

 حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ

رًٍٞض ح٣ٜخ ح٫ٍُه٢ حُؼَحه٢ حٗظٚ ٖٓ ٓٞهؼي طٔخٗي حُؼَحم 

ٝؿ٤٘ٚ ٝح٫َٗحف ٖٓ حر٘خء حُؼ٘خثَ حُظ٢ طلخٍد هٟٞ حُظ٬ّ 

ٖٝٓ ٣يػٜٔخ ٖٓ حُـِٜش ٝح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ ًِ٘خ ػيٗخ ٓؤهٌ ػ٠ِ كِد 

٤ُش ح٤ُٔخ٤ٓش حُؼَؿخء ٌُٖ حُيػٞس ٝحُلٌٞٓش ٝحُزَُٔخٕ ٝحُؼْ

ػ٘يٓخ ٣ظؼِن ح٫َٓ رخَُٜحع ر٤ٖ ػزيس ح٤٤ُ٘خٕ ح٣ٌُٖ ٤ٔ٣جٕٞ 

َُِح٣خص حُٔٞى ًٌَُٝ الله ًِ٘خ ٗوق ٓٔخٗي٣ٖ ُـ٤٘٘خ حُزخَٓ ٝحر٘خء 

ح٫ٗزخٍ ٢ٌُ ٣ٔظؼ٤يٝح ٓيْٜٗ ٖٓ هٟٞ ح٫ٍٛخد 

ح٤ُّٞ حُلَد ك٢ ح٫ٗزخٍ ٤ٗخرش ػٖ حُؼَحم حؿٔغ ٤ٗٝخرش ػٖ 

 ٍٛخد حُؼخرَ ُِليٝى ح٫ٗٔخ٤ٗش ٟي ح٫

29 Respondent ٣خ ػ١ٝ٬ 
حٗظوز٘خى ٝ كِص ٝ ػلظٜخ رخ٣ي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝ , ٝ الله حٗض ْٛ ًخٍػش 

 ... ح٤ُٔخ٤٤ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ . ػٜخرخص ح٣َحٕ ٝ كِظض
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30 Respondent ٓزَٝى ػ٤ِي 
ُٞ ً٘ض  2004ٛٞ ٖٓ ٛيّ حُلِٞؿش ػ٠ِ حُ٘ٔخء ٝح١٧لخٍ ك٢ 

 ٛـ٤َ 

31 
Respondent 

  ٓٞ ٛـ٫َ٤ ٝ الله
٫ ٝ الله ٓٞ ٛـ٤َ رْ ٤٘٥٘خ حِٜٗق كخُٚ ٝ هخ٣ق ع حُؼَحم رْ 

 ١ِؼٞح ًِْٜ ٝٓو٤ٖ 

32 Respondent  ٤ُٖ ٓخ َٗ٘طٞح طؼ٤ِو٢

 ؟
 حُل٣َش كِٞس رخ٬ٌُّ 

33 Respondent  حُؼَحم ٟخع ر٤ٖ كخٗخ

 ٝ ٓخٗخ

حُؼَحم ٟخع ر٤ٖ كخٗخ ٝ ٓخٗخ ر٤ٖ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝ كخ٤ٗظٚ ح٣٫َح٤ٗش 

 حٓيس ٝ ر٤ٖ ىحػٖ ٝ حؿَحْٜٓ ٝهٞحطٚ حُق

34 Respondent  طَٛزٕٞ رٚ ػيٝ الله

 .ٝػيًْٝ

حُؼ٘ق ٣ُٞي حُؼ٘ق حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣وٜق ح٫ك٤خء حُٔي٤ٗش رخَُٓخى١ 

ٝحُلِٞؿش رـ٤ش هظَ حًزَ ػيى ٌٖٓٔ ٖٓ حُ٘خّ ٣ظٖ ٌٌٛح حٗٚ 

١زؼخً حَٛ ح٫ٗزخٍ ٣ٔظ٤٤ؼٕٞ طو٤٤غ ٍٝإّ ؿ٘ٞى .... ٓ٘ظَٜ  

حَُػذ ك٢ هِٞد حُؼيٝ ٌُْٜ٘ ُْ ٣وؼِٞح   حُٔخ٢ٌُ ح٢ُِ حَْٓٝٛ ُزغ

ػ٠ِ ػٞحٍ ....... ٣ٌْٜٝٔ٘ ٣ٌْٜٝٔ٘ ُٝٞ ً٘ض ٌٓخْٜٗ َُرٔخ كؼِض 

حُؼ٘خثَ حٓظٜيحف هخػيس حُلزخ٤ٗش حُـ٣ٞش ٜٓ٘خ ط٤ِ٘ن ح٤ُخثَحص 

 ُوٜق حٛخ٢ُ حَُٓخى١ ٝحُلِٞؿش 

35 Respondent  ػ١ٝ٬ ح٠ُ حُِوخء 

ح حٗلٌْٔ  ٓؼٚ ك٬ ك٬ طظؼزٞ.. ػ١ٝ٬ حٗظ٠ٜ ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ رخُؼَحم 

ؿيٟٝ ٖٓ ٬ًّ  ٗوٚ ُْ ٣ل٠َ ٫ٝ ؿِٔش رَُٔخٕ ٝحكيٙ ٣ٝو٤ْ 

 .. هخٍؽ حُؼَحم ٣َٜٝف ٖٓ ٛ٘خ ٖٝٓ ٛ٘خى  

36 
Respondent 

 ٬ًًٔخ ٗلْ ٤١٘ش ح٩ٍٛخد ٝػ٠ِ ٗلْ حُيرخرش ح٤ٌ٣َٓ٫ش أط٤ظْ ٬ًًٔخ

37 Respondent َ؟..ٌٓ٘ إٔ ٍك 

ٍكَ ٛيحّ، ُْٝ طٍِ  ُْ ٣ٍِ  حُؼَحم ٣ؼ٤ٖ ًخٍػش ًزَٟ ٌٓ٘ إٔ

ح٤ًَٓخ ٝح٣َحٕ ٣ؼزؼٕٞ رٚ ٣ٝؼ٤ؼٕٞ ك٤ٚ كٔخىح ػظ٤ٔخ ٌٓ٘ ًُي 

ٝهي إٓ ح٧ٝحٕ ٧ٕ ٣ظلَى حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ رـ٤ٔغ أ٤١خكٚ . حُل٤ٖ

١ٝٞحثلٚ ٣ٝلٍَ رِيٙ ٖٓ ٌٛح حُؼيٝحٕ حُؼ٣َٞ ٣ٝٔظؼ٤ي ًَحٓظٚ 

 . ٝػِطٚ، ًٝلخ٣ش ًٍ

38 Respondent  ٍِٓ ر٘خٍ ح٫ٓي

 حُ٘وٞس حُؼَر٤ش

ٍ ح٫ٓي ٍِٓ حُ٘وٞس حُؼَر٤ش ٍِٝٓ حٌَُحٓش ٝ ٍِٓ حُٜ٘خٓش ر٘خ

ٍِٝٓ حَُؿُٞش ٝ ٍِٓ حُٔوخٝٓش ٍِٝٓ حُٔٔخٗؼش ٝ ٍِٓ حُٜٔٞى 

 ٝ ٍِٓ حُظٜي١ ٝ ٍِٓ حُظلي١

39 
Respondent  َّ٫ ٌٓخٕ ُِل

 حُٔـّٞ

حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ح٥ٕ رلخؿش ح٠ُ هخثي ؿ٤َ ١خثلـــــ٢  ٝٗظ٤ق ٣ؼَف 

..... ٤ًق ٣ي٣َ حُز٬ى رلٌٔش 

ٗلظخؽ ح٠ُ ٍؿَ ٣لؼَ ٤٣ٍٝٞ .... حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ػخٗٞح حٌُؼ٤َ ٝطؼزٞح 

٫  ح٠ُ  هَحد ....حُؼَحم ح٠ُ كخٍ حك٠َ ًزو٤ش ىٍٝ حُؼخُْ 

حُؼَحم 

................ ًـــــــــل٠ ٓـــــٜخٍُ   ٝهظَ ٝٛيٍ  ىٓخء 

((  ٫ٝ ٓـٌخٕ ))  ٝأْٛ ٢ٗء ٣زو٠ حُؼَحم ُِؼَحه٤٤ٖ كو٢  

 ........... ٙ ُِلــَّ حُٔـــــّٞ ك٢

40 Respondent ُٔض  حٗض ٣خ حٓؼش ٖٓ ٣ليى ٖٓ ٣لٌْ حُؼَحم  حٓؼش 

41 Respondent 
أ٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ٛٞ أَٓ 

حُؼَحم حُٞك٤ي 

 ُِو٬ٙ

 أ٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ٛٞ أَٓ حُؼَحم حُٞك٤ي ك٢ حُو٬ٙ 

42 Respondent ٟي حُـ٤ٖ حُؼَحه٢ ػ١ٝ٬ ػ٤َٔ ح٢ٌ٣َٓ ٝ 
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I. Third Online Readers’ Responses Threads 

Link: http://www.alarabiya.net/ar/arab-and-world/iraq-

elections/2014/05/01/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%A7%D9%82-

%D9%8A%D8%AA%D8%B1%D9%82%D8%A8-

%D9%86%D8%AA%D8%A7%D8%A6%D8%AC-

%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D9%86%D8%AA%D8%AE%D8%A7%D8%A8%D8

%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A2%D9%85%D9%84%D8%A7%D9%8B-

%D8%A8%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%AA%D8%BA%D9%8A%D9%8A%D8%B1.htm

l 

 

No. Interlocutors Title Comments 

1 Respondent  ٚٛ٘خى حٗظوخىحص ٝٗو

 ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخد

ٝٓ٘غ حٛخ٢ُ ح٫ٗزخٍ ٝرخه٢  ١40 رخُٔخثش ٝحُٔظزن 60حُظ٣ٜٞض 

حًح كخُ حُؼ٤َٔ .حُٔلخكظخص ُْ طيهَ ح٠ُ حُظ٣ٜٞض ح٫ٗظوخر٢

ح٣٫َح٢ٗ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حٝ حكي ح٤ُخثل٤ٖ ٖٓٔ ٣و٠ؼٕٞ ٫ٝحَٓ 

كِٖ ٣ؼ٤ٖ حُؼَحم رخٓخٕ ٤ٓٝٔظَٔ ح٫ٍٛخد ٝحُوظَ . ح٣َحٕ

 .ٝح٤ُخثل٤ٚ

2 Respondent ،ُٚٞحػ٢ٌٍٗٝ ػ٠ِ ٓخ حه 

حؿذ كٖٔ ٛٞص ٣وٍَ ٤َٜٓ حُيُٝش ح٣ـخر٤خ ح٫ٗظوخرخص كن ٝٝ

ٖٝٓ ُْ ٣ٜٞص ح٠٣خ ٣وٍَ ٤َٜٓ حُيُٝش ِٓز٤خ ٝػ٤ِْٜ حٕ 

رظوزِِٞح حُ٘ظخثؾ ػ٠ِ ٠ٓٞ، ٌٛٙ ٢ٛ حُي٣ٔٞهَح٤١ش كٌْ حُ٘ؼذ 

ٖٓ حُ٘ؼذ ح٠ُ حُ٘ؼذ ٝٓغ حُ٘ؼذ، ٫ٝ ؿيٟٝ رخُزٌخء رؼي ٛيٍ 

حُل٤ِذ، ٝحط٠٘ٔ ًَ حُو٤َ ُِ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ٝحٗ٘خءالله ٣و٠٠ 

ح٫ٍٛخر٤٤ٖ حػيحء حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢، ٝح٬ُّٔ ٝحُظويّ ػ٠ِ 

ٝح٫ُىٛخٍ ٝح٫ٓخٕ ًَٝ حُو٤َ ٓخ طٔ٘خٙ ُِ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢، ٓغ  

 .رًَخص حَُد، آ٤ٖٓ  آ٤ٖٓ

3 Respondent ػيًْٝ ٝحكي 

حُؼَحم ٓوزَ ػ٠ِ حُظو٤ْٔ كخُل٤ٌْ ٝؿ٤ٔغ ح٧كِحد ح٣٧َح٤ٗش 

كَى رٚ حُظ٢ طلٌْ حُؼَحم ٣ٜٜٔخ ػٍِ حُؼَحم ػٖ حُؼَد ٝحُض

ٝرؼي حُو٠خء ٝأرخىس حُٔ٘ٚ ٤ٓظْ أرخىس ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُؼَد ٝطٜـ٤َْٛ 

ٗوٍٞ إٔ حُٔ٘ٚ حُؼَد رٌُٞح حُيٓخء , ٖٓ ٓ٘خ١وْٜ حُـ٤٘ش رخُزظٍَٝ 

ٝؿخٛيٝح ٝهخطِٞح رَ٘ف ٤َُ٘ ك٣َظْٜ ٍؿْ حُظؤَٓ حُي٢ُٝ ػ٤ِْٜ 

ٌُٖٝ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٫ ُحُٞح ٓـ٤ز٤ٖ ػٖ حُٜٔ٘ي ٝػٖ كخَْٟٛ 

ٝح ٓغ ح٧ٗزخٍ ُظل٣ََ حُؼَحم هزَ إٔ ٝٓٔظوزِْٜ ٫ري إٔ ٣ِظلْ

٣ؤط٤ٌْ حُيٍٝ ٝحُظي٤َٓ ٝحُٔؼظو٬ص ٧ٕ أ٣َحٕ ٫ ٣ٜٜٔخ حٌُٔٛذ 

, رَ ٢ٛ ىُٝش ػ٣َٜ٘ش ط٣َي ر٘خء أٓـخىٛخ ػ٠ِ ؿٔخؿْ حُؼَد 

 ...٢ٛٝ ط٘ظوْ ٖٓ ؿ٤ٔغ حُؼَد حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ 

4 Respondent ًٞكَد ٗل 

حُؼَد ٖٓ حُؼَحم حٛزق طلض حُ٘لًٞ ح٣٫َح٢ٗ ٝحًح ُْ ٣ٔظ٤و٦ 

ْٜٗٞٓ حُؼ٤ٔن كخٕ ٣ٍٞٓخ ٝىٍٝ حهَٟ ٓظٔو٢ رخ٣ي١ ١َٜحٕ 

 حُٔيػٞٓش ٖٓ حَٓحث٤َ ٝح٫ه٤ِخص حُي٤٘٣ش ٝحٌُ٘خثْ

5 Respondent 
٬ٓٓخ ػَحم 

ػَحم ػ٢ِ ^حُلَهي٣ٖ

 ٝحُل٤ٖٔ

ٌَٗحح ٝػَكخٗخ ٝطوي٣َح ٌَُ ػَحه٢ أىٟ ٝحؿزٚ ح٢٘١ُٞ ٝ ٗخٍى 

ر٤ش ٝحُلخهي٣ٖ رخ٤َُٔٔس ٝٓخٍحػٕٞ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٝطليٟ ح٫ٍٛخ

,,,,,    ٝحكَ٘ ٓو٤٤خطْٜ ح٫ؿَح٤ٓش 

ٓزَٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝى حُؼَّ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ 

٣ٝخٓخٓغ ,,,  حُؼَحه٢ حٌُز٤َ ٝ ًِِِِِِِِِِِِِِِِِٕٞٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝ 

حُِْٜ ,,, حُٜٞص ٠ِٛ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ز٢ أٍٝ ٓلٔي ٝأرٖ ػٔٚ ػ٢ِ 

 ,, @@٢ِٛ ػ٠ِ ٓلٔي ٝأٍ ٓلٔي 

6 
Respondent  ح١َ٤ُٜ٘ ح٫ٍُه٢ ؿزخء

 ُٖ ٣٘ظ٢ٜ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ حُلَهي٣ٖ ح٣ٜخ ح٣٫َح٢ٗ حُيٗٔخ٢ًٍ حَُٜٔؽ 

٤٣٫ن ُي ػَم ١ٞٗ ١ٞٗ . حٟلٌظ٢٘ ٌٛٙ حٌُِٔٚ حُلَهي٣ٖ

١ٞٓ٘ي ح٢ِٛ٫ ٢ٛ ١َٜحٕ ٤ُْٝ حُؼَحم ًلخى .......حكْٜ ح٣ٜخ 
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7 
Respondent  ًطؼ٤ِن ح٫ٍُه٢ ٜٓٔخ

 أٛخري رٔوظَ ٣خرٍِ

حػَف ؿ٤يح حٕ طؼ٤ِو٢ كوغ َٓحٍطي , ٤ُخثل٢ حُلخهي أ٣ٜخ حُـخَٛ ح

٣خ ٓخٓغ )) ,  ٝ  أٛخري رٔوظَ  ؟  ٝ هٜٞٛخ  ػ٘يٓخ  ٗخٛيص 

؟؟  (( حُٜٞص ٠ِٛ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ز٢  حٍٝ ٓلٔي ٝحرٖ ػٔٚ ػ٢ِ   

؟؟ ٌُُي (( ٬ٓٝٓخ ػَحم حُلَهي٣ٖ ػَحم ػ٢ِ ٝحُل٤ٖٔ  )) 

ٗيس  ؿخء  ٍىس كؼِي  َٛحهخ  ٝٗؼ٤وخ  ٝطؼ٤ِوي  ٝ َٛحهي ٖٓ

 @@ح٫ُْ  ؟؟ ٓٞٝٝٝٝص هَٜح  ٣خٛز٢ 

8 Respondent  ًُخٕ حُلخٍٝم ك٤خ ُٞ

 ٠َُد ػ٘وي رخ٤ُٔق

ٝلله ٝريٕٝ ٓـخِٓٚ حٓظٔظغ رظؼ٤ِوي ح٢ُِٔء رِـزخء طؼ٤ِوي ٣يٍ 

ػ٠ِ حٗي حٗٔخٕ ِّٜٓٝ ُِٜٝٓٝ طٜيم ٣خ ح٢ًٍُ ػَح٢ً حٗخ 

٣ٍٝض طؼ٤ِوي ٤َُِٓ ىًظٍٞ ٗلٔخ٢ٗ طٜيم ٕٝ هخٍ ػ٘ي هخٍ 

طؼ٤ِوٚ حٗٚ ٣ؼخ٢ٗ ٖٓ ٗوٚ ٗي٣ي رٌحص ُِٜٝٓٝ ٣ٝلْ  رخ٣ٖ ٖٓ

حٗٚ ِّٜٓٝ ٗل٤ٔخ ك٢ ٣ؼٞٝ حُ٘وٚ ح١ٌُ رٚ رَٜحم ٬ٌُّٝ 

ح١ٌُ ٣يٍ ػ٠ِ حُلوي حُيك٤ٖ رْ ر٣َ٤وٚ ؿز٤ٚ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٝلله 

٣خ ح٢ًٍُ حٗض ١ِؼض حٗٔخٕ ٤٣َٓٞ ٢ٍٔٓ ٝػ٬ؿي ٛٞ حٕ 

ٓ٘ٚ ػ٠ِ ٗخٕ طٌٕٞ ١ز٤ؼ٢  ٕٓطظَى ح٫ٗظَٗض 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

9 Respondent  ٌْٛح حُؼَحم حُؼظ٤

 ك٠خٍس ٝٗؼزخ ٝطخ٣ٍن

ٝٓخُحٍ  حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ حُؼظ٤ْ ٣ؼ٤ٖ  أؿٞحء  حُؼَّ 

ٝ ٌٛٙ ,, حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ حٌُز٤َ  ٝ ٣ّٞ ػٍٞس ح٫ٛخرغ حُز٘لٔـ٤ش 

حُؼٍٞس حُز٘لٔـ٤ش كـَحً َٓ٘هخً ػَحه٤خً ٠٣خف ح٠ُ طخ٣ٍن حُؼَحم 

ٍحه٤٤ٖ حر٘خء ١ٖٝ ٝحكيح  ُوي أطزظ٘خ ُِـ٤ٔغ  حٕ ؿ٤ٔغ حُغ,, حُٔـ٤ي 

ٍِ رٔزذ حُـْ٘ أٝ  ٝٓظٔخ٣ٖٝ رخُلوٞم ٝحُٞؿزخص  ىٕٝ ط٤٤ٔ

حُؼَم أٝ حُو٤ٓٞش أٝ ح٧َٛ أٝ حُِٕٞ أٝ حُي٣ٖ أٝ حٌُٔٛذ أٝ 

حُٔؼظوي أٝ حَُأ١ أٝ حُٟٞغ ح٫هظٜخى١ أٝ ح٫ؿظٔخػ٢ ؟ ًِْٜ 

ػَحه٤ٕٞٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝٝ ٝأٛخرؼْٜ حُز٘لٔـ٤ش ٣ّٞ 

ٍٓخف أٛخرض  هِٞد ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش ٝحُلخهي٣ٖ  ح٫ٗظوخرخص  ًخٗض 

 @@!!ٝح٤ُخثل٤ٖ رٔوظَ 

10 Respondent ح٥ٍُه٢ALIRAQI 

ُوي كَ٘ حُلخهي٣ٖ ٝح٫ٍٛخر٤ش ًَٝ ٖٓ ٣ئ٣يْٛ  ٖٓ أرٞحم 

ح٩ػ٬ّ حُٔؤؿٍٞس ٝحُوٞحثْ حُٔلِٔش ٝحىػ٤خء حُٔوخٓخص حُي٤٘٣ش ٝ 

ٕ حُٔوخٝٓش حُِحثلش  ٝ حُٔـخ٤ٓغ ح٫ٍٛخر٤ش  ٖٓ هخػيس ٝىٝحع

ٝرؼؼ٤ش  ٝكِلخءْٛ حُوٞٗش  ًٝخكش ح٣ٌُٖ ًخٗٞح ٣زٌُٕٞ ٓلخ٫ٝص 

ُظ٤ِ٠َ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢  رخُؼِٝف ػٖ حُٔ٘خًٍش ح٤٘١ُٞش 

ُوي  هخرض ٓٔخػ٤ْٜ  رؼي إٔ ٗخٛيٝح ^^  رخُؼَّ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ 

حُٔ٘خًٍش حُ٘ؼز٤ش حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ ك٢ ٓخٍحػٕٞ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش  

هخرخص  ٗؼْ  ٗؼْ  ٗؼْ  ٝحُظ٢ هخُض ًِٔظٜخ ح٣َُٜلش ك٢ ح٫ٗض

ُِؼَحححم  ٫ٌٝٓخٕ ٬ٍُٛخر٤ش ٝح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ حُلخهي٣ٖ ك٢ ر٬ى 

 @@!!حَُحكي٣ٖ 

11 Respondent ٌٛح هيٍ حُؼَحم 

ُٖٝ ٣ظٞكيأريح كٌَىٓظخٕ . ٌٓظٞد ػ٠ِ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ حُظلظض

أٛزلض ىُٝش ٝحُيهٍٞ ح٤ُٜخ  رـٞحُ حُٔلَ ٝح٫ٗزخٍ ٓلَٓش 

ُٔ٘ش ٝرـيحى طلض ح٤َُٔهش ٓلَّ ػ٠ِ ح. ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٝحُـ٘ٞد

ًَ ٌٛح رل٠َ ح٣ٌَٓخ ٝا٣َحٕ ٖٓ . َٓس ١خثل٤ش َٝٓس اٍٛخد

. أؿَ ػ٤ٕٞ آَحث٤َ رؤ٣ي١ ٖٓ ٣ٕٔٔٞ أٗلْٜٔ ػَحه٤٤ٖ ٓؼَ

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝح٫ٍُه٢ ِْٝٛ ؿَ أًؼَ ٖٓ ػَ٘ ٓ٘ٞحص ٖٓ ٓو١ٞ 

. ٝكَكخٕ. ىًظخطٍٞ ٬ُٕٝ ًَٜرخء ؿ٤َ ٓٞؿٞىٙ ٝح٫ٍُه٢ ٣َِٜ

 .....ٙ ٝحُ٘لخم ٌٛ. أَٛ حُ٘وخم

12 
Respondent  ػَحم حَُؿخٍ ُلٞح ٍهزش

 حُظخُْ رخُلزخٍ

ػَحم ػ٢ِ ػَحم حُل٤ٖٔ , ,,  ٓـــ٬ٓـــخً ػـ٤ِي حرخ حُلَهي٣ٖ 

ٝ ُلض ػ٠ِ  ٍهخد حُظخ٤ُٖٔ ,,  ػـَحم ٝكـ٤ي طٔٞى حَُؿخٍ ^^  

ٝطل٢ٔ  كٔخى ,,  ػـَحم ٝكـ٤ي طٔٞى ح٫ٓٞى % %  حُلزخٍ 

,,,, حُـ٘ٞى 

,,,,, طَف ػ٤ِٚ ح٠ُ٘ٔ ٝحُوِٞى ,,,  ٣٘زض ػٞى  كـلـ٢  ًـَ ٗزَ ّ

,,,, ٝٓـخثي ٣٘زَ ٓ٘ٚ حُٞؿٞى  ,,,   ػـَحم  ٝحٍٟـي حّ ٝٗـٕٞ  

,,  حكـ٤ـ٢ ٗـوـ٤ِي ٝحَُحكي٣ٖ  ^^    ػَحم ػ٢ِ ػَحم حُل٤ٖٔ 

ٝٛـخ  ٛـ٤خ رخٗض ٍإّٝ حُلوي ^^  ػَحم ػ٢ِ ػَحم حُل٤ٖٔ  

,,,, طلـَ  ٝ طو٤غ كزَ حَُٗخى ,,,   ٝح٫ٍٛخد 

... 
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13 Respondent  ٕٞح٤ُ٘ؼش ٣٫ِٜل

 ُِلٌْ

ُٖٝ ٣ٔظوَ كخٍ حُؼَحم ح٫ رخرؼخى .ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٣لٌٕٔٞ ر٘لْ ١خثل٢ 

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٢ ًِٔخطش ٣َى ٗلٖ ٤ٗؼش ,,حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػٖ كٌْ حُؼَحم 

٣ٝوٍٞ طل٣َٞ حُوزِش .ٝٗلخٍد حكلخى ٣ِ٣ي ٣ٝوٜي  حَٛ حُٔ٘ش .

ٓؼوٍٞ ٣ٍجْ ..ٖٓ ٌٓش  ٌَُر٬ء ٝؿ٤َس ٖٓ حٌُِٔخص ح٤ُخثل٤ش  

ٍُٝحء ػَحه٢ ٣لٌْ رِي ١ُ حُؼَحم ٝك٢ رِي ٣ؼ٤ٖ ك٤ش ٓوظِق 

حٌُٔحٛذ ٝح٫ػَحم ٣ظٌِْ ر٘لْ ١خثل٢ ح٣ٖ حُٔ٘ش ٝح٣ُِي٣ش 

ًَ حُيٍٝ  ٣ٞؿي ك٤ٜخ ٌٓحٛذ ٝى٣خٗخص .ٝحُٜخرجش ٝح٤ُٔٔق 

ػًَْٔ ٓٔؼظٞح كخًْ .ٓوظِلش ٣ٝؼ٤ٕ٘ٞ ر٬ّٔ ٝكوٞهْٜ ٝحكيس 

١ٍ ٓٔؼض ح٫ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ظٌِْ ر٘لْ ١خثل٢ رَٜحكش حٗخ ٓخػْ

حٗض ٍث٤ْ ٤ٓخ٢ٓ ٓخُي ٝٓخٍ حُي٣خٗخص ٝحٌُٔحٛذ ًَ ح٢ُ ػ٤ِي .

 طٞكَ حَُكخ٤ٛش ٝح٫ٓخٕ ُ٘ؼزي ًِٖٝ ٣ؼزي الله ػ٠ِ ٣َ١وظش

14 Respondent طخرغ طؼ٤ِو٢ 

ُٔخًح ٣٘ظوزٕٞ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ؟؟؟؟ٓخًح هيّ ُْٜ 

حُزظٍَٝ ٣َٔم ح٫هظٜخى ٍِٓ٘ٞ ٝ,؟؟؟٫حٓخٕ حُظلـ٤َحص ٤ٓٞ٣خ 

حُ٘ؼذ .ر٤٘ش طلظ٤ش ٤ٓجش ؿيح .حُلوَ .٤ٓٞ٣خ ٣ٌٝٛذ ح٠ُ ح٣َحٕ 

َٗ٘ ح٤ُخثل٤ش ٝكَم .حُؼَحه٢ ٜٗلش ٣ؼ٤ٖ ٫ؿت هخٍؽ ١ٝ٘ش 

كظ٠ حُـٞحُ حُؼَحه٢ حٛزق ح٫ٓٞء ك٢ .ر٤ٖ ححُ٘ؼذ حُٞحكي 

 ٓخًح رو٠ ٢ٌُ ط٘ظوزٞس ؟؟.حُؼخُْ 

15 
Respondent  ٍٚٗىح ح٠ُ ٖٓ ٣يػ٠ أ

 ػـزخً كظخس ؟١ٝخثل٤ش 

ُٔخًح طلظل٤ٖ ػ٤ٞٗي ح٤ُخثل٤ش ػ٠ِ ح٤ُ٘ؼش كو٢ ؟؟ ٝ طـ٤٠ٜٔ٘خ 

ػخٓخ  80ػٖ حُٔ٘ش ٓؼ٬ ؟؟  ُوي  كٌْ حُؼَحم  حَٛ حُٔ٘ش ٓيس 

ٝك٢ حُٜ٘خ٣ش طًَٞٙ رِيح  ٓيَٓح  ٓلظ٬ ٓظوِلخ ٣ؼخ٢ٗ ٖٓ  

حُلَٝد ٝحُلٜخٍ ٝ ح٫ٍٛخد ٝحُيٓخٍ ٝحُي٣ٌظخط٣ٍٞش ٝح٤ُخثل٤ش 

حً   ح٠ُ حُزِيحٕ حُؼَر٤ش  ح٫ه١َ  ٝٝٝحُن   ؟؟؟؟  ٝحٗظ١َ أ٣ٞ

ٝكخُٜخ ح٤ُّٞ  ك٠ٟٞ ٝحٍٛخد ٝطلـ٤َحص ٝ هظَ  ٝىٓخٍ ٝطوِق  

ٝكَٝد ح٤ِٛٚ  ٝٓ٘خًَ ٫طؼي ٫ٝطل٠ٜ  ٝٝٝحُن   ًٔخ ٗ٘خٛي  

ٝ  ؿ٤ٔؼٜخ رِيحٕ ٤٘ٓش  ٣لٌٜٔخ حُٔ٘ش ؟   ٣٫ٝٞؿي رٜخ ٤ٗؼش ؟؟   

طخس كؼ٬  ه٤ِي كظخس ٤١زش ٝ حرظؼي١ ػٖ ح٤ُخثل٤ش ؟ ٌٛح حٕ ً٘ظ٢ ف

 ؟  ٌُٖٝ ٫حػظوي  رَ ٖٓ ح٤ُخثل٤٤ٖ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣ٌظزٕٞ رؼيس أٓٔخء ؟؟؟

16 Respondent  ْػَحه٢ ٍحهت ٤ُٝ

 ر٤خثل٢

رْ حٗخ حطٌِْ ػٖ ٝحهغ حُؼَحم ..ػَحه٢ حٗخ ٢ٓ٬ً ٓخك٤ش ١خثل٤ش 

طٌَ٘ حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ١خثل٢ ؟؟ٝػ٠ِ حُؼّٔٞ حٕ ٓخ٢ٗ ٟي .ح٤ُّٞ 

ُٔخ٢ٗ ٓخػ٘يس ١خثل٤ش ح٤ُ٘ؼش رْ ػ٠ِ ح٫هَ حٗظوزٞح ٤ٗؼ٢ ع

رْ ٟٝؼٌْ حُلخ٢ُ ك٤ش ..٣ٝؼخَٓ حُ٘ؼذ ٓٞح٤ٓش ٓخ٣لَم ر٤ْٜ٘ 

ً٘ض حط٠٘ٔ طظوزِٕٞ طؼ٤ِو٢ رَكخرش ..٥ِْ ًز٤َ ُزو٤ش ح٤ُٞحثق

ٝػ٠ِ حُؼّٔٞ حٗخ كظخس ١ز٤ش كؼ٬ .ًِٔش حُلن ٓخ٣ِ٘ػَ ٜٓ٘خ .ٛيٍ

ًٝظزض طؼ٤ِو٢ ٖٓ رخد حُـ٤َس ػ٠ِ حُؼَحم ٝٛٞ حٍٝ طؼ٤ِن ٢ُ 

 رخححح١..حهَ طؼ٤ِن ػٖ حُؼَحم ٝ

17 Respondent حُؼَد 

. حٌُِٔ٘ش ٤ُٔض رخ٤ُ٘ؼش حٝ رخُٔ٘ش, ٫ حطلن ٓؼي ػ٠ِ ح٬١٫م

ح٫ٝ حٗظْ . حٗظْ حُؼَد ٫طِٜلٕٞ ُِوٌْ. حٌُِٔ٘ش رخُؼَد

ٓ٘ش ك٠ٟٞ ػخٍٓش طوظِٕٞ  ٠ٓ11ض . ٫طلزٕٞ رؼ٠ٌْ حُزؼٞ

ح١٫لخٍ ٝح٤ُ٘ٞم ٝح٫ر٣َخء ٝطلـَٕٝ ح٤ُٔخٍحص حُٔلووش ك٢ 

حٌُِٔ٘ش ٤ُٔض رخ٤ُ٘ؼش ٝحٗٔخ . ١َم حُؼخٓش ٝح٫ٓخًٖ حُِٔىكشحٍ

حُْ . ٗلٖ ح٫ًَحى طؼز٘خ ٌْٓ٘ ٖٝٓ ح٫هظظخٍ ك٤ٔخ ر٤ٌْ٘. رخ٫ػَحد

 .٣ٌٖ ٛيحّ ٢٘ٓ؟؟؟؟ حُْ ٣وظَ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُْ ٣وظَ ح٫ًَحى

18 Respondent  ً٣خرش حِٛق كخُي ح٫ٝ! 

ٍٝى ػٖ ٓخًح؟ طظليع حٗض؟ حطيػ٢ رخٗ٘خ رخكٖٔ كخٍ؟ ٗلٖ حُي

ٓزظ٤ِٖ ٓؼَ ح٫هٞس حُؼَد حًح طظليع ػٖ حُلٌٞٓش حٌُخٍط٤ٗٞش 

حُلِر٤ش ٝ ! ك٢ حٍر٤َ كخٗض ط٠لي ػ٠ِ ٗلٔي ح٫ًٝ هزَ ؿ٤َى

حُظزؼ٤ش حُؼ٘خث٣َش حُوخٗوش ُِل٣َش ٤ُْ حكٖٔ ٖٓ حٌُٔٛز٤ش 

ك٬ ط٢َٓ حُ٘خّ رخُلـَ حًح ًخٕ ر٤ظي ٖٓ ! حُٔٞؿٞىس رزـيحى 

 ...حُِؿخؽ

19 Respondent ٍف كخ٢ُ ُٝٔض حٗخ ٛخ

 ١خثل٤خ

٣خرٚ حٗض ٢ٔٔٓ حُلٌٞٓٚ رخ٫ه٤ِْ كٌٞٓٚ؟ ح٢ُ٘ ح٫هَ حٗخ ُْ 

حكٌْ ػ٠ِ حٓش ًخِٓٚ ٫ؿَ حٗٔخٕ ؿخَٛ  ٓخًح هيّ ٍث٤ٔي ؿ٬ٍ 

١خُزخ٢ٗ ُِؼَحم ٝحٌٍُٞى ُِٝ٘ؼذ ح١ٍُٞٔ؟حٗخ ُْ  ح٢ٍٓ حُ٘خّ 

رخُلـَ حٗخ حٟٝلِي ٓخًٞ حكي حكٖٔ ٖٓ حكي ًِ٘خ رخُٜٞحء ٓٞح 

ح٢ُ ٍُع ح٤ُخثل٤ٚ .١ ٢ٛ ح٣َحٕ ٝح٣ٌَٓخ ٝحَٓحث٤َٝحُؼيٝ حُلو٤ن

ٝحُلظ٘ٚ طظٞهغ ٖٓ رٌَ طخ٤ًي ٢ٛ ح٣َحٕ ٝح٬ٍُٜ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ح١ٌُ 

حٗخ ُي١ حٛيهخء .٣َ٣ي ٓي ٗلًٞٙ ٖٓ ١َٜحٕ ح٠ُ حُٔـَد حُؼَر٢

ٖٝٓ ًَىٓظخٕ ح٠٣خ ٝهي ىٍٓض طخ٣ٍن .ٖٓ ًَ حُـ٤ٔ٘خص

ى حٍؿٞ ٖٓ.ًَىٓظخٕ ٣٫ٝٞؿي كَم ر٤ٖ طخ٣ٍوٌْ ٝطخ٣ٍن حُؼَد

 .حٕ ٣٫ٌٛذ كٜٔي ح٠ُ رؼ٤ي
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20 Respondent 

Osman 

KurdistInterviewe

r 1(Al-Interviewer 

1(Al-Ani)) ٓخط٠ٔ٘

 حٌٍُٞى

ح٣ٜخ حٌَُى١ . ٖٓ هخٍ ُي حٕ حٌُِٔ٘ش ٤ُٔض ٫ رخُٔ٘ٚ ٫ٝ ح٤ُ٘ؼٚ

َٛ طؼِْ حٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼٚ ؿِٔض ػوُْٜٞ رخ٤ُخثل٤ٚ ٖٓ هزَ ٤ٓيْٛ 

ٖٓ ٣وظَ حَٛ حُٔ٘ٚ . ُْٜ حُؤ٘ج٢ ٣ٝؼظزَٕٝ حَٛ حُٔ٘ٚ ْٛ حػيحء

٣ٝلـَ ْٛ حُوٞحٍؽ ح٤ُخثل٤ٕٞ ٝحٗظْ ٣خ ٣خًَحى طؼخٕٗٞ ٖٓ ٓ٘خًَ 

حٗظَ .٫طوَ ٢ُ ٗلٖ ٗؼ٘ن ح٬ُّٔ حٗظْ طؼخٕٗٞ ٖٓ ٓ٘خًَ ح٠٣خ 

ح٠ُ ح٫كِحد حٌَُى٣ٚ كِد حُؼٔخٍ حٌَُىٓظخ٢ٗ حُٔٞح٢ُ ُ٘ظخّ 

حُٔـَّ ر٘خٍ حٓي ٓخًح كؼَ رخر٘خء ؿِيطي؟ ٝؿ٤َٛخ ٖٓ حُٔ٘خًَ 

١ ٣ؼخٕٗٞ ٜٓ٘خ حٌٍُٞى ٝكزْٜ ٫َٓحث٤َ ٣ٝظٕٔ٘ٞ حٕ طز٢٘ حُض

حػِْ ؿ٤يحُ حٕ حُؼيٝ  ح٤٤ُ٘خ٢ٗ حُٔـَّ حُلو٤و٢ . حَٓحث٤َ ىُٝظْٜ 

 .٢ٛ ح٣ٌَٓخ ٝح٣َحٕ ٝحَٓحث٤َ

21 
Respondent 

Osman 

KurdistInterviewe

r 1(Al-Ani) 

ٓغ ح٢ٗ ؿ٤َ ١خثل٤ش ٝحًَس حُظؼٜذ ُي٣ٖ حٝ .حٗخ حهظِق ٓؼي 

رْ حُلن ٣وخٍ حٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٣لٌٕٔٞ ر٘لْ ..ٛذ ه٤ٓٞش حٝ ٌٓ

ىحثٔخ ٓخ٣َىىٕٝ كٌخْٜٓ ًِٔخص .١خثل٢ ٝحُي٤َُ حُؼَحم ٝح٣َحٕ 

حُٔلَٝٝ  ..ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٣ِ٣ٝي ٝحػيحء حٍ حُز٤ض ٝحُ٘ٞحٛذ ٝؿ٤َس  

٫طوخٍ ك٢ ٓ٘زَ ٤ٓخ٢ٓ ٝك٢ٌٓٞ حُ٘خّ ٓخٗظوزٞى ػ٘خٕ طِو٢ 

حُ٘ؼذ حٗظوزٞى ٣َ٣يٕٝ حَُكخ٤ٛش ٝحُؼيحُش .ػ٤ِْٜ ه٤ذ 

ٝٓؼخِٓش حُ٘ؼذ ٓٞح٤ٓش ك٢ كوٞهْٜ  ريٕٝ طلَهش ى٤٘٣ش حٝ 

حٓخ ٛيحّ حُلن ٣وخٍ ٣٫ٌَ٘ حكي حٗش حٍطٌذ رؼٞ  ..ػَه٤ش 

ُـَحثْ رلن  ٗؼزش رـ٤ٔغ ح٤١خكٚ ُْٝ ٣لَم ر٤ٖ حٌُٔحٛذ   ُْ 

ٝػ٠ِ ًٌح  .٣ٌٖ ١خثل٢ ٝػ١َٔ ٓخٓٔؼض ٖٓ ٛيحّ ًِٔش ١خثل٤ش

 ٕ حُيًٍٝخٕ حُؼَحم ك٢ ٝهض ٛيحّ ُش ه٤ٔظش  ٤ٛٝزظش ر٢

22 Respondent ٓخ ٗخء الله ػ٠ِ ٛخُيٓخؽ.... حُـزخء ٓٞٛزٚ ٫ رخلله 

23 
Respondent 

 حُ٘ظخثؾ

 42، ػٔخٍ حُل٤ٌْ  49ٓوؼي، ػخ٤ٗخ حٌَُىٓظخ٢ٗ  67ح٫ٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

، 23ٓوؼي، حٌُظِش حُؼَر٤ش  25ٓوؼي، ػ١ٝ٬  31ٓوؼي، حُٜيٍ 

: ُٔـٔٞع ح.. ٓوخػي 10، حُظلخُق حُٔي٢ٗ 22ٓظليٕٝ حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ 

ٓوؼي ٤ٓظْ ط٣ُٞؼٜخ ر٘لْ حُ٘ٔذ طو٣َزخ ػوذ  59حُزخه٢  269

 ٓوخػي ًٞطخ ٬ُه٤ِخص 8كَُ رخه٢ حُٜ٘خى٣ن، ر٠ٜٔ٘خ 

24 Respondent  أ٣َحٕ ٫ ط٠ٔ٘ ػؤٍحطٜخ

 ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤ٖ ٝحُؼَد

إٔ ًخٗض ٌٛٙ حُ٘ظخثؾ كٔزَٝى ُِؼَحه٤ٖ ٣ِٓي ٖٓ حُيٓخء ٝحُيٓخٍ 

ٜٓٔظٚ طي٤َٓ حُؼَحم ٝطزي٣ي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ػ٤َٔ . ٝحُوَحد ٝطو٤ْٔ 

ػَٝحطٚ ٣٬َُح٢ٗ ٝهظَ ٓخ٤٤ٔ٣غ ٖٓ حُؼَد ٓٞحء ح٤ُ٘ؼش أٝ 

كٖٔ ٣ٜيم إٔ حُظلـ٤َحص حُظ٢ ط٠َد , حُٔ٘ٚ حُْٜٔ حُؼَد 

ح٧هٞس ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُؼَد رٔيْٜٗ ٓٞحء رخُلِش أٝ رخُٜيٍ أٝ ؿ٤َٛخ 

٤ُٔض ٗلْ حُظلـ٤َحص حُظ٢ ط٤خٍ  ح٧ٗزخٍ ٝرخه٢ حُٔيٕ حُٔ٘ٚ 

ٝٛٞ ٖٓ ٣وظَ رلوي ٝرٌَح٤ٛش كخ١ٌُ كخٍد أ٣َحٕ  كخُؼيٝ ٝحكي

ْٛ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُؼَد ٝحُٔ٘ٚ أٓخ حُٜل٣ٕٞٞ ٖٝٓ أٍٛٞ أ٣َح٤ٗش 

كَٜرٞح أٝ أْٜٗ هخطِٞح ٓغ أ٣َحٕ أٝ أْٜٗ َٛرٞح ٣ٍُٞٔخ ٝأ٣َحٕ 

ٝرخه٢ ىٍٝ حُؼخُْ ٓخ٣ـ١َ أٗظوخّ ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ح٣ٌُٖ كخٍرٞح 

 أ٣َحٕ ٝهظِٞح ٗزخرٜخ ك٢ ؿ٤ٖ ٛيحّ أ٣َحٕ

25 Respondent  ًٍٞٝف ٣ُٖ ٣ٔؼٞى ٓخ

 حٗظوخرخص ًِٜخ َٓٔك٤ٚ
 ٣ظظٞهغ هٔخٍس حُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٢ ح٫ٗظوخرخص حُٔوزِش― ٝح٤ٖ٘ٗ رٞٓض‖

26 Respondent ر٬ حٗظوخرخص ر٬ ر١ِٞ!! 

ػٖ ح١ طـ٤٤َ طظليػٕٞ؟ حُؼَحم ُٖ ٣ِٜق كخُٞٙ ٓخ١ٍٞ ٛٞ 

ٌٛٙ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٟلي !! ٓلظَ ٖٓ هزَ ح٣َحٕ ٝٓخك٤خص ح٣َحٕ

ٗلٖ ح٫ٕ كو٢ ٗ٘ظظَ طـ٤٤َ حْٓ . ىهٕٞ ٫ حًؼَ ٫ٝ حهَػ٠ِ حٍ

 !!حُؼَحم ح٠ُ ػ٤َحٕ

27 Respondent  هخٍ ٤ٔٓل٤ش ٜٜٚٛ

 ػَحه٤ش هخٍ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ه٬ٙ ٛيه٘خ حٗي ٤ٔٓل٤ش  ػَحه٤ش 

!!!  ؟؟؟؟؟؟ كؼ٬  ٓخحًؼَ ح٠َُٟٔ حُ٘ل٤٤ٖٔ  ٣ظٞحؿيٕٝ رخُ٘ض 

ْٛ  ٝحرؼي ػْٜ٘  ؟ حُؼذ ؿ٤َٛخ ٝ هَ ح٤ُٔٔل٤٤ٖ رلخٍ

ٌٓ٘ٞٝٝٝف   ٝ حً٘ق ػٖ ٝؿٜي ح٤ُخثل٢ حُلو٤و٢  ٝر٬ٕ 

طخٍس كظخس  ؟  ٝ طخٍٙ   حهَٟ  ٤ٔٓل٤ش ػَحه٤ش ٝٝٝح٠ُ حهَ 

 !حٓٔخءى حُٔظؼيىس ٌَٝٗح 

28 Respondent  ١ز٤ذ ٗل٢ٔ ٣يٍ ػ٠ِ

 ؿزخثي حٌُٔ٘ٞف

ٓخط٠ٔ٘ ٗلٔي حٗض ٖٓ ٟٖٔ ح٫ٓٔخء . ٝحٗض ٕٝ كخَٗى ك٤ٜخ

 ٣ؼ٢٘ رٌَ ُٜٓٞٚ حٓٔي ٌٓ٘ٞف. ك٤ٚحُ٘ل٤ٔٚ ح٤ُخة

29 Respondent  ٖٝالله كو٢ حُٔٔظل٤ي٤٣

 ٣ٜلوٕٞ

َٓٔك٤ش ىٍح٤ٓش ٠ٓلٌش ٝ ٓلِٗش ك٢ حٕ ! ٝالله حٛزض 

 ...٫ٗ٘خ ٗلٖ حُ٘ؼذ ٣ِؼذ ر٘خ... ٝحكي
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30 Respondent  ٝلله حٗي ٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

 َٜٓؽ ٣خ حٍُه٢

هي ٣يٍ ٝلله ٝريٕٝ ٓـخِٓٚ حٓظٔظغ رظؼ٤ِوي ح٢ُِٔء رِـزخء طؼ٢ِ

ػ٠ِ حٗي حٗٔخٕ ِّٜٓٝ ُِٜٝٓٝ طٜيم ٣خ ح٢ًٍُ ػَح٢ً حٗخ 

٣ٍٝض طؼ٤ِوي ٤َُِٓ ىًظٍٞ ٗلٔخ٢ٗ طٜيم ٕٝ هخٍ ػ٘ي هخٍ 

رخ٣ٖ ٖٓ طؼ٤ِوٚ حٗٚ ٣ؼخ٢ٗ ٖٓ ٗوٚ ٗي٣ي رٌحص ُِٜٝٓٝ ٣ٝلْ 

حٗٚ ِّٜٓٝ ٗل٤ٔخ ك٢ ٣ؼٞٝ حُ٘وٚ ح١ٌُ رٚ رَٜحم ٬ٌُّٝ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٝلله ح١ٌُ ٣يٍ ػ٠ِ حُلوي حُيك٤ٖ رْ ر٣َ٤وٚ ؿز٤ٚ ٙ

٣خ ح٢ًٍُ حٗض ١ِؼض حٗٔخٕ ٤٣َٓٞ ٢ٍٔٓ ٝػ٬ؿي ٛٞ حٕ 

ٓ٘ٚ ػ٠ِ ٗخٕ طٌٕٞ ١ز٤ؼ٢  ٕٓطظَى ح٫ٗظَٗض 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

31 Respondent 
أػَٟٖ . ح٠ُ ػيٗخ٢ٗ

ٗلٔي ػ٠ِ ١ز٤ذ 

 ٗل٢ٔ؟

حٜٗلي ٣خ ػيٗخ٢ٗ ٓؼٞى١ حٕ طؼَٝ ٗلٔي ػ٠ِ  ٤ُِٓي 

َٟٓي   ح٤ُز٤ذ حُ٘ل٢ٔ ٢ٌُ ٣٘وٚ كخُظي  ح٫ٝ  ٣ٌٝ٘ق

ُٔخًح حٗض طظيهَ ك٢ ٗجٕٞ ,, حُ٘ل٢ٔ ٝكويى حٌُٔٛز٢ ح٫ٝ  

ح٫ه٣َٖ  ٝطلخٍٝ حٕ طؤغ ك٣َش حُزَ٘ ٝطٜخىٍ حَُح١ ح٫هَ  

كَٜ طوزَ حٕ ٣ظيهَ  ! ك٢ حٍْٓٞٛ حُوخٛش ٝ ٗجٕٞ رِيحْٜٗ 

ػَحه٢ ك٢ ٗجٕٞ رِيى حُٔؼٞى٣ش  ؟ ٌٛح حٕ ً٘ض ٓؼٞى١ كؼ٬ 

ٗلٔٚ ٣ٝلظَّ ح٫ه٣َٖ ٌُٖٝ ٫حػظوي  حُ٘ؼذ حُٔؼٞى١ ٣لظَّ 

ٌُٖٝ حٗض ٖٓ ح٣ظخّ حُزؼغ ٝٗز٤لظٚ حُٔ٘و٤َٟٖ  ١ٝخثل٢ كخهي  

ٝطؼ٤ِوخص ح٫ٍُه٢  ط٤ٜزي رٔوظَ ٌُُي ٣ؤط٢ َٛحهي ح٤ُخثل٢  

 .ٌَٝٗح 

32 Respondent حُلو٤وش 

حُلو٤وش حَُٔس حٕ أؿِز٤ش حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ٣٘ظوذ ػ٬ أٓخّ 

ٗؼزخ ٓؼظٔٚ  ١خثل٢ ، ٫ٕ ٤ٖ٘ٓ حُيًظخط٣ٍٞش حُزؼؼ٤ش طًَض

ٓظوِق ٤ٓخ٤ٓخ، حُظـ٤٤َ ٣لظخؽ ٝهض ، ٝأٗظْ ٣خ ٖٓ طِٕٞٓٞ ٝ 

٪، َٛ ك٢ ٘٘طٌَٕٛٞ ح٤ُ٘ؼش، ٗٔزش ح٤ُ٘ؼش ك٢ حُؼَحم طو٣َزخ 

 ٗظًَْ ٖٓ حُلن حٕ طٜٖٔ ٌٛٙ حُ٘ٔزش حٌُز٤َس ٖٓ حُ٘ؼذ؟؟

33 Respondent  ٣َٗ٫ي ح٫ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حرخ

 حَٓحء حُز٤َ

ر٘خ ح٤ُٔي حُٔخ٢ٌُ حُز٤َ حرخ رٌَ ػوٚ ٝرٌَ كوَ ًَٝ حػظِحُ حٗظن

حَٓحء هخَٛ حُيٝحػٖ ٝحُ٘ٞحٛذ كوَ حُؼَحم ٍِٓ ٤ٓخىطٚ ٗؼْ 

٣٫ُِٞٚ حُؼخُؼٚ ٝحٕ ٗخء الله ٣وزٜخ ح٣٫ُٞٚ حَُحرؼٚ ٝحُوخٓٔٚ ٝح٠ُ 

ح٫ري ٫ٗ٘خ ُٔٔ٘خ ك٤ي ٣خٍِٓ حُؼَحم حُ٘ـخػٚ ٝحُز٤ُٞٚ 

ٝحُظ٠ل٤ٚ ٝحُليحء ٫ؿَ حُؼَحم ٝحٗي ح٫د حُلٕ٘ٞ ٌَُ ػَحه٢ 

ٓؼخ ٓؼخ ٣يح ر٤ي ُ٘ز٢٘ حُؼَحم ٍؿْ كوي حُلخهي٣ٖ ٤ًٝي ح٤ٌُٔي٣ٖ ف

 َٝٓ ٣خحرخ حَٓحء ٝحُؼِٙ لله َُُٝٓٞٚ ٤ُِٖ٘ٓٞٔٝ

34 
Respondent   كن حَُى ح٠ُ ػيٗخ٢ٗ

 حُلخهي ح٤ُخثل٢

حػَف ؿ٤يح حٕ طؼ٤ِو٢ كوغ َٓحٍطي , أ٣ٜخ حُـخَٛ ح٤ُخثل٢ حُلخهي 

٣خ ٓخٓغ )) , ٝ أٛخري رٔوظَ ؟ ٝ هٜٞٛخ ػ٘يٓخ ٗخٛيص 

)) ؟؟ (( حُٜٞص ٠ِٛ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ز٢ حٍٝ ٓلٔي ٝحرٖ ػٔٚ ػ٢ِ 

؟؟ ٌُُي ؿخء (( ٬ٓٝٓخ ػَحم حُلَهي٣ٖ ػَحم ػ٢ِ ٝحُل٤ٖٔ 

ٍىس كؼِي َٛحهخ ٝٗؼ٤وخ ٝطؼ٤ِوي ٝ َٛحهي ٖٓ ٗيس ح٫ُْ  ؟؟ 

ٓٞٝٝٝٝص هَٜح   حٗض حٗظٜض ٬ٛك٤ظي ٣٫ٝل٤يى ١ز٤زخ 

رخُلخث٢ ُؼَ حَٟد ٍحٓي , ٫ٝٓؼخُؾ ٗل٢ٔ  حريححح  حُلَ  

٣ٝٔظَٔ حُؼَحم  ٝحُؼَحه٢ ػخ٢ُ  ٍٝأهت  , ٝػٔت  ط٘ل٠  

 @@ٝحٗض ٌٓخٗي ح٤ُز٤ؼ٢  ٫ىحػ٢ حًًَٙ   ؟؟؟ 

35 Respondent   ح٤ُخثل٢ ح٣٫َح٢ٗ

 ح٫ٍُك٢

ٛيه٢٘ ٣٫ٞؿي ١خثل٢ حًؼَ    ٓ٘ي  ػ٘يٓخ طٌٕٞ  ػَحه٢ ح٤َٛ 

 ٝأرٖ حُزِي  ٣لن ُ٘خ حُلي٣غ ٓؼي

 Respondent  ٖحُو٤خد ٤ٓق ػَٔ ر

 .....٣٘ظ٤َى ح٣ٜخ 

حٓظَٔ رـزخثي ...... ح٣ٜخ حُيٗٔخ٢ًٍ .ٝطٌِْ رٌَ حىد .....حًَٔ 

حٗض ح٣َح٢ٗ  ٤ٗؼ٢ ١ٞٓٝ٘ي ح٢ِٛ٫ ٢ٛ ١َٜحٕ ٤ُْٝ حُؼَحم 

..... 

36 Respondent حكلخى ٣ِ٣ي 

ػ٘يٓخ ٣وخٍ حكلخى ٣ِ٣ي ٤ُْ حُٔوٜٞى ٛٞ حُٔ٘ٚ كلخٗخ ُِٔ٘ٚ حٕ 

ٝحَٛ ر٤ظٚ  -ٙ-ٍ الله ٣ٞ٣يٝح ٓوظَ حُل٤ٖٔ ٣ٍلخٗش ٍٓٞ

ٝٛلزٚ ح١٫ٜخٍ كو٤٠ش حُل٤ٖٔ ٝٓزخىثٚ ٢ٛ هيٝٙ ُِز٣َ٘ٚ ٖٓ 

٤ِٖٔٔٓ ٝؿ٤َ ٤ِٖٔٔٓ ٝكذ حَٛ حُز٤ض ٝحؿذ َٗػ٢ ٝحًًَ 

رخٗؼخٍ ح٫ٓخّ حُ٘خكؼ٢ ٝحٍحء ح٫ثٔٚ ح٫ٍرؼٚ ػٔٞٓخ ًٌُٝي 

رٌظخد حُؼ٬ٓٚ هخُي ٓلٔي هخُي ح١َُٛ٫ حر٘خء حٍَُٓٞ ك٢ 

الله حُؼ٢ِ٣٬ كخُٔ٘ٚ ٣ؼَكٕٞ ؿ٤يح حٕ  ًَر٬ء ًٝظخد حُؼ٬ٓٚ ػزي

كِظٌٖ -----ح٬ٓ٫ّ ى٣ٖ ػيٍ ٫ٝ ٠َٟ٣ رخُظِْ ٝحٓظؼزخى حُؼزخى

 ---حًٍخٕ ح٬ٓ٫ّ ؿخٓؼظ٘خ كظ٠ ٣َع الله ح٫ٍٝ ٝٓخ ػ٤ِٜخ
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37 Respondent  أٍ حُز٤ض ٖٓ حُؼَد

 ك٤ٌلٞح ٌَْٗٛ

رزٔخ١ش حُلٖٔ ٝحُل٤ٖٔ ٝػ٢ِ ْٛ ػَد ْٝٛ ٖٓ ِٛذ حُؼَد 

ٍٝ ك٤ٌق ٢ُِ٘ٔ إٔ ٣ظـَأ ػ٠ِ أر٘خء حٍَُٓٞ ٝأِٛٚ ٝأر٘خء حَُّ

ْٝٛ ػَد ٖٝٓ ِٛز٘خ َٛ ٛئ٫ء ح٧ه٤خٍ كَّ أٝ أ٣َح٤ٖٗ أٝ 

ػـْ  أْٜٗ ػَد ٌُح كخلله ٣لخٓز٘خ ُٔـَى إٔ ٫ ٗوٍٞ ػ٘ي ًًَْٛ 

٢ٍٟ الله ػْٜ٘ ٣خ٤ٗؼش ٣خػَد ٣خ أكٌحًح طٞكيٝح ٓغ أهٞحٌْٗ 

حء رِيًْ رخُؼيحُش حُٔ٘ٚ ُٔخ ك٤ٚ ه٤َ ى٣ٌْ٘ ١ٌْٝٝ٘ ٝطؼخ٣ٌْ٘ ُزٖ

كخٍرٞح ٓويٍحص أ٣َحٕ , ٝحُٔلزش حُ٘ٔذ ٝحُؼَٝرش حُظ٢ طـٔؼٌْ 

ٝػخىحطٜخ ٝريػٜخ حُلخٓيس حُٔو٤ظٚ ٝأٍٛخرٜخ ٝطل٠٣َٜخ ػ٠ِ 

 حُؼَد

38 Respondent  ٚحُٔخ٢ٌُ ػ٤َٔ ٜٓٔظ

 طي٤َٓ حُؼَحم

ٍٝٛٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ُِلٌْ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٣ِٓي ٖٓ حُيٓخء ٝحُيٓخٍ ٝحُوَحد 

٢ٌُ ػ٤َٔ ٜٓٔظٚ طي٤َٓ حُؼَحم ٝطزي٣ي حُٔخ, ٝطو٤ْٔ ُِؼَحم

ػَٝحطٚ ٣٬َُح٤ٖٗ ٝهظَ ٓخ٣ٔظ٤٤غ ٖٓ حُؼَد ٓٞحء ٤ٗؼش أٝ ٓ٘ٚ 

كٖٔ ٣ٜيم إٔ حُظلـ٤َحص حُظ٢ ط٠َد ح٧هٞس ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُؼَد , 

رٔيْٜٗ ٓٞحء رخُلِش أٝ رخُٜيٍ أٝ ؿ٤َٛخ ٤ُٔض ٗلْ حُظلـ٤َحص 

ٖٓ ٣وظَ حُظ٢ ط٤خٍ ح٧ٗزخٍ ٝرخه٢ حُٔيٕ ح٤ُ٘ٔٚ كخُؼيٝ ٝحكي ٝٛٞ 

رلوي ٝرٌَح٤ٛش ٧ٕ ٖٓ كخٍد أ٣َحٕ ْٛ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُؼَد ٝحُٔ٘ٚ 

أٓخ حُٜل٣ٕٞٞ ٖٝٓ أٍٛٞ أ٣َح٤ٗش كَٜرٞح أٝ أْٜٗ هخطِٞح ٓغ 

أ٣َحٕ أٝ أْٜٗ َٛرٞح ٓخ٣ـ١َ ك٢ حُؼَحم ٛٞ أٗظوخّ ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ 

ح٣ٌُٖ كخٍرٞح أ٣َحٕ ٝهظِٞح ٗزخرٜخ ك٢ ؿ٤ٖ ٛيحّ ح١ٌُ كخٍد 

 حطٜخأ٣َحٕ ِٜٝٛٓخ ٝأكَ٘ ٓو٢٤

39 Respondent ٗٞىع حرٞ حَٓحء 

ح٠ُ حُِوخء رخثغ حُٔزق حرٞ حَٓحء حُلخَٗ ٝحٕ ٗخء الله حُؼَحم 

حُـي٣ي رؼ٤ي ػ٘ي ٝػٖ َُٓى ٤٘٤ِٓٝخطي ٝرؼ٤ي ػٖ ح٤ُخثل٤ش 

 .ًِٝ٘خ ٣ي ٝحكيس حٕ ٗخء الله 

40 Respondent  ػخٛٔش حُو٬كش

 حُؼزخ٤ٓش
 ٬ّٓ الله  ػ٠ِ ػَحم ٛخٍٕٝ   ح٤َُٗي

41 Respondent ( ٛخ١ حٍُٜٞس (رـيحى١ 

طٔؼَ حُؼخثِش حُؼَحه٤ش٫  

ٛخ١ً ٍٛٞس ُؼخثِش ؿ٘ٞر٤ش ٗلٖ حَٛ ح٢ُٓٞ ٝحُ٘ٔخٍ ٝحُـَر٤ش 

ُٔ٘خ ٌٌٛح ٌُُي ػ٠ِ حُؼَر٤ش حٕ ط٠غ ٍٛٞ طٔؼَ حُٔـظٔغ 

ِٛ٘خ ك٢ حُـ٘ٞد ٫حُؼَحه٢ ٤ُْٝ حُـ٘ٞر٢ ٓغ كخثن حكظَح٢ٓ 

 ًَٝ حٗلخء حُؼَحم حُـخ٢ُ

42 Respondent …… 

ؿ٤ِخٕ ؿيححح كٌٜٙ  ٢ٛ حٍُٜٞس ُِ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ح٤ٛ٫َ  حٗض 

٢ٛٝ ٖٓ طٔؼَ حُؼخثِش حُؼَحه٤ش  ٌٝٛٙ حُؼزخءس حُؼَحه٤ش حُظ٢ 

ًَٝ  حُ٘خّ طؼَف  ٬ٓرْ ,, طَطي٣ٜخ ًخكش  ٗٔخء حُؼَحم   

ٝ ػ٠ِ كٌَس  ...  حُؼَحه٤خص ٫ٝىحػ٢ ُِِٜٞٓش حُل٣ٌَش ٍؿخححححح  

 ...ُـَر٤ش ؟؟؟  ٓخًح طَطي١  ٗٔخء  رـيحى ٝحُ٘ٔخٍ ٝح

43 Respondent حٗخٍى ُْ 
حُلٔي لله  ُْ حٗخٍى  رٜخ١  حُُِٜٔش    ُِٜٓش ح٫ٗظوخرخص  ٫ٜٗخ 

 رخ١ِش   ٝٗلْ حُٞؿٞٙ حُؼ٤ِٔش حَُٔحم حُوٞٗش

44 Respondent  ٜٓٔخ طؤَٓص ػ٠ِ

 حُؼَد حُٔ٘ٚ ُٖ طٔظ٤٤غ

أ٣ٌَٓخ ٜٝٓٔخ كؼِض ٜٝٓٔخ طؤَٓص ػ٠ِ حُؼَد حُٔ٘ٚ ُٖ طٔظ٤٤غ 

ثْٜ ٧ٜٗخ رزٔخ١ش أُـض ٗلٜٔخ ٖٓ حُؼخُْ ك٤َٓٝخ ٛٞ حُو٤ذ أُـخ

ُٞإٔ , حُـي٣ي ح١ٌُ ًَٔ ٤ٛزش أ٣ٌَٓخ ٝأكويٛخ أ٣ش ٌٓخٗش ى٤ُٝش 

أ٣ٌَٓخ ُْ طظؤَٓ ُٔخٓٔلض ُؼ٤ِٜٔخ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رخُيهٍٞ روٞس ك٢ 

ح٧ُٓش ح٣ٍُٞٔش ٝط٤ِٔق ٝطوي٣ْ حُِٔٔل٤ٖ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ػ٬ٔء أ٣ٌَٓخ 

٣ل٢ٔ ٌٛح حُ٘ؼذ ٖٓ  ُٝٔٔلض ُِـ٤ٖ حُلَ رخُظِٔق رٔخ

ٍَٗٝٝ ١خثَحص ر٘خٍ أ٣ٌَٓخ طَحٖٛ ػ٠ِ أ٣َحٕ ٝأ٣َحٕ ُٖ ُْٝ 

طٌٕٞ ك٤ِق ٣َٓ٧ٌخ رَ هْٜ ٝػيٝ ٧ٕ هخٓج٢٘ هخٍ ٝرؼي إٔ 

اًحًخٗض أ٣ٌَٓخ طؼخَٓ كِلخثٜخ رٌٜٙ "ٍأٟ ه٤خٗٚ أ٣ٌَٓخ ُلِلخثٜخ 

أ٣َحٕ ٛي٣وش " ح٣َ٤ُوش كخٕ أ٣َحٕ طل٠َ أٗظزو٠ ػيٝ ٣َٓ٧ٌخ

 ٤َُٓٝٝخ ٝك٤ِلش ُ٘لٜٔخ

45 Respondent ٍرخُٔجش    ٖٓ حٛخ٢ُ  ح٫ٗزخٍ ح٫ر٤خٍ  ُْ ٣٘خًٍٞ     ٣خػَر٤ش 95 ح٫ٗزخ 

46 Respondent  ٖٓ ٣٘خًٍٞح هٞكخ ُْ

 حُوخػيس ٝ ىحػٖ ؟؟

٬ُٓق  حُ٘ي٣ي رؼٞ  حَٛ ح٫ٗزخٍ  ه٠ؼٞح ح٠ُ  حٝحَٓ   

حٍٛخد حُوخػيس  ٝ ىحػٖ   رؼيّ حُٔ٘خًٍش  رخ٫ٗظوخد ُْٝ 

ح٣ٌُٖ ..  ٣خ ك٤ق ػ٠ِ    حُُِْ  . ح هٞكخ  ٖٓ حُؼوخد ٣٘خًٍٞ

كويٝح ح٣ُٜٞش حُؼَحه٤ش ٝ ٛٔ٘ٞح حٗلْٜٔ رخٗلْٜٔ  ٖٓ حؿَ  

 حٍٟخء  ٝ حٝحَٓ  كل٘ش حٍٛخر٤ش حؿخٗذ  ؟
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47 
Respondent  َحُظخَٛ حٕ حُٔخ٢ٌُ حه

 كٌخّ حُؼَحم

ٗ٘خ حَٛ ح٢ُٓٞ ٝحُـَر٤ش ُْ ٗؼي ٗ٘يٓؾ ٫حٓٞٙ رخهٞطْٜ ح٫ًَحى 

ُ٘خ ٓظ٘ظ٢ٜ ٫ً٫ًَٝ ٛٞٓخطٌْ . حُـ٘ٞد ٤ٔ٤ُٝخطْٜ  ٓغ حَٛ

ه٤ِْ ٓظلن ػ٤ِٚ ٓغ ٫ُِؼِْ ح. رخه٤ِْ ٣ٌَٔ ٍؿٌِْ ُٖٝ طيهِٞٙ 

ٝٓ٘ظلخُق ٓغ ح٤ًَٓخ ٝٓغ حٌَُ ٟيًْ . ح٤ًَٓخ حٓ٘خ حُل٘ٞٗش 

ُُظْ طوظِٕٞ حُٔ٘ش ٝحَٛ ح٢ُٓٞ رٌَ ٣٫خَٛ حُـ٘ٞد ٣خٖٓ هظِظْ ٝ

 ًَحى٣َح٤ٕٗٞ ٝكِد حُيػٞس رخ٫٫هٔش ٓؼِٔخ كؼَ ح

48 Respondent حٗض طلِْ ٣خ حٍُه٢ 

حُؼَّ حُي٣ٔوَح٢١ ح١ ى٣ٔوَح٤١ش طظليع ػٜ٘خ ىرٔوَح٤١ش 

حُٔؼوخد ح١ٌُ كلَ رٚ ح٫ف ح٫ؿٔخى ٖٓ حُٔ٘ش حٝ حُظٜـ٤َ 

حُو١َٔ ٝحُوظَ ٝالله حٌْٗ ُْ طخءطٞح ح٫ رخُوظَ ٝحُظٜـ٤َ َٝٓهش 

كؼَ ه٤َحص حُؼَحم ٣خ حه٢ ٛيحّ ح١ٌُ ًظخ ٗلٔزٚ ىًظخطٍٞح ُْ ١

ٓخكؼِظٔٞٙ حٗخ حهٜي ٌٛح ح٬ٌُّ حُلٌٞٓش ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ش ُْ طخط٢ ح٫ 

رخُيٓخٍ ٝحُوَحد ح٠ُ حُؼَحم ٢ٛٝ كٌٞٓش ١خثل٤ش ٤ٗؼ٤ش ح٣َح٤ٗش 

 .ؿخءص ُظ٘ظوْ حُؼَحم ح٫ٕ ٣ؼ٤ٖ ك٠ٟٞ ًَٝ ٌٛح رزًَخص ح٣َحٕ

49 Respondent  َحُليٍح٤ُش حك٠َ ك

 ُِ٘ؼٞد حُٔ٘ؤٔش

حٕ ٣ظلوٞح ػ٠ِ هخثٔش ػِٔخ٤ٗش حًح ًخٕ ٖٓ حُٜؼذ ػ٠ِ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ 

٣٘ظوزٞٛخ ريٍ حُظ٣ٜٞض ح٤ُخثل٢ كخ٫ك٠َ ُْٜ حٕ ٣ظْ ط٤ٌَ٘ 

كيٍح٤ُخص ك٢ حُـ٘ٞد ٝحكيس ٝحُٔ٘خ١ن حُـَر٤ش ٝحكيس ٝرـيحى 

ٌٛح حُلَ ح٢ُِٔٔ حك٠َ . ٣ٌٕٞ ٟٝؼٜخ ٓٔظوَ ٫ٜٗخ حُؼخٛٔش

ٖٓ حُلَد ح٤ِٛ٫ش ٝحُظو٤ْٔ ٣ٝلخك٦ ػ٠ِ حُؼَحم ًزِي ٝحكي 

٬ُؿ٤خٍ حُوخىٓش ُظٜل٤ق حه٤خء حؿيحىْٛ ح٣ٌُٖ ْٛ ٣ٝظَى ح٫َٓ 

 .حُـ٤َ حُلخ٢ُ

50 Respondent حُؼَحم ؿٔـٔش حُؼَد 

ٗلٖ حُؼَد ٗ٘ؼَ رخ٧ُْ ٝح٧ٗظٌخٓش ٖٓ ٝحهغ حُؼَحم ك٢ ٥َ 

حُوظَ ح١ٌُ ٣ظؼَٝ ُٚ أر٘خء ٌٛح حُزِي حُؼ٣ِِ ػ٠ِ هِٞد ؿ٤ٔغ 

كْٜ حُؼَد كخُؼَحم ؿٔـٔش حُؼَد ٝحُؼَد ٝحُؼَحم ٫ أٗلٜخٍ 

ٝحكي ٖٝٓ ٣يػ٢ إٔ حُؼَحم ٓوخ١ؼش أ٣َح٤ٗش ٛٞ رخثْ ُْٝ ٣وَأ 

حُظخ٣ٍن كخُؼَحم ٝحُؼَٝرش ٢ٗء ٝحكي ٝرخٌُحص أَٛ حُـ٘ٞد ْٛ 

ػَد أهلخف ٖٝٓ أ٬ٛد حُؼَد ك٣٬ـُٞ ُ٘خ إٔ ٗوق َٗحهذ 

هظَ حُؼَحه٤ٖ ريٕٝ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ُ٘خ ٓٞهق ٖٓ أ٣َحٕ ٖٝٓ ٣وظَ 

كَرٜخ ٓغ أ٣َحٕ ٢ٛٝ كخُؼَحه٤ٖ ٌٝٓ٘ , حُؼَحه٤ٖ حُٔظ٤ِٖٓٞ 

أُْ ط٘ظَط١ٞ أ٣َحٕ ٖٓ ‗ طظؼَٝ ُِظي٤َٓ ٝحُوظَ ٝحُظ٤ٌَ ر٘ؼزٜخ 

ىٓخء حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ُْٝ ط٘زغ ٖٓ ُلْٜٞٓ ٖٝٓ ٓؤ٤ْٜٓ ًل٠ ٣خأ٣َحٕ 

 أط٢ًَ حُؼَحم ٣ؼ٤ٖ ر٬ّٔ

51 Respondent  ٍٝالله ٛخ١ ٍٛٞس ٓخ

 ػخثِش ؿ٘ٞر٤ش

حُظخَٛ ٝ. ٝريٍ حُؼزخءس ٣ِزٕٔٞٝ حُـزش ٢ٛٝ ٓؼَٝكش ك٢ رـيحى 

. حك٘ٚ ٣خرخ ٓٞ َٗٝٝى . حٗض ٢ًَٝٗ كيطيحكغ ػٖ ؿٔخػظي 

حك٘ٚ ؿٔخػش (ؿخ١ حكخؿ٤ي ) ٝٓٞ ؿٔخػش . حك٘ٚ حُزـخىُٚ 

ٝكلـ٢ ( ه٢ُٞ)حك٘ٚ ؿٔخػش ( ه٢ِ٤ )ٝٓٞ ؿٔخػش ( ىحكخؿ٤ي )

٠٤ًٚ ٤٤ًٝش ٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ . ٣ٝخى ؿ٘ٞر٢ ٢ًَٝٗ كظ٠ طلظ٢ٜ٘ٔ 

 ٢ًَٝٗ! ؿخ ٓخكظٜٔظ٢٘ ؟

52 Respondent  أَٛ ٝ أَٛ حَُ٘ٝى

 ك٠خٍس ر٬ى حَُحكي٣ٖ

حَُ٘ٝى  رخُـ٘ٞد  ْٛ حكلخى ح٤٣َُٖٓٞٔ   ٝحَُ٘ٝى رخ٢ُٓٞ 

ٝرـيحى  ْٛ حكلخى حُزخر٤ِٕٞ   ٝؿ٤ٔؼْٜ حَٛ حُل٠خٍس ٝحُظخ٣ٍن 

ٝحُٔلوَس  ًِٝٔش ٢ًَٝٗ  رخُِـش ح٣َُٓٞٔش  ٢ٛ حَُؿَ حَُ٘ه٢ 

ٝ  ح٤٤ًَُٖٝ٘  حُزخر٤ِٕٞ  ٝح٤٣َُٖٓٞٔ  ٓؼَٝكش ٓيْٜٗ  !!  

رـيحى  رَٜس  ٗخ٣َٛش  ػٔخٍس ٓٔخٝس  ,  ٗٞد ٝح٢ُٓٞ   رخُؾ

كِٚ  ٗـق  ًَر٬ء  ى٣ٞح٤ٗش  ًٞص  ى٣خ٠ُ ؟ ْٝٛ حُؼَحم 

ح٣ٜخ حُٔظ٤لَ ػ٠ِ , حُلو٤و٢ حُوي٣ْ هزَ حطلخه٤ش ٓخ٣ٌْ ر٤ٌٞ  

ٖٝٓ ٗخك٤ش !!  ٗجٕٞ حُؼَحم ٖٓ حؿَ  هِن كظ٘ش ٤ُْ ح٥ 

حُيه٬ء  حُٔلَىحص حُظ٢ ًًَطٜخ ٤ُْ رـيحى٣ش رَ حٜٗخ  ُٜـش

رخُؼَحم ح٣ٌُٖ ٝكيٝح ُِؼَحم ٓغ حُلٌْ حُؼؼٔخ٢ٗ  ٝحؿِزْٜ  

 أُْٜٛٞ  ًَْٗ ٝ حطَحى ٝطًَٔخٕ ٝ ٤ٗ٘خٕ  أكظٜٔض ح٫ٕ  ؟

53 
Respondent 

 ُظٜيى ح٤ُلـٕٞ

حًح كـ٤ي ٌٛي   ٝحَُ٘ٝى حَٛ حُل٠خٍس ُٔخًح حًٕ ْٛ ٫ُحُٞح 

حُل٠خٍس  ح٤ُْ ح٫ؿيٍ حٕ ٣ٌٞٗٞح هخىس..........ٓظوِل٤ٖ ٌُٜح ح٤ُّٞ

ريٍ ؿ٤ٖ ح٤ُٜٔي١ ٝػٜخثذ حُوظَ ٝحُٔويٍحص 

 ٝح٫ؿَحّ؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟؟ ٢ًِ رخلله ٢ًِ؟ ح٢ًَُٝ٘

54 Respondent ٌَٗح حُؼَر٤ٚ ٤ُز٤خ 
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55 Respondent  أ٣َحٕ ٝحُٔخ٢ٌُ ٖٓ أًٝح

 ح٣ٍُٖٞٔ

 , أ٣ٌَٓخ ٝأ٣َحٕ ٖٓ هخى حُٔئحَٓس ػ٠ِ ٣ٍٞٓخ رٔٔخػيس حُٔخ٢ٌُ

ػز٢ أٍِٓض ػ٘خَٛ أٍٛخر٤ش ٖٓ كِد كؤ٣ٌَٓخ رزيء حُلَحى حُٖ

٤ٗؼ٤شح٠ُ ٣ٍٞٓخ ُِو٤خّ رؤػٔخٍ أٍٛخر٤ش ٝهظَ  الله ٖٝٓ ٤٘٤ِٓخص

ٝحُؼ٣ِٖٞ كوخّ ػ٘خَٛ ٖٓ  حُٔظظخ٣َٖٛ ٝىّ حُلظ٘ٚ ر٤ٖ حُٔ٘ٚ

 ىحػٖ حُظخرؼ٤ٖ ُِٔخ٢ٌُ روظَ ًٝرق ٝطو٤٤غ ػ٤٣ِٖٞ رلٔٚ

ٝرخُٔوخرَ هخّ ػ٘خَٛ ٖٓ ٗز٤لش رَى كؼَ روظَ حُٔ٘ٚ ٝرٌٜٙ 

ٍ حُٔيٍٝٓش هخٓضح٧ػٔخ حُلظ٘ٚ ٝأٓظؼَٔص أ٣ٌَٓخ ٝأ٣َحٕ  

كؤ٣ٌَٓخ ك٢ ريح٣ش ح٧ُٓش ًخٗض, ٝحُٔخ٢ٌُ ك٤ٜخ ط٠ـ٢ ػ٠ِ  

 كِلخثٜخ ُِؼيحءُ٘ظخّ ٝرخُٔوخرَ طيكغ رخُٔخ٢ٌُ ُِؼ٬هش ٓغ حُ٘ظخّ

56 Respondent …… 
حٓخ ٖٓ ٠٣ٖ حٕ حَٛ ى٣خ٠ُ ٤ٓظٜـَٕٝ ٣ٝٔظزيُٕٞ رخ٣َح٤٤ٖٗ 

 (حرٖ رَُٜ) ٝه٤ٌِْ رخُـ٘ٞد . ٝ ٝحْٛ ٓؼِٔخ ٓظلن ر٤ٖ ح٤ُ٘ؼش كٚ

57 Respondent  ْٛ ٖح٤ُٔخ٤ٕٓٞ  ٝحُي٣

 ٓزذ ىٓخٍ حُؼَحم

ح٤ُٔخ٤ٕٓٞ ْٛ ٓزذ ىٓخٍ حُؼَحم ٖٝٓ حط٠ رْٜ ْٛ حَُٔحم 

ٝحُِٜٞٙ ٖٓ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ٖٝٓ ٓخػي حُِٜٞٙ ٝحَُٔحم 

ُٜ٘ذ حُؼَحم ْٛ ػي٢ٔ٣ حُظل٤ٌَ ٖٓ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢  كٔظ٠ 

ٖٓ ؿلٞطْٜ ًَٝ ٝحكي ٣ظـ٠٘ ر٤خثلظٚ ٤ٜٓل٠ حُؼَحه٤ٕٞ 

٣ٝظًَٞح حُؼَحم ُِٜٞٙ ٝحَُٔحم؟ َٝٛ ٤ٓزوٕٞ ٣ِٕٞٓٞ 

ح٣ٌَٓخ ؟ ٝحُـَد؟  حّ ػ٤ِْٜ حٕ ٣ِظلظٞح ح٠ُ رِيْٛ ُِز٘خء ٝحُظويّ 

ٓ٘ٚ ؟ ٌٛح حُزِي  7000ٝحُل٣َٚ حُظ٢ ًخٕ ٣ؼَكٜخ حُؼَحم هزَ 

ح١ٌُ طلظوَ حُٔخ٤ٗخ رل٠خٍطٚ  َٛ ٖٓ حُٔؼوٍٞ حٗٚ ٫ ٣ٔظ٤٤غ 

كظ٠ حٕ ٣لظوَ رٔـيٙ حُوي٣ْ؟ ح١ كٌَ ٌٛح ح١ٌُ ٣لخٍد حُؼَحم ؟ 

حٗٚ حُلٌَ حُظ٢ٓ٬ ح١ٌُ ٣ٌَٙ حُٔلزٚ ٣ٝلذ حٌَُٙ ٤ُْ ُٚ كٌٔٚ 

 رَ حُوظَ ٝح٫ٍٛخد كخ٠ُ ٓظ٠ ٤ٓزو٠ حُؼَد ٣يػٔٞٗٚ؟

58 Respondent  ٣خٍد ٓخ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

 حًَٓي

ٓزلخٕ الله ًْ حٗخ ٓؼ٤ي ٓغ ح٢ٗ ػخٍف حٕ ٓٞح١ٖ َٗهخ١ٝ 

ح٢ٗ ٛٞ ٗلٔٚ ح٢ًٍُ ػَح٢ً ٜٜٜٜٛٚ حُؼذ ؿ٤َٛخ ٣خ ح٣َ

َٗهخ١ٝ حٜٗلي هِي ػ٠ِ حْٓ ٝحكي ٫ٝ ػخى طٌٍَٛخ ُٖ 

 :(حِٓٞري حُـز٢ كخٟلي ٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ 

59 Respondent ا٠ُ حَُ٘ٝه٢ ح٢ًَُٝ٘ 
! ٢ٛٝ هخٍؽ اٍحىس حُ٘ظخّ حُي٢ُٝ! حٗض طؼظوي ح٣َحٕ طلؼَ ٓخ ط٣َي

!... 

60 
Respondent 

….. 

د ٝا٣َحٕ ًخُلَم ر٤ٖ ٗو٤ٜٖ، ح٧ٍٝ حٓظؤؿَ حُلَم ر٤ٖ حُؼَ

ُٔ٘ٞحص ٝٓ٘ٞحص، ( أ٣ٌَٓخ)ر٤ظخً، ٥َٝ ٣يكغ ح٣٩ـخٍ ُٔخُي حُز٤ض 

كؤَ ٓخُٚ، ر٤٘ٔخ حُؼخ٢ٗ أهٌ هَٟخً، ٝحٗظَٟ حُز٤ض، ٝرؼي 

٫كظٞح ٤ًق إٔ حُلٌ٘ش ح٣٩َح٤ٗش .ٓ٘ٞحص أٛزق حُز٤ض ٌِٓٚ

س ح٣ٞ٤َُ، حٓظويٓض ٓٞحٍىٛخ ٝػَٝحطٜخ ُز٘خء هٞس ًحط٤ش ػ٠ِ حُٔي

رل٤غ أٛزلض ح٥ٕ هٞس ٣لٌٔذ كٔخرٜخ، ٝطل٢ٔ ٗلٜٔخ ًخ١ٌُ 

حٗظَٟ حُز٤ض ريٍ حٓظجـخٍٙ، ر٤٘ٔخ حُؼَد ُْ ٣لٌَٝح رخ٫ٓظؼٔخٍ 

ػ٠ِ حُٔيٟ حُزؼ٤ي ك٢ ر٘خء هٞس ًحط٤ش، كؤٗلوٞح أٓٞحُْٜ ػ٠ِ حُوٟٞ 

حُوخٍؿ٤ش ٢ً طٞكَ ُْٜ حُلٔخ٣ش، ٝح٥ٕ ٣ـيٕٝ أٗلْٜٔ ػ٠ِ 

٣لٌَٝح، ُْٝ ٣ٔظؼَٔٝح ػ٠ِ حُٔيٟ ٛل٤ق ٓخهٖ، ٧ْٜٗ ُْ 

 .ح٣ٞ٤َُ ًب٣َحٕ

61 Respondent …… 

ا٣َحٕ ُظٔظِْ حُزِي ح١ٌُ ٓو٢ ك٤ٚ حُ٘ظخّ ػ٠ِ ١زن ٖٓ ًٛذ؟ أُْ 

٣٘لن حُؼَد ٓزخُؾ ١خثِش ٩ٓوخ١ ٛيحّ ك٤ٖٔ ىٕٝ إٔ ٣ٔظل٤يٝح 

ٖٓ ١ٞٓت هيّ ك٢ حُؼَحم، كـخءص ا٣َحٕ ُظ٤ٜٖٔ ػ٠ِ حُؼَحم، 

ك١ٞ٤ ُٜخ َٛ ًخٕ حُظٔيى ح٣٩َح٢ٗ ك٢ ُٝظلُٞٚ ا٠ُ ٤٘ٓوش ٗلًٞ 

 ,,... ح٤ُٖٔ ؿخثزخً ػٖ أًٛخٕ حُؼَد،

62 Respondent  ًحُؼَد ٣َطؼيٕٝ هٞكخ

 ًٔخ ٛٞ حُلخٍ

َٛ ًخٗض ا٣َحٕ طلِْ هزَ ه٤ٖٔٔ ػخٓخً رؤٕ ط٤ٜٖٔ ػ٠ِ حٌُؼ٤َ 

ٖٓ حُزِيحٕ حُؼَر٤ش ًخُؼَحم ٣ٍٞٓٝخ ُٝز٘خٕ ٝه٣َزخً ح٤ُٖٔ 

ًُي رخُ٘ٔزش ٌُِؼ٣َ٤ٖ ٓٔظل٬٤ً، ٝح٣ٌُٞض ٝىٍٝ أهَٟ؟ ُوي ًخٕ 

ٌُ٘ٚ أٛزق ح٥ٕ كو٤وش طلوؤ حُؼ٤ٕٞ، ٧ٕ ا٣َحٕ ًخٗض طؼَٔ ػ٠ِ 

ر٘خء َٓ٘ٝع ػ٠ِ حُٔيٟ ح٣ٞ٤َُ، ٌٝٛح ٫ ٗي ٣ِػؾ حٌُؼ٤َ ٖٓ 

حُؼَد، ٣ٝـؼِْٜ ٣لويٕٝ ػ٠ِ ا٣َحٕ ٝطٜخػي ٗلًٞٛخ ك٢ 

ٌُٖ ريٍ ٟٝغ حُِّٞ ػ٠ِ ا٣َحٕ ٝطـ٤٤ٖ حُ٘ؼٞد . ح٤ُ٘ٔوش

ػ٠ِ أٓخّ ٌٓٛز٢، ُٔخًح ٫ طزٕ٘ٞ ٓ٘خ٣ٍؼٌْ  حُؼَر٤ش ٟيٛخ

 حُؼَر٤ش حُوخٛش ُظٞحؿٜٞح رٜخ ا٣َحٕ
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63 Respondent ّٞٝٗلٖ , ا٣َحٕ ح٤ٍُٞح٤ٗ

 ......حُؼَد

حُؼَد أٛلخد ٗلْ ه٤َٜ ؿيحً، ٣ِٕٔٞ رَٔػش ٫ٝ ٣ٔظَٕٔٝ 

ٌُٜح حػظٔيٝح ػ٠ِ ح٧ؿ٘ز٢ ك٢ . ٣ٝؼخرَٕٝ كظ٠ اٗـخُ ٓ٘خ٣ٍؼْٜ

س رِيحْٜٗ ٖٓ ح٧ه٤خٍ حُوخٍؿ٤ش، ًَ ٢ٗء، رٔخ ك٢ ًُي كٔخ١

ىٕٝ إٔ ٣ؼِٔٞح إٔ ًُي ح٧ؿ٘ز٢ حُٔظٔؼَ رخ٣٫ُٞخص حُٔظليس ُٖ 

٣زو٠ ه٣ٞخً ػ٠ِ َٓ حُِٓخٕ، رَ ٠٤ٓؼق ٣ٞٓخً ٓخ، ٤ٓٝظًَْٜ 

٣َطؼيٕٝ هٞكخً، ًٔخ ٛٞ حُلخٍ ح٥ٕ، رؼي إٔ ريأص ٝح٤ٖ٘ٗ 

طظِٔٚ ٖٓ كٔخ٣ش كِلخثٜخ حُؼَد، ٝطؼوي حُٜلوخص ٓغ 

 .٤٤ٖٗهْٜٜٞٓ ح٣٩َح

64 Respondent ٍّكٔش الله ػ٤ِي   ٣خأرٞح٤ُِؼ٤ٖ     ٓخٓؼِي   ح٤ُّٞ أكي أٍهي ر٬ٔ 

65 Respondent  حُو٤ش حُوخىّ.... ىُٝش ٝ 

ِْ ٍث٤ْ ىُٝش  ّٔ ٤ُِٔش ٍحرؼش ٣ؼظِّ ( حُٜخ٢ٌُ ) ك٢ كخٍ ط

س طـ٤٤َ حُ٘ؼذ ٝ ٤ُْ حىحٍس ٓـِْ  َّ رخُظـ٤٤َ ٝ ٣وٜي رٚ ٌٛٙ حُٔ

ّّ ٝ ٍُحءٙ ٧ٕ ٛٞ ٝ حٕ ًخُٚ ٝ ٖٓ ُق ُلْٜ رخهٕٞ حٕ ٤ٍٟ٘خ أ

ٌٛح حُِٔوٚ ( َٓهش ،  طٜـ٤َ ، هظَ  ) أر٤٘خ حُو٤ش حُوخىٓش 

ُزَٗخٓـٚ حُوخىّ أٓخ حُظلخ٤َٛ ًخ٫ط٢  

ٛٞ حُللخ٥ ػ٠ِ ػَٝحص حُؼَحم ك٢ ر٘ٞى هخٍؿ٤ش ٝ . َٓهش  -ٔ

حُوٜي ٓ٘ٚ ٣ُخىس ػَٝطٚ طلٔزخً ُٔٔظوزَ حَٓطٚ ك٤ٔخ حًح حٗظٜض 

!   ٣٫ٝظٚ حَُحرؼش

كظ٠ ٣٘لَى ٛٞ ٝكخ٤ٗظٚ ٝ ٖٓ ُق ُلْٜ ٛٞ ٝح٤ٓخىٙ . طٜـ٤َ  -ٕ

ك٢ ١َٜحٕ ػ٠ِ حٕ ٫ ٣ؼظَٟٚ حكي ٖٓ رخه٢ ح٤ٌُخٗخص 

ٝح٫كِحد ح٫هَٟ 

حٕ ًخٗٞح ٖٓ حر٘خء ح٤ُ٘ؼش حٝ حُٔ٘ش حٝ ح٤ُٔٔل٤٤ٖ حٝ . هظَ  -ٖ

 رخه٢ حُي٣خٗخص ؿ٤َ حُٔٞح٤ُٖ

66 Respondent حٓظوَحٍ حُؼَحم 

ٗوٍَ ٤َٜٓ حُؼَحم ٝٓظ٘لَ ؿ٤ٔغ ٓ٘خًِ٘خ ٗلٖ حُؼَحه٤ٕٞ ٖٓ 

حُيحه٤ِش رخُلٞحٍ ح٢٘١ُٞ حُـخى كو٢ حٗظْ ح٣ٜخ حُٔظ٤لِٕٞ ط٘لٞح 

ؿخٗزخ ٝطٞهلٞح ػٖ حٍٓخٍ ح٤ُٔخٍحص حُٔلووش ٝىػْ ح٤٘٤ُِٔخص 

٣ئٖٓ رخ٫هَ ٫ ٝحُظؼو٤ق ُِلٌَ حُظٌل١َ٤ حُٜٔـ٢ حُٔظوِق ح١ٌُ 

ىحٌْٗ رخهظ٤خٍ  ٝٓخ ٗؤٌْٗ حٗظْ رخ٤ُٔخٓش حٗظْ ُْ ٣ٔٔق ٌُْ ك٢ رَ

٣ٔٔق ٫ح٤ُ٘ٞم حٝ  ٍثٔخء رِيٌْٗ ك٤غ ٣ظْ حهظ٤خٍْٛ رخٍُٞحػش ٝ

ٕ ٫طٔظٌِٞٗٚ ٫ ٌُْ رخُظؼز٤َ ػٖ حَُح١ كظ٠ ك٤ٌق طزيٝحٕ ر٤٘ت 

٣ؼ٤٤ٚ  حٓخ رخُ٘ٔزش ُِؼَحم ك٘لٖ ٖٓ ٗوظخٍ ٖٓ ٫كخهي ح٤ُ٘ت 

هظَحع ٫ٍ ٛ٘خى٣ن ح٣٫َٝم ُ٘خ ٓ٘ؼخهزٚ ٖٓ م٫ ٣لٌٔ٘خ ٖٝٓ 

رؤَٛ حَُ٘حكخء ٤ٗؼش ٝٓ٘ش ػَرخ ٝحًَحى ٤ٓٝزو٠ حُؼَحم ٗخٓوخ 

 .٤ٔٓٝل٤ٖ ٝح٣ِ٣ي٣ٖ ٝح٣ٍٖٞٗ 

67 
Respondent  حُؼَحم ٝ حُٔـَّ حُلخهي

 .١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

حًح كخُ حُٔـَّ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رخ٫ٗظوخرخص حُؼَحم ك٢ كَد 

 .ح٤ِٛش حُلَ ٛٞ حؿظ٤خٍ حُٔـَّ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

68 Respondent ح٧ٍُه٢  =  ٓٞح١ٖ َٗهخ١ٝ     ٗوٚ ٝآكي 

69 Respondent حُؼَحم/رـيحى 
ٌٛٙ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ط٘يٍؽ طلض ٤ٓخٓش طـ٤٤َ حُٞؿٞٙ ٓغ ح٫روخء 

 ..ػ٠ِ ٤ٓخٓش حُ٘ظخّ

70 Respondent  ٕحًح كخُ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ؼزض ح

 حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢

حًح كخُ حُٔـَّ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٌٛح ٣ؼزض حٕ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ؿز٢ 

. 

71 
Respondent ٖٗ ٖطوذ ػ٠ِ ح٧هَ ٗل

 رؤٗلٔ٘خ ٣خ ٝحثَ ٜٛٚ
 ...ػ٠ِ ح٧هَ ٗلٖ ٗ٘ظوذ رؤٗلٔ٘خ ٣خ ٝحثَ

72 
Respondent  َ٣خه٢ حُؼَحه٢ حُل

 حٗظوذ ح٫ك٠َ ُي

٣خحه٢ حُؼَحه٢ حُلَ حٗظوذ ح٫ك٠َ ُي ٓخًح ؿ٤٘ظْ ٖٓ حُٔـَّ 

١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٓٞح حُوَحد ٝ حُيٓخٍ ٝ حُـٞع ٝ َٓهش حٓٞحٍ 

ػَ َٓ٘ٝع حُ٘و٤َ حُؼَحم ٝحُؼَحه٤٤ٖ رٔ٘خ٣ٍغ ٓ٘زٞٛش ّ

رخُزَٜس ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣٫ؼَف ٢ٗ رخ٤ُٔخٓش ٝ ح٫هظٜخى كظ٠ 

حًَُ٘خص ٣٫ؼَف حٓٔخثٜخ َٛ ٌٛح ٣َ٘ف حُؼَحم ػَحم 

 .حُظخ٣ٍن ٝ حُل٠خٍس ٝ حٌُز٣َخء ٌٛح ؿزخء ٝ حٗظلخٍ 

73 
Respondent WAEL SAUDI 

FREE 

ر٤يٝ ٢ُ حٕ ٌٛح حُ٘وٚ ٣َٓٞ ٠ٓلي رظؼ٤ِوخطٚ ػخُؾ ٗلٔي 

 .٣َٓٞ حُٜٔوَٙ رؤهَد ٝهض ٌٖٓٔ ٓخػ٘يى ٓخُلٚ ح٣ٜخ حٍ
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74 
Respondent  ُٝي ٢ًَٝٗ ٜٜٜٜٚٛ

 ح٣َح٢ٗ ٛيٝى ٢ًَٝٗ

ٝح٢ٗ رـيحى١ ح٤َٛ حٗض ح٣٫َح٢ٗ ح٢ُ طلـ٢ كـ٢ ٓخٍ حَٛ 

٤٣ٍٖٞٗ ٝح٤٣َُٖٓٞٔ ٫ح٣َحٕ ًِٖٝٔ حؿخٗخ هخٍ حك٘ٚ حُزخر٤٤ِٖ ٝح

٤٣ٖ ٫َُٛي حٗض ح٣َح٢ٗ ٝحك٘ٚ ٓٞ حطَحى رخرٚ حك٘ٚ حَٛ حُؼَحم ح

ح٢ًَُٝ٘ رخُؼَحه٢ حُيحٍؽ ٣ؼ٢٘ . ٣خ٢ًَٝٗ ح٣َح٢ٗ ٛ٘ي١ 

ٛٔٚ ح١ٞٔٗ حك٤ِْ ٝٗوِٚ . ح٣َح٢ٗ ٖٓ َٗم حُؼَحم حُـ٘ٞر٢ 

 ٝىحًِي ٣ُٖ ىحكـ٢ ػَحه٢ ح٤َٛ ٣خٛ٘ي١. ٖٓ ًَٓ٘ظٌْ 

75 
Respondent  َّك٢ كخٍ كُٞ حُٔـ

 ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ؟؟؟؟

ٙ ر٤ٖ ك٢ كخٍ كُٞ حُٔـَّ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رخ٫ٗظوخرخص ٫ػ٬م

حٌُِٔٔش حُؼَر٤ش حُٔؼٞى٣ش ٝ ٗظخّ كٌٞٓش حُٔـَّ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ 

 .حُؼَحه٤ش ٍرٔخ ٓظئػَ ػ٠ِ روخء حُٔل٤َ حُؼَحه٢ رخ٣َُخٝ 

76 Respondent ّٞٔٛ حٗض ٗخ٣َ ْٛ ُِؼ٬هٚ ٝطخٍى ْٛ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ 

77 Respondent  ٫ححححححححح حٍؿٞٝٝٝٝى

 ٫ححححححح طو٤ؼٜخ

أٓظلِلي رخُؼَ٘س ٫ طو٤غ حُؼ٬هش ح٢ُِ  ..حٍؿٞٝٝى أطَٞٓ ا٤ُي 

 ر٤٘٘خ ا٢ٛء ا٢ٛء ا٢ٛء

78 Respondent حه٤ِْ ح٢ُٓٞ حُؼَحه٢ 

ف حُي٣ٖ ٝ ٤ٟٗ٘ٞ ًًَٝٞى ٤ٌٕٓٝٞ حه٤ِٔخ ٫ٗزخٍ ٝى٣خ٠ُ ٫ٙٝح

كيٍح٤ُخ ٟٖٔ حُؼَحم حُٔٞكي رٔٔخػيس كز٤زظ٘خ ح٤ًَٓخ 

ه٤ِخص ك٢ ٫ه٤ِْ حٓخ ح٫ٝٓظٔخػيٗخ ح٤ًَٓخ ُلٔخ٣ش ٓ٘خ١و٘خ ك٢ ح

ه٤ِْ كؼ٤ِٜخ حَُك٤َ ُِـ٘ٞد حٝ طوؼي رؤىرٜخ ٝٓ٘ؼَٔ ك٤ِٙ ر٘٘خ ٫ح

ٝر٤ٖ حُـ٘ٞد ُٖٝ ٗٔٔق ُِِٝحٍ ٝح٤ُِخٓش ٖٓ ُٝٞؽ ى٣خ٠ُ حٝ 

 ٓخَٓحء ٝٓ٘ز٢٘ حه٤ِٔ٘خ ٝؿ٤٘٘خ حُٔظ٤ٍٞ رٔٔخػيس ح٤ًَٓخ

79 
Respondent  أ١ أه٤ِْ  ٣خٌٛح؟ حٗض

 ٤ُْ ػَحه٢ ؟رَ كخهي

ّ  ٢ٛٝ حٍح٢ٟ ٌُٖٝ ُْ طلٌَ ٖٓ  أ٣ٖ طؼ٤ٕ٘ٞ ك٢ ٓ٘خ١وي

ٛلَح٣ٝش ٝؿز٤ِش ؟؟ ٫ ٗل٦ ٫ٝػَٝحص ٫ٝ ٍُحػش ٫ٝ ٛ٘خػش  

ٗظ٠٘ٔ حٕ ط٘لِٜٕٞ ك٢ حه٤ٌِْٔ ٌٛح ح٤ُخثل٢  !! ٤ٓ٫ٝخكش  

رٌئٌْٗ ٫كخثيس ٌْٓ٘ رَ ػو٬ ػ٠ِ ٤ِٓح٤ٗش حُؼَحم  ٝ طؼ٤ٕ٘ٞ  

ؿزجخ  ػو٬٤  ػ٠ِ ه٤َحص  ٝ ٗل٢  ٝ  ٍُٝحػش   ٝ ٤ٓخكش  

!! س ك٢ حُـ٘ٞد ٝ  ح٢ُٓٞ ٝ  رـيحى ٝٓٞحٗت  ٝحُِٔحٍحص حُي٢٘٣

كٌٜٙ ٓيٕ   ! ٫ٝط٘ٔت ًًَٞى  ٝى٣خ٠ُ  ٓٔظل٤َ حٕ ط٠ْ٘ ٌُْ 

ٓ٘ظًَش ًٍٞى ٝطًَٔخٕ ٝػَد  ٤ٗؼش ٝٓ٘ش ؟؟  ٝحٌٍُٞى 

أكظٜٔض ح٫ٕ ؟  !  ٣ؼظزَٕٝ ًًَٞى ٓي٣٘ش ًَى٣ش  ٤ُْٝ ػَر٤ش  

 !!!ٍٝكْ الله أَٓء ؿَف هيٍ ٗلٔٚ 

80 Respondent ٓخ ٗل٘خ 
ٗخ١لخص ٓلخد رخُزَٜس ٝحُ٘ـق ٣زخ رـيحى كخُص رِوذ ٓخ ٗل٘خ 

 ٣خ ٤ٗغ..حهٌٍ ٓي٣٘ش ػَر٤ش ٝرؼي٣ٖ رـيحى ح٢ُ ر٘خٛخ حُؼزخ٤٤ٖٓ 

81 Respondent ُِٜٓش 

َٟرض حُلِٞؿش ....... ُٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ....ح٣ٌَٓخ حُلز٤زش

ه٢ِ )رخُلٔل١ٍٞ ُٜٝيٙ ُِلظش ح١لخُْٜ ٣ُٞيٕٝ رؼخٛخص هِو٤ش 

 (طل٤يى كز٤زظي ح٣ٌَٓخ

82 
Respondent 

 ٓؼ٠٘ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش

ٌِٗٞ حٗٞ حُزؼٞ ُٔخ ٖٓ كخْٛ ٓؼ٠٘ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش كٜٞ ٣وزَ 

ر٘ظخثـٜخ حًح ًخٗض طظ٘خٓذ ٓغ ٍؿزخطٞ حٓخ اً حهظِلض كٜٞ ٤ٌ٣َ 

ُِي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٝحُلخث٣ِٖ رٜخ ح٫طٜخٓخص ٝحُظ٤ٌٌ٘خص ٝحُٔزخد 

 ح٤ُز٤ؼ٢ حٗٞ ٣وزَ حُؼو٬ء ر٘ظخثؾ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٜٓٔخ!!!!! ٝٝٝٝٝ 

ًخٗض ٗظخثـٜخ ٝىٙ حُلَم ٣خٓخىس ر٤ٖ حُؼو٬ء ٝح٫ؿز٤خحححححححححححححء 

.. 

83 Respondent  حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش طيػٞ ح٠ُ

 ح٫ك٠َ ٣خؿز٢
 حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش طيػٞ ح٠ُ ح٫ك٠َ ٣خؿز٢ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ

84 Respondent 
ٝٗٞ ٛٞ ٓو٤خّ ح٧ك٠َ 

ر٘ظَى ٣خ ك٤لَ ُٓخٗي 

!!!!!!! 

 !!!!!!!٥َى ٣خ ك٤لَ ُٓخٗي ٝٗٞ ٛٞ ٓو٤خّ ح٧ك٠َ رٖ

85 Respondent  ٖٓ ٞٛ َرخؿز٢ ح٫ك٠

 ٣ز٢٘ ٝ ٣ويّ ٗؼزش

٣خؿز٢ ح٫ك٠َ ٖٓ ٣ز٢٘ ٝ ٣ِىَٛ ٝ ٣ويّ ٗؼزش رخك٠َ 

حُويٓخص ٌٛح ٤٘٣٫زن ػ٠ِ حُٔـَّ ١ٍٞٗ حُٔخ٢ٌُ َٓم حٓٞحٍ 

حُؼَحم ٝ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ رٔ٘خ٣ٍغ ٤ٔٛٝش ًَٔ٘ٝع حُ٘و٤َ رخُزَٜٙ 

كٜخ ح٫ٖٓ ٝ ح٫ٓظوَحٍ ٛلَ هيٓخص كظ٢ حٓٔخء حًَُ٘خص ٣٫ؼَ

 ٛلَ حكْٜ ح٣ٜخ حُـز٢ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ

86 Respondent حُؼوَ ٣ُ٘ش 

ٖٓ ٣ليى حُٔـَّ ٖٓ ػيٓٚ ٛٞ ه٤خٍحص حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ح٢ُِ 

أ٤ًي ك٤وظخٍ كٔذ ٓخ ٣َحٙ رؼ٤٘ٚ رؼ٤يح ػٖ ح٧هزخٍ ح٩ػ٤ٓ٬ش 

كظَّ ه٤خٍحطٞ حّ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ْٛ حىٍٟ كَٜ حٗض ٓض... ح٤ُٔٔٔش  

 ٣ٞٗش ػوَ... ًخُؼخىس
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87 
Respondent 

 حُي٣ٔو٤١َش ًِٔش ؿٞكخء

٣خ ٤ٓي ٢ِ٣ كخْٛ ًؼ٤َ ٫ ٝؿٞى ُِي٣ٔوَح٤١ش أ٬ٛ كخُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش 

٢ٛ ًِٔش حٓظويٓض ٠ُِلي ػ٠ِ حُ٘خّ ٝ طؼ٢٘ ػ٤ِٔخً حُؼ٘ٞحث٤ش 

ٝ ح٫ٗظوخرخص . ٝ ٣ـذ حُظلٌْ رٜخ ٝ ٠ٔٔٗ حُؼ٘ٞحث٤ش حُٔٞؿٜش 

ٝ ػ٤ِٔخ ٌٛٙ أٍهخّ ًخًرش ؿ٤َ % 99.8ػَر٤ش طٌٕٞ ك٢ حُيٍٝ حٍ

٤٘ٓو٤ش ٌُُي ٣زيأ حُٔذ ٝ حُظ٤ٌ٘ي ٧ٕ حُٔظلٌْ رٜخ ْٛ ح٧ؿِٜس 

 ح٤٘ٓ٧ش ٝ طظٞؿٚ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٗلٞ ٓخ ط٣َي ٌٛٙ ح٫ؿِٜس

89 
Respondent  ٖٓ ٝحكي ػ٘يٙ كٔخ٤ٓش

 ح٧ؿز٤خء

س حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٢ٛ اػ٤خء حُ٘ؼذ حُويٍس ٫هظ٤خٍ ه٤خىطٚ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ

ٛٞ ٛل٤ق ك٢ ط٬ػذ رخُيٓوَح٤١ش ٌُٖ ىٙ ٫ ٣ٔظيػ٢ حٕ ... 

ٗ٘ظوي حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش رَ ٣ـذ حٗظوخى ح٧ِٓٞد حُٔظزغ حًح ًخٕ ٣٘ٞرٚ 

ك٢ حُؼَحم ٝكٔذ ٓؼِٞٓخط٢ ٣ٞؿي َٓحهز٤ٖ ... حُـٖ ٝحُويحع 

ى٤٤ُٖٝ رخ٫ٟخكش َُٔحهز٤ٖ ٖٓ ٓوظِق حَُٔٗل٤ٖ ك٢ ًَ ًَِٓ 

٣ٞٗش هزٍٞ ٝطٜل٤ق ..  حٗظوخد ٌُح ٣ٜؼذ حُظ٬ػذ رخُ٘ظخثؾ

 ُٔٔخٍ حُي٣ٔوَح٤١ش ٫ٗٞ ٫ ٣ٞؿي ه٤خٍ ؿ٤َٛخ

90 Respondent ٣َح٫٢ٗح٠ُ ح٢ًَُٝ٘ ح 

ف حُي٣ٖ ٫حك٘ٚ رخه٤ِٔ٘خ ح٢ُ ك١ٞٔ٘ رؤًٕ الله ى٣خ٠ُ ٝٙ

ٗزخٍ ًًَٝٞى ح٢ُ كٔذ ٓيحطوٍٞ حٜٗخ ط٤ًَش ٫ٝحَُٔٞٛ ٝح

؟؟ ١زؼخ ٤ٔٗض حٗٚ ٖٓ ٟٖٔ ك٠خٍحص !!!ٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ط٤ًَش 

٤٣ٍٖٞٗ ك٢ حَُٔٞٛ ٝحُ٘ٔخٍ حُؼَحم ٤ٛ٫َ ح٫حكي٣ٖ حٝحى١ حَُ

٤٣ٍٖٞٗ ٝطٔظي حُيُٝش ٫حٌَُى١ ٝح٤ُٔي٣ٕٞ ح٢ُ ْٛ ؿِء ٖٓ ح

٣ٍٞٗش ٖٓ حُ٘ٔخٍ ك٢ ًَىٓظخٕ حُؼَحم ح٠ُ ٝح٢ٓ ك٢ ٫ح

حُـ٘ٞد ٣ؼ٢٘ ػ٢٘٤ حك٘ٚ ٓٞ حطَحى ٣ُٖ ٣خرٚ رْ حٗض حُيه٤َ 

 ...ح٣٫َح٢ٗ حٌُٔ٘ٞف

91 Respondent ُِٜٓش 

حُْ ...... ًًَٞى ٝى٣خ٠ُ ٬ٛٝف  حُي٣ٖ ٝح٫ٗزخٍ ط٣َي حه٤ِْ ك٢ 

طٔؤٍ ٗلٔي حٕ ى٣خ٠ُ ٓوظ٤ِش ٬ٛٝف حُي٣ٖ حٌَُى ٣َ٣يٕٝ 

حُْ طٔؤٍ ٗلٔي ٓخُِي١ ٤ٓلَ رخُٔ٘ش , ٜٗلٜخ ٝحَُٔٞٛ ح٠٣خ 

ٗلٖ ك٢ ١ٖٝ ٣٫ظٞكَ ك٤ٚ ح١ ١َٝٗ , رزـيى ٝحُزَٜس ٝحُلِش 

 ,ح٫ٗؤخّ ُٖ ٣٘ؤْ ح٫ رؼي حٕ ط٤َٔ رلٍٞ ٖٓ حُيٓخء 

92 Respondent أه٤ِْ ؿ٤َ حه٤ِْ ..٫

 حُؼَحم

ًَ ٛخ٫كٌخٍ حكٌخٍ ػزؼ٤ش ٝؿ٤َ ٝحهؼزش حُؼَحم ..ًل٠ ػزؼخ 

رل٠خٍحطٚ ك٠خٍس رخرَ رخ٢ُٓٞ ٝحٍٗٞ رخُ٘ٔخٍ َٝٓٞٓ 

رخُـ٘ٞد ًِٜخ ك٠خٍحص ر٘ض حُؼَحم ٝػَٔطٚ رل٠َ ٗؼٞرٜخ 

ح٤٘١ُٞش حٓخ ح٫ٕ ك٬ٗؼ٤ذ ٫ ػ٠ِ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٫ٝ حُ٘ـ٤ل٢ حٗٔخ 

. ك٤٘خ حُؼ٤ذ ك٢ ػذ ٣ظَٜد ٖٓ حُٔٔئ٤ُٝش ك٣َ٤ي حه٤ِْ حُؼ٤ذ 

ٗؼْ .. ٓ٘ش  1500ٗؼذ ١خثل٢ ٣ظ٘خكَ ػ٠ِ حكيحع كِٜض هزَ 

ُِ٘ظْ حُل٤َح٢ُ ٌُٖٝ ٤ُْ رٌِ٘ٚ حُلخ٢ُ ٗظخّ ٠٣ْ حه٤ِٔخ ٌٓٞٗخ 

ٖٓ حُ٘ؾ ًَٝر٬ء ٝح٫ٗزخٍ ٝحه٤ِْ ٖٓ ٝح٢ٓ ٝى٣خ٠ُ ٤ٓٝٔخٕ ٫ 

 حهخ٤ُْ ٌٓٞٗش ػ٠ِ كٔذ ح٤ُٞحثق

93 Respondent ٓٔظوزَ حُؼَحم 
كٌٞٓٚ ٤٘ٓٚ حٝ ٤ٗؼ٤ٚ حٝ ًَى٣ٚ ٓٔظوزَ حُؼَحم حٓٞى رؤٓٞى ٌٓ٘ 

 حٕ ػَكظٚ

94 Respondent حُٔؼٞى٣ش 
ػ٢ِ رٖ حر٢ ١خُذ ٝحُل٤ٖٔ ٝحُلٖٔ ٝحرٞ رٌَ ٝػَٔ ٢ٍٟ 

 الله ػْٜ٘ ػَد ٤ُٝٔٞح ػـْ ٣خٍٝحكٞ حُؼَحى حُٔظؼخٍى

95 Respondent  ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش

 ـخؿَحٌُزَٟ ــ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس @@@@ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ٍس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ ػـــــ حُؼٞ@@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

ٍٟ ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُذ@@@@ـــخؿَ

ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ @@@@ـــخؿَ

 @@ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش حٌُزَٟ ـــخؿَ@@@@ـــخؿَ
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96 Respondent  ٫ ط٠ٔ٘ ٫ٝ ٌُٖٝ

 ! !!أٍؿٞى. طظ٘خ٠ٓ 

ٓلٔي . أَٛ حُز٤ض ٓظش أكَحى ،هٔٔش ْٜٓ٘  ػَد ٝٝحكي كخ٢ٍٓ 

َٛ الله طؼخ٠ُ ػ٤ِٚ ٝآُٚ ِّْٝٓ ٝػ٢ِ ٝكخ١ٔش حَُِٛحء ٝحُلٖٔ 

حُل٤ٖٔ ػ٤ِْٜ أك٠َ ح٬ُٜس ٝح٬ُّٔ ػَد ِٝٓٔخٕ حُٔلٔي١ ٝ

. حُلخ٢ٍٓ ٢ٍٟ الله طؼخ٠ُ ػ٤ِٚ 

ٝٛٞ ح٫ٓخّ حَُحرغ ٖٓ ٣ًٍش حٍَُٓٞ ( ع ) ح٫ٓخّ ٣ُٖ حُؼخري٣ٖ 

ٝٛٞ ح٩ٓخّ ػ٢ِ رٖ . ٓلٔي َٛ الله طؼخ٠ُ ػ٤ِٚ ٝآُٚ ِّْٝٓ 

ػ٤ِٚ ح٬ُّٔ أرٞٙ ػَر٢ ٛٞ ح٩ٓخّ حُل٤ٖٔ ( حُٔـخى ) حُل٤ٖٔ 

 ...ٗزخد أَٛ حُـ٘ش ػ٤ِٚ أك٠َ ح٬ُٜس ٝ ح٬ُّٔ ،  ٤ٓي

97 Respondent حُظ٤٘غ ػَر٢ ػَحه٢ 

حُظ٤٘غ ػَحه٢ ٗ٘خ ٝطَػَع  ٣ٝزو٠ ػَحه٤خ ًَٝ حٛلخد ح٫ٓخّ 

ح٤َٓ حُٔئ٤ٖ٘ٓ ػ٤ِٚ ح٬ُّٔ ٖٓ حُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ح٫هلخف ٍٝػش 

حُل٠خٍحص ٫ٕٝ حًؼَْٛ ًخٕ ٣ظٌِْ رخُِـش حُ٘ز٤٤ش حٍُٔٞٝػش ػٖ 

ح ًخٕ ٤٣ِن ػ٤ِْٜ حُؼـْ ٝحُظ٤ٔٔش ح٫ٛق ُْٜ حُ٘ز٢ ح٫ؿيحى ٌُ

ٌُٖ طَٔع حُزؼٞ ٝٝٛٔٚ حٝ ٗلٔٚ ح٠٣َُٔش ؿؼِض ٖٓ ًِٔش 

ػـ٢ٔ َٓحىكش ُِلخ٢ٍٓ ٝرٌٜح ح٫ػظزخٍ كخُؼَحه٤٤ٖ ٤ُْ ر٤ْٜ٘ 

ِٝٓٔخٕ حُٔلٔي١ ٛٞ ... كخ٢ٍٓ ٝحٗٔخ ٛ٘خى ح٣ًخٍ ُلخٍّ 

ػَحه٢ ح٠٣خ ٝح١ِن ػ٤ِٚ كخ٢ٍٓ ٫ٕ ر٬ىٙ ًخٗض طلض 

حٓخ ر٘خٕ ٝحُيس ح٫ٓخّ ٣ُٖ حُؼخري٣ٖ ػ٤ِٚ ... ح٣ش حُلخ٤ٍٓش حُٞٙ

ح٬ُّٔ ك٬ طٞؿي حىُش طخ٣ٍو٤ش ٓؼظٔيس ك٢ حٜٗخ حر٘ش ٣ِىؿَى ٌٝٛح 

 حُلٌَس ح٤ٛ٘ؼٜخ حُلَّ ٢ً ٣ـؼِٞح ُْٜ ٗلًٞح ػ٠ِ حُظ٤٘غ

98 Respondent  ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش

 حٌُزَٟ ـــخؿَ

ػ٠ِ هخػيس ح٫ٓي ك٢ ِْٓ  120ٓو١ٞ هْٔ هٌحثق ٛخٕٝ ػ٤خٍ 2

ػِٔخ حٜٗخ هخػيس @@ حَُٓخى ٝحػٔيس حُيهخٕ طَطلغ ٖٓ ٤ٜٓٝخ 

هخ٤ُش ك٤غ حٕ ٓؼ٠ْ ح٤٘٤ِ٤ُٔخص ٝهٞحص حُـ٤ٖ @@@ٗزٚ 

@@ حُٜل١ٞ هي َٛرض رخطـخٙ ٓزْٜ 

 طٌز٤ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ

99 Respondent  ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش

 حٌُزَٟ ـــخؿَ

٣وش حُ٘و٘ز٘ي٣ش ٣ؼ٤زٕٞ َٛٔ ٣ٝٔظُٕٞٞ ػ٠ِ ٍؿخٍ ؿ٤ٖ ح٤َُ

@@@@ ًْ ؿ٘ٞد ًًَٞى  44حػ٘ظ٤ٖ ك٢ ه٠خء حُل٣ٞـش 

@@@@@ ٝحَٓ ٟخر٤٤ٖ ٛل٣ٖٞ ٓغ ٤ًٔش ٖٓ ح٫ِٓلش 

 @@@طٌز٤ـــــــــــــــــــــــــَ

100 Respondent  ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش

 حٌُزَٟ ـــخؿَ

ٛخٕٝ رخطـخٙ  حُـ٤ٖ ح٢ٓ٬ٓ٫ ٝؿ٤ٖ حُٔـخٛي٣ٖ ٤٣ِوٕٞ هٌحثق

٤ٓخٍ ٛيحّ حُي٢ُٝ ٓٔخ حىٟ ح٠ُ طي٤َٓ ٓيٍؽ ٝط٠ٍَ ١خثَط٤ٖ 

 ٣ٔظويٜٓخ حُـ٤ٖ حُٜل١ٞ ُٔلخٍرش ٝٗوَ حُؼظخى ح٠ُ رؼخٍ ح٫ػي

101 Respondent ح٫ٗظوخد 

حٗظوز٘خ حُٔخ٢ٌُ رْ ٗؼَف ٓخٍحف ٤٣ٍٞ حُـ٘ٞد رْ ٣ٔٚ 

حُ٘ل٢ ٣َٜٝد حٓٞحُٚ ُِوخٍؽ  ٓغ رخه٢ ح٫كِحد ح٤ٓ٬ٓ٫ٚ 

 ح٤ٓ٬ٓ٫ٚ ٜٓخٛٞحُيٓخءٝؿ٤َ 

102 Respondent ح٠ُ ؿ٘ٞر٢ 
٣خحه٢ ٤ُٖ ٌَِٛ٘ طلـ٢ حًؼَ حُٔ٘خ١ن حٓظلخىٙ ٝحُىٛخٍ كخ٤ُخ 

 ٢ٛ حُـ٘ٞد ٍٝٝف ىٍٝ ٝٗٞف ٓ٘ٞ حُي٣َٜد حُ٘ل٢

103 Respondent  ػـــــ حُؼٍٞس حُؼَحه٤ش

 حٌُزَٟ ـــ

حُٔـخُْ حُؼ٣ٍٞش ك٢ رـيحى ٝحُٔلخك٠خص طيػٞ حُـ٤ٖ ح٠ُ 

ٛخ ٟي ٤٘٤ِ٤ٓخص ح٣َحٕ حُٔـَٓش ٝطؼ٤٤ٚ ِٜٓش ٢ٌُ حُٞهٞف ٓغ

٣ِوٕٞ ح٬ُٔف ٓوخرَ ح٫ٓخٕ ُْٜ ٓغ ط٤ِْٜٔٔ ىٗخى٣ٖ ٗٞع ىكش 

 حُزَٝح١ٍ

104 Respondent ػٜخرخص 
ىحثٔخ ح٣ٌُٖ ٣لٌٕٔٞ حُؼَحم ػٜخرخص هظَ ٝأؿَحّ ُ٘ؼٞرْٜ 

 ُٝ٘ؼٞد ح٤ُ٘ٔوٚ  الله ٣ٌٕٞ رؼٕٞ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢

105 Respondent ……. الله ٣ٔخػي حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢... ح١ ٝالله 

106 Respondent  ح٫ٍُه٢ح٠ُ 

٣خ ُٝي حٗض ٓخ٤ِٓض ٖٓ حُزٜيُٚ ٝحُخٛخٗٚ ح٢ُ ٗخُُٚ ػ٠ِ ًَحٓظي 

ُٝي ٝحُِٚ حٗي ٓظؼٞى ػ٠ِ َٛ حُخٛخٗخص ٝكظ٠ .رٌَ طؼ٤ِن طؼٌِٚ 

ه٢ِ ػ٘يى ٣ٞٗش رْ ٖٓ ححػوَ ٝحكظَحّ . ٌٖٓٔ ٖٓ حَٛ ر٤ظي 

 ٣خ٣ٞٗؼ٤ٌُٓٞ٢ي٣ٚ حٌُحص ٝهق ػ٤ِ٘خ رظؼ٤ِوخطي ح

107 Respondent ٖ٤ُ 

٤ُٖ ٓخ طِٕٔٔٞ ىكش حُلٌْ ٧َٛ حُؼَحم ح٤٤ِٛ٫ٖ ح٢ُِ ْٛ 

ٝٗٞػي ....ح٤ُٔٔل٤٤ٖ  ٝرْ ًْ ٓ٘ش ٝح٤ُٔٔل٤ٕٞ ْٛ ػَحه٤ٕٞ

حُؼَحه٤ٕٞ  رؤٕ حُؼَحم ٍحف ٣ظؼَٔ  ٣ٜٝزق حكٖٔ ٖٓ ح٫ٓخٍحص 

ػ٠ِ ح٫هَ ربْٜٗ  ٫ ٣َٔهٕٞ ه٤َحص  حُزِي ٝحٓ٘خء ... 

 ......٣ٖ ٣ُٝٞػٕٞ حُو٤َ ػ٠ِ حُ٘ؼذ ٝٓو٢ِٜ

108 Respondent ٬ًٓي ٤ِْٓ ٤٘٣ٝزن حُٔؼَ ٛ٘خ طٔخٓخ ػخٗض ح٣يى ٣خ أٍُه٢ 
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109 Respondent  ٖح٠ُ حُخٍُك٢ ٝٓٞح٣

 َٗهخ١ٝ
 ٣ؼـِ حُِٔخٕ ػٖ ٝٛق ٓٔوَس طؼ٤ِوخطٌْ

110 Respondent  ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٟلي ػ٠ِ

 حُ٘ؼذ

حُؼ٤َٔ ٣ٜ٘ذ ٤ُْٝ حُٔخ٢ٌُ .. ح٫ٗظوخرخص ٟلي ػ٠ِ حُ٘ؼذ

.. ح٣َحٕ طؤَٓ رٟٞؼٚ كخًْ ػ٠ِ حُلي٣وٚ حُوِل٤ٚ ٣٫َحٕ.. ٣٘ظوذ

ًو٤ِـ٢ حط٠٘ٔ ط٤ٜ٘زٚ َٓٙ حهَٟ ٤ُزو٠ حُٔٞح١ٖ حُؼَحه٢ 

ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ ػ٠ِ ٓخٛٞ ػ٤ِٚ كوَ ٝ طوِق ٣ٝيكغ ٛٔـ٤ض ٢ُ٬ٓ 

 ١َٜحٕ رؤْٓ حُي٣ٖ

111 
Respondent 

 كٔز٘خ الله ٝٗؼْ ح٤ًَُٞ

ٓٔؼ٘خ رٌٜٙ ح٫هزخٍ حُٔلِػش ٤ٓزو٠ ط٬ٗض ًَ حك٬ٓ٘خ ٓخ حٕ 

ٌٛح حُٜخ٢ٌُ ؿخػْ ػ٠ِ ٛيٍٝ حَُ٘كخء ح٣ٌُٖ ٣خِٕٓٞ  رخُظـ٤٤َ 

 ُـِذ ح٫ٓظوَحٍ ُز٬ىْٛ

112 Respondent /  ٍحُؼَحم ٛٞٙ ٣ؼَف ٤ٖٓ ٣وظخ........ 

113 Respondent ٗظ٤ـش ١ز٤ؼ٤ش 

حُٔلخكظخص حُـ٘ٞر٤ش أؿِز٤ش ٌٓخٜٗخ ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ْٝٛ ك٢ حُؼَحم 

٤ٗؼش ػَد ٤ٗٝؼش ػـْ ح١ كَّ كخ٤ُ٘ؼش حُؼَد ٫ : ٕ ه٢ٔٔ

ٝٛئ٫ء ٣٘ظوزٕٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ( ك٢ ؿخُز٤ظْٜ ) ٣ئٕٓ٘ٞ ر٣٫ٞش حُلو٤ٚ 

حٝ ط٤خٍ حُٜيٍ ك٢ حُظَٝف حُلخ٤ُش ٝا٣َحٕ ٤٠َٓس ح٠ُ ىػْ 

حُٔخ٢ٌُ ُظٞك٤ي ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٟي حُٔ٘ش ٝر٘لْ حُٞهض طٍِع حُلظ٘ش 

ٟؼخكٜٔخ ٓؼخ ٝحُؼيحٝس ر٤ٖ ؿٔخػش حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝؿٔخػش حُٜيٍ ٩

٫ٕ ح٤ُ٘ؼش حُلَّ ك٢ حُؼَحم أه٤ِش ؿ٤َ ٓلزٞرش ٌُٜٝح ح٣َحٕ 

طٔخٗغ ر٘يس ٖٓ طو٤ْٔ حُؼَحم ٫ٗٚ ػ٘يٛخ ٤ٓظَٜ حَُٜحع 

ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ حُؼَر٢ ٓغ ح٤ُ٘ؼ٢ حُلخ٢ٍٓ ٝحٟلخ ٝػ٤٘لخ ٝحُـِزش 

ٓظٌٕٞ كظٔخ ٤ُِ٘ؼش حُؼَد ك٢ حُؼَحم ٖٝٓ ػْ ٣ؼٞى حُٞكخم 

 د ٌٝٛح ٓخ طَك٠ٚ ح٣ٌَٓخطي٣ٍـ٤خ ر٤ٖ ح٤ُ٘ؼش ٝحُٔ٘ش حُؼَ

114 Respondent هِحػ٢ 

ػخٗخ ىٛخه٘ش حُلَحد ْٛ ...ح٫ٝ ٗز٤ي حرَحْٛ ٛٞ ٖٓ ؿ٘ٞد حُؼَحم

ٍحرؼخ ٍر٤ؼش ٢١ٝ ٝ ُر٤ي ٝٗزخٕ ٝحٓي ...٢ٓٝ ٝؿ٘ٞد حُؼَحم 

حُلَّ ٝح٬ُٔؿوش حُٔظؼَرٕٞ حهٞس ُ٘خ ْٝٛ ....ؿ٘ٞد حُؼَحم 

ًِ٘خ ر٢٘ .. حٗض ٗخٍد رٍٞ رؼَ...ٓ٘ش ك٢ ٗٔخٍ ٝؿَد حُؼَحم 

ؿ٤ٔغ حثٔش حُٔ٘ش حٓخ .حىّ ٝح٬ٓ٫ّ ٤ُْ ؿخ٢ِٛ حٝ ػ١َٜ٘ 

حٗض ٝحٓؼخُي ٓ٘لَف ػٖ ...ْٝٛ  ػ٠ِ ٍح٢ٓ.ػـْ حٝ طَى 

 حُي٣ٖ

115 Respondent  13ح٠ُ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٤ٓخٍ ٛيحّ حُي٢ُٝ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

 ٙ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛٚٛ

ٙ ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ  ٍحف حٓٞص ٖٓ ح٠ُلي 

٤ٓخٍ ٛيحّ حُي٢ُٝ 

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ

ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٚٛ ٙ 

116 Respondent  108ح٠ُ 
طوخطِٞ ح٣َٓ٫ٌخٕ ػيٝٗخ ٛٞ ؿزخثٌْ ؟؟؟ٝحُٔئحٍ  ٛٞ ُٔخًح ُْ 

 ك٤٘ٔخ ىهِٞ حُؼَحم ٝٝهؼظْ ٝػ٤وش ح٫ٓظ٬ّٔ ؟؟؟

117 Respondent  104ح٠ُ 
١َٜحٕ هيّ ٬ُِّٔ حٌُؼ٤َ 

 ؟؟؟ٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ........

118 Respondent  ٓلي ٣َ٣يى كظ٠ ح٤ُ٘ؼش

 حػَد رْ حُٔٔظلخى

ٝ ًِٚ ًٌد كظ٠ حَٛ حُـ٘ٞد ٓٞ ًِٜخ ط٘ظوذ حُٜخ٢ٌُ ٤ُٖ ٙ

ٗ٘ٞ ح٢ُِ ٓٞحٙ رخُـ٘ٞد حٗٞ ًِٔخ َٓ حًُٞض ٣َؿؼٕٞ 

ٍُِٞحءطوِق رخُظؼ٤ِْ ٝحُلوَ ٝحَُٔٝ ٝحٌَُٜرخء ٝحُٔخء ٝحُز٤خُٚ 

رخُٔجش ًِٜخ ًٌد رٌٌد ٓؼَ حػ٬ٕ ىحػٖ رخ٫ٗزخٍ  40ٛخ١ ٓخٍ 

ٝىحػٖ ٤ٛش ٤٘٤ِٓخص ح٣َح٤ٗش   ٝ  ػِٚ ٖٓ حُلَّ حُؼـْ ىهِْٞٛ 

رلـش حٜٗخ طوخطَ ر٘خٍ ر٤ٖ ٛلٞف حُلٜخثَ ح٣ٍُٞٔش حُٔـخٛيس 

٤ٛٝش ٓغ ر٘خٍ حٌُِذ ٝٛخ ٛٞ حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٣ٔظويّ ٗلْ حػ٬ّ ٣ٍٞٓخ 

٫ٕ ىحػٖ طخرؼش ٣٫َحٕ ح١ حٗٚ ٣٘ظـَ ػ٘يْٛ ٌُٖٝ حُلَم حٕ 

ح٫ٗزخٍ ٫ ٣ٞؿي رٜخ ىحػٖ ٝؿٜزٖ ػ٘ي ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ٛٞ حُلخثِ 

ٌٗي ٓخ ط٤ِغ ٖٓ حٗخػخص حٗي حُلخثِ ٫ٗٚ ٓؼَ ٓخ ٣ٌُٕٞٞ  حُؼخُؼش 

 طؼخ٠ُ. ٝر٤ٜخ ٜٗخ٣ظي حٗ٘خلله ػخرظش 

119 Respondent  ٚحٗ٘خء الله حُؼخُؼش ػخرظ

 َِٛٔس

٫ٕ ٛي٢٘٤ً رؼي ٛخ١ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ح٣خى ػ١ٝ٬ ٍحف ٣٘ٔلذ ٖٓ 

 .٢ًُٞٝ ٣ٞٓق ًخٍ (( ٫ٕ َٓ ٖٓ حُؤخٍس ))حُؼَٔ ح٤ُٔخ٢ٓ 
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120 Respondent ٓلظٜٔض 
٤ٜٓ٘ٚ ٓ٘ٞ  حكٖ... ح٣َحٕ ١ٝ ر٘خٍ ٓٞ حُوخػيٙ... ػويط٤ٜٚ ُِ٘ـِٚ

 ..حُزِي ح٫ًٝ . ١ٝ ٓ٘ٞ ح٣َٗي ٗخّ طز٢٘ حُؼَحم ٝ هِٚ

121 Respondent حٓٔغ ٣خػَحه٢ 

حًح كخُ حُٜخ٢ٌُ كٌٜح ٓؼ٘خٙ حٕ حُ٘ؼذ حهظخٍٙ ًِْٜٝ حٝ حؿِز٤ظْٜ 

ْٝٛ ٣ؼ٤ٕ٘ٞ ك٢ حٓٞء رِي ك٢ حُؼخُْ كٔذ حُظوخ٣ٍَ . ٖٓ ح٤ُ٘ؼٚ 

ٝطٔظخِٕٛٞ  كؤهٍٞ ٓزَٝى ػ٤ٌِْ حُٔخ٢ٌُ. حُي٤ُٝٚ ٤ُْٝ ح٤ُ٘ٔٚ 

٣خٗخّ َٛطٞح ٠ٓلٌٚ حٓخّ ٗؼٞد حُؼخُْ حُلَٙ ٝحٗخ . حًؼَ 

ًٝٔخ طٌٞٗٞح ٠ُٞ٣ )حػظوي ٌٛح ًِٚ ٖٓ ػ٘ي الله ٓزلخٗٚ ٝطؼخ٠ُ 

 .حَُكٔٚ ح٠ُ ٤ٜٗي حُلؾ ح٫ًزَ ( ػ٤ٌِْ

122 Respondent حُؼَحم 
ٝكخهيٕٝ ٝحرٞ حَٓحء ٛخػي هٜزٖ ٓخػ٤ٌِْ ...ٝالله ًٌِْ 

ٜٜٜٜٚٛ 

123 Respondent ح٠ُ ٤ٟخء حُؼَحه٢ 

ك٢ أ١ ػَف ًخٕ ػَر٢ أّ أػـ٢ٔ ٫ طٌٕٞ حُِٝؿش ٖٓ أَٛ 

ر٤ض حَُؿَ ٢ٌُ طوَُؽ ُٝؿخص حٍَُٓٞ ٖٓ أَٛ ر٤ض حٍَُٓٞ 

؟؟؟  

ك٢ ( ٙ)حٍؿٞ حٕ ٫ ٣ٌٕٞ حُٔزذ ٛٞ ط٤ٌِق ٗٔخء حٍَُٓٞ  

ٌٓش حٌَُٔٓش ٤ُِٔيس ػخث٘ش أّ حُٔئ٤ٖ٘ٓ ٌُِٛخد ٓغ حرٖ ػٔش 

رٖ حُؼٞحّ ك٢ ؿ٤ٖ رخطـخٙ حٍَُٓٞ ُٝٝؽ حهظٜخ ، حُِر٤َ 

) حُزَٜس ُظؼوذ رؼٞ ٖٓ هظِش ػؼٔخٕ رؼي حٕ ٤٤َٓ حُ٘ز٤لش 

ػ٠ِ حُٔي٣٘ش حٍُٔ٘ٞس ، ٓٔخ ٓ٘غ ٗٔخء حٍَُٓٞ ٖٓ ( هظِش ػؼٔخٕ

 .حُؼٞىس ح٤ُٜخ  ك٤غ ًٛزٞح ُِلؾ ك٢ طِي حُٔ٘ش 

124 Respondent  ٌٜٙحًح حُ٘ؼذ حهظخٍ ك

 حٍحىطٚ

حُوخٕٗٞ حًظٔق ًَ ٓ٘خك٤ٔٚ ١زؼخ حُ٘ظخثؾ طوٍٞ حٗض حثظ٬ف ىُٝش 

رخَُؿْ ٖٓ كِٔش حُظٔو٢٤ حُظ٢ ٍٓٞٓض ٟي حُٔخ٢ٌُ ٝحثظ٬كٚ 

ٖٓ هزَ ح٫كِحد ح٤ُ٘ؼ٤ٚ ٝح٤ُ٘ٔٚ ػ٠ِ كي ٓٞحء ٌُٖ حُ٘ؼذ 

حهظخٍٙ ٌٝٛٙ كو٤وٚ ػ٤ِ٘خ حُظ٤ِْٔ رٜخ حُ٘ؼذ حُؼَحه٢ ر٤ز٤ؼظٚ 

٣ٌَٙ حُظ٤َف ُٝٞ ٫ هٞف حَٛ ح٫ٗزخٍ ٝٓ٘خ١ن حُٔ٘ٚ ٖٓ 

ٓخ٢ٌُ ًٔخ حٗظوزٞٙ ح٤ُ٘ؼٚ ح٣ٌُٖ هِْٜٜ ٖٓ ىحػٖ ُ٘ظوزٞح حٍ

 ٤٤َٓٙ ح٤٘٤ُِٔخص

125 Respondent رـيحى 
حٗٞ ٛٞح٣ٚ حطٔظ١َٕٞ ح٣َحٕ ٝحُؼـْ ٓلظ٤ِ٘ٚ رؼي ٓخ ٤٤ٜ٘ٗٚ 

 ٗٞكٞ ؿ٤َ ٓخُلٚ ٣خ حٌٗحٍ

126 Respondent حُؼَحم 
ٍؿْ ٓخٝحؿٜٚ ىُٝش حُوخٕٗٞ ٖٓ طلي٣خص كؤٗٚ ٝرؤًٕ الله طؼخ٠ُ 

 هخر٤ٚ رٌَ ؿيحٍٙ ٤ٓٝ٘ظَٜ حُلن٤ٓظٜيٍ حُوٞحثْ ح٫ٗض

127 Respondent حىحٗش 

ح٫هٞس حُٔلظَٕٓٞ حٍؿًْٞ ٓخػي٢ٗٝ ٍأ٣ض  حٍُٜٞس ١٬ُزخء 

٣ـٕٔٔٞ حٛخرؼْٜ 

ك٢ حَُٔهش ٝٓ٘غ حٌُٞحىٍ ح٤ُز٤ش ٖٓ ح٫ٗظوخرخص ًٌُي حُلِٞؿش 

حُٜخٓيس 

ٝحَٛ ح٫ػظ٤ٔش ح٫ر٤خٍ ٝحُوَٟ ك٢ ى٣خ٠ُ ٝح٫ٗزخٍ ٝٓلخكظخص 

حهَٟ 

ك٤ٖ ٝهٞحص ٓٞحص طلخَٛ ٌٓخطذ حُٔل٤ٟٞش ٝحؿظ٤خٍ َٕٓ

ٝحهٌ ٛ٘خى٣ن 

ح٫هظَحع ٝٓل٤ٟٞش ح٫ٗظوخرخص ؿ٤َ ك٤خى٣ش ٫ٜٗخ طلض ٟـ١ٞ 

حُظٜي٣ي 

ٝح٫رظِحُ ٝح٠َُد ٝكخُش حُلَد ٝح٫ كَد ًلخًْ ط٠لٌٕٞ 

ػ٠ِ ػوُٞ٘خ 

 ٌٛٙ حُٔل٤ٟٞش ُْ ُٖٝ طٌٕٞ ك٤خى٣ش حريح
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