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Abstract

The aim of the present paper is demonstrating how factive presupposition and epistemic modality uncoverthe
social and political dimensions of the speaker's cognition in political discourse. Van Dijk's discourse-cognition-
society triangle has been selected to analyze Hillary Clinton's political remarks on the Tunisian Revolution. First,
based on thediscursive analysis, the research findings reveal that factive presuppositionand epistemic modality
are frequently used and almost evenly distributed in the selected corpus. Second, the analysis of
politicalcognitionshows that the speaker’s personal and social values and attitudes are demystified via cognitive
frames and mental models relating to democracy and human rights. Third, studying social cognition in the corpus
demonstrates that H. Clinton's personal values and attitudes are selections of the socially shared ideologies and
opinions in her epistemic community. It also shows that she perceives the world in terms of ideological poles.The
present research analyzesthe socio-political dimensions of politicians' cognition via factive presuppositionand
epistemic modality from a socio-cognitive perspective.

Keywords: factivity, modality, political discourse, social cognition, politicalcognition, polarization.
1. Introduction

Thepresent  researchisconductedwithinacombinedframework,incorporatingpresuppositiontheory,  epistemic
modality and CDA.More specifically, van Dijk's(1995) socio-cognitive approach will beimplemented to
studypresuppositionand modality fromcognitiveandsocialperspectives.
Thisseemstobeaninvitingareaofanalysisbecause these linguistic features help to unveil the knowledge
background of the speaker in  political  discourse.Thefirstpartofthepresentpaperexamines
factivepresupposition triggers.The second part sheds light on epistemic modality and how it embeds the attitude
of the discourse emitter. Moreconcernisaboutdemystifying the link between factivepresupposition
andepistemicmodality and how they reveal the speaker's social and political cognition.The third part
focuses on political discourse and, more importantly, on the sociopolitical dimensions of
discourse. Thepresentpaperattemptstoanswerthefollowingresearch questions:

a- Howarethelexicalfeaturesthattriggerfactivepresupposition and epistemic modality distributed
inHillaryClinton’s political discourse?

b- Whatisthelinkbetweenfactivepresupposition and epistemicmodality?

c- Howdothese linguistic features in discourse unveilH. Clinton’ssocial and political cognition?

2. Literature review
2.1 Factivepresupposition triggers

Epistemological ~ presupposition may  express bothbeliefs and  knowledge.  Epistemologicalpr
esuppositionsaredefinedas“deep,andoftenunstated,beliefsthatformthefoundationofaparticularsystemofknowledge”(
Dilts,1998,para.7).Epistemologicalpresuppositionsarealsopresentedasfundamentalassumptionsuponwhichother
ideasarebuiltandproven.Theyare*‘theprimaryideasandassumptionsfromwhicheverythingelseinthefieldisderived”(Di
Its,1998,para.18).Inotherwords,theyarethebasicbeliefsuponwhic hotherconceptsarebased. Factivitya
dpresuppositio narerelatedpra gmaticandlinguis icphenomena.Thel exicalfeaturesthattriggerfa ctivepresupposition
are mainly factive verbsandfactiveno unphrases.Factiveverbsare dividedintoepistemic andemotiveverbs
.First,epistemicorcognitivefactiv esdescribethementalstateofaffai rsoftheagent,likein “Joh nknows/
doesn’tknowthatBairdinventedtelevision ”(lwanov,2014,p.1), whereitispresupposedthatBairdinventedtelevision.
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Second,emotivefactivesdescribetheemotionalstateofaffairs,orthe  feelingoft  heagent,lik  ein“Marthar
egrets/doesn’treqgr etdrinkingJohn’ shomebrew ”(lwanov,2 014,p.2),whereitispresupposed thatMarthadrankJo
hn’shomebrew.Factiveverbstriggerepistemologicalpresuppositions.Factiveverbsare ‘know’, ‘besorrythat’,‘beprou
dthat’,‘beindifferentthat’,‘beawarethat’,etc.(lwanov,2014,p.1-2). Theseverbsseemtorev ealthespeaker’ shack
groundknowledgesincetheytriggerfactivepresuppositions,hencefactualinformation.Sinceinformationisfact
ual,thespeakerseemstoshowstrongcommitmenttothetruthvalueofherpropositions.Adistinction,however,hastobemad
ebetween ‘know’and believe’. Theuseof “Ibelievethatp “revealsthespeaker’suncertaintyaboutp,henceanti-pres
upposition(Chemla,2008,p.6).Factivepresuppositionis also triggered bynounph rasesorNPs (lwa no
v,2014).Presentingpersonalbeliefsasfactualinformationisstrongerwhennounsthattopicalizeepistemiccertainty
ofpropositionsareutilizedbythespeaker(Schmid,2001).Suchnounsare ‘fact’, ‘reality’,‘truth’and‘certainty’whichc
anbeusedasmarkersofstrongepistemicclaims(Schmid,2001,p.1544).Byusingnounsin‘that-clauses’,forin sta
nce,thespeakersmay selltheir own viewsandpersonal opinionsasobjectivetruthsand irrefutable
facts.Speakers,insuchconstructions,givetheimpressionthattheirviews-disguised-as-truthsrepresentg iven and
shared knowledgebyalldiscourseparticipants(Schmid,2001).

2.2Epistemicmodality

Epistemicmodalityisanindicatorofthesourceofinformation.Epistemicmodalsareinterpretedbyanalystsonthegrou
ndof*‘abodyofinformationorevidence,whichisfrequentlyreferredtoastheso-
calledwhatisknown”(Song,2009,p.1).Epistemicmodalityexpressionshighlightthenecessity/possibilityofapropositi
on,oraprejacentdependingonsomeevidenceorknowledge(vonFintel &Gillies,2007).However,epistemicmodalityd
oesnotaffectthetruthconditionality =~ ofanutterance(Papafragou,2006,p.1688).Epistemicmodalityis  only
acommentonthepropositionexpressedintheutterance.ltis“thespeaker’sassessmentofprobabilityand
predictability”(Halliday,1970,p.349).Itissomethingexternaltothecontentandapartofthespeaker’sattitudetowardsh
isownspeechroleas‘declarer’(Halliday,1970).Italsosignalsthepresupposition’sstatusintermsofthespeaker’scommi
tmenttoit(Palmer,1986).Such an attitude towards the truth conditionality of the proposition depends on
evidentiality.As the aim of the present research is studying the speaker's cognition, focus will be on epistemic
modal adverbs, epistemic modal adjectives and mental state predicates.

2.2.1Modaladverbs

Modaladverbsarebasicallyneutral butincertaincontexts,theymayimplysubjectiveornon-
subjectiveevaluations(Nuyts,2001).Jackendoff(1972)states(ascitedinDrubig,2001,p.9)thatmodalorevidentialadverb
s,suchas‘probably’,‘supposedly’,‘evidentially’,‘obviously’,cannotoccurinnegationscope. This can be
illustrated in thefollowingexample,citedinDrubig(2001,p.9):

(a) John probably never ran so fast.

(b) * Never did John probably run so fast.

Othermodaladverbs, like ‘necessarily’,occurinthe negation
scope,butlackepistemicinterpretations. Epistemicadverbsofcertaintyinvolve‘certainly’,whichexpressesthatthestateo
faffairsiscertain(Simon-Vandenbergen,2008).AccordingtoGrice(ascitedinSimon-
Vandenbergen,2008,p.1531),thecommonassumptionisthatspeakerssaythingstheyaresureabouttheirtruthfulne
ssandforwhichtheyhaveevidence.Inshort,epistemicmodaladverbscanbesubjective,objective,
orneutraldependingonevidenceandcontext.

2.2.2 Modaladjectives

Modaladjectivescanalso
steersubjective,objectiveorneutralreadings.Subjectivityis“systematicallyinvolvedinadjectivalexpressionsofepis
temicmodality”’(Nuyts,2001,p.389).Adjectivalconstructionscanexpress,dependingontheformoftheconstruction,bo
thobjectiveandsubjectivemeanings(Nuyts,2001).Forinstance,whenaspeakerusesthestandardformitisprobablethat
> ,sheexpressesnon-
subjectivityviatheimpersonalsubject‘it’andthecopula‘be’,whichassertsthemodalityexpressed(Perkins,
1983,p.67).Likeepistemicmodaladverbs,epistemicmodaladjectivescanrevealthesubjectivity,objectivityorneutrality
ofthespeaker.

2.2.3 MentalStatepredicates
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Mentalstatepredicatesaresystematicallysubjective.Consequently,suchpredicates“typicallyandpredominantlyoccurin
contextsinwhichthespeakervoicespersonalopinions” (Nuyts,2001,p.390).Mental state verbs occur incontextsthat
involveantagonismbetweentheviewsofthe
speakersandhearers.Sincetheyareinherentlysubjective,mentalstatepredicatesmay

beusedtomitigateorhedge. ThisideaisillustratedbyNuyts(2001,p.391)asfollows:

(a) Well, I thought that I had already said that a minute ago, didn’t I?
(b) I think now I have to say something after all worthy colleagues.

In(a)and(b),speakersareclearlysureaboutwhattheysay.However,whentheyusethementalstatepredicate
'think',theyexpressatentativepersonalopinion.Suchanopinioncanbewrong,henceallowingotheropinionsorreactionso
nthepartoftheaddressees.In  short,mentalstateverbsareonlysubjective.Subjectivity leads to questioning the
reliability of information and thinking about the attitude of the speaker. This also raises the question: how does
epistemic modality unveil the speaker's social and political cognition in political discourse?

2.3Politicaldiscourse

Politicaldiscourseissimplythediscourseofpoliticiansandaformofinstitutionaldiscourse(vanDijk,2002a).Itmustbed
eliveredbythespeakerwhensheplaystheroleofapoliticianinaninstitutionalsetting.Inotherwords,discourseispol
iticalwhenitperformsapoliticalactinapoliticalinstitution,likeelectoralcampaigns,parliamentarydebates,legislati
on,governing,decisionmakingetc.ltispoliticalbecauseofitsfunctioninthepoliticalprocess(vanDijk,1997b,2002
b).Add to that,
politicaldiscourseisideologicallycontrolledbypoliticalactors.Politicaldiscourseisinfluencedbyideologiesviagene
ralsocialattitudes,morepersonalmentalmodelsofconcreteeventsandcontextmodelsofthecommunicativesituation(va
nDijk,2002a).ReviewingFiske’s(1994)work,McGregor(2003)pointsoutthat“ourwordsarepoliticized,evenifweareno
tawareofit,becausetheycarrythepowerthatreflectstheinterestsofthosewhospeak™(para.4). Thediscourseofpeopleinpo
weristakenastrueandevident,whereasthewordsofthosewhoarenotinpowermayberejectedandconsideredasinapp
ropriateandirrelevant. Dominantdiscoursesinterpretconditions,problemsandeventsinfavoroftheelites’interest. Thed
iscourseofthemarginalizedgroupsis,however,consideredasathreattotheideologicalinterestsandpropagandaeffort
softheelite.Politicaldiscourseisinfluencedbyeliteinstitutionsandinfluencesforeignpolicy.First,politicalcognitionand
politicaldiscourseareaproductofcomplexinter-liteinfluences,orotherelitediscour
ses,suchasthoseofthemassmedia,ministries
,Stateagencies,scholarsandotherexperts(vanDijk,1997a).Inthiscontext,thegoalsofpoliticaldiscourseinvolveclarifyin
gtheunderstandingofissuesbycitizens,helpingcitizenstoreachajudgmentabouthowtosolveproblems,boostingcitizen
s’contributioninpoliticallifeandurgingthefuturegenerationstobeactivesocialactors(Johnson&Johnson,2000,p.2
91).Second,politicaldiscourseconstitutesaforeignpolicylineframework. Itisonepossiblesourceofforeignpolicy(Lars
en,1997).Infact,approachestodiscoursemayofferamechanismora‘transmissionbelt’
bywhichtheinternationalimpulsesaretransmittedintopolicy.Suchinternationalimpulsesareinternallytranslatedth
roughtextandtalk(Larsen,1997).

PoliticalDiscourseAnalysis(orPDA)isacriticalapproachtopoliticaldiscourse(vanDijk,1997b).Criticalpoliticaldisc
ourseanalysisfocusesonthereproductionofpoliticalpowerandpowerabuseviapoliticaldiscourse. Thisalsoinvolvesd
ealingwiththedifferentformsofcounter-
poweroroppositionagainstdiscursivedominance(Fairclough,1995).Locke (2004) states, in this regard, that
criticalresearchers“tendtoalignthemselveswithapoliticalagendathatiscommittedtochallengingtherelativepowerbas
esofcompetingdiscourses”(p.37).Assuch,antagonismbetweendifferentdiscourses is
centralsincestrugglesoccurbetweendiscourses,hence'discursiveantagonism'
(Larsen,1997,p.20).Doingdiscourseanalysisofpoliticaldiscourseisdifferentfromdoingpoliticalanalysis(vanDijk,
1997b,p.37).Theroleofpoliticaldiscourseanalysisis“torelatethefinegrainoflinguisticbehaviortowhatweunderstandb
y‘politics’or ‘politicalbehavior”(Chilton&Schaffner,1997,p.211).

2.4Sociopolitical dimensions of politicaldiscourse

Thestudyofpoliticalcognitionshedslightonthemental representationsthatpoliticalactorsshare. ltfocusesondifferent
aspectsofpoliticalinformationprocessing. Morespecifically,it“essentiallydealswiththeacquisition,usesandstructureso
fmentalrepresentationsaboutpoliticalsituations,events,actorsandgroups”(vanDijk,2002b,p.206). Themaintopicsofs
uchpoliticalcognitionarehowpoliticalbeliefsareorganized,howpoliticalcandidatesareperceivedandhowpoliticalj
udgmentsanddecisionsaremade.Italsodealswithstereotypes,politicalgroupidentity,publicopinionetc.ltcovers
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othertopicsrelatedtomemoryrepresentationsandthementalprocessesinvolvedinpoliticalcomprehensionandinteractio
n(vanDijk,2002b, 2014).

Politicalcognitionhassocialfacetsordimensions.Socialmemory
consistsofrepresentationsaboutknowledge,attitudes,ideologies,valuesandnorms.Someofsuchrepresentationsaresc
hematicallyorganizedinthesocialmind.Theyrepresentpoliticalknowledgethatismostlygroupknowledgeandisconsid
eredbyopposinggroupsasmerepoliticalopinion.Unlikepersonalknowledge,whichisstoredinepisodicmemory,soci
allyorculturallysharedknowledge,however,hastobegeneralandabstract(vanDijk,2002b,p.220).Hence,socio-
politicalknowledgeresidesinthesocialmemoryofthehumanmind.

Tocomprehendpoliticaldiscourse,onehastounveiltheunderlyingpoliticalcognitionofparticipantsinapoliticalinterac
tion.Bothpersonalandsociallysharedbeliefsmaybeorganizedindifferent“schematicformats,clusteredandassigne
datheoreticalplaceintheoverallarchitectureofthesocialmind”(vanDijk,2002b,p.224).Modelsformthementalba
ckgroundofallsocialinteractions,morespecificallydiscourseproductionandunderstanding(vanDijk,2002b,
2014).This will be elaborated further while conducting the present research.

3. Research methodology

The corpus of the present studyis a collection of Hillary Clinton's political remarksthat focus on the Tunisian
Revolution. The time span is from January 2011 to January 2013. The selected corpus consists of 27 press
statements, interviews and remarks. Given their complexity and length, “AntConc” software has been used to
analyze Clinton's discourse.

The social and political cognition of the speaker are to be analyzed within a combined framework. First, the
classification of presupposition triggers is based on the works of Karttunen (1973), Levinson (1983), Yule (1996)
and van Dijk (2003). The collected data involves factive presupposition triggers, namely factive verbs, emotive
verbsand factive noun phrases.Second, studying epistemic modality, mainly mental state verbs, epistemic
adjectives and epistemic adverbs, is based on the works of Karttunen (1972), Kratzer (1981; 1991), Lyons (1977),
Palmer (1986), Perkins (1983) and Song (1999).

TheframeworkofanalysisisvanDijk’ssocio-cognitivetriangular approachtoCDA.Tablel illustrates
thesethreeanalyticallevels:

Tablel

IdeologiesandDiscourse:LevelsofAnalysis,adaptedfromvanDijk(1995,p.20)

1-SocialAnalysis
[JGrouprelations,e.g.,discrimination,racism,sexism
2-CognitiveAnalysis

a.Socialcognition
[JSocioculturalvalues,e.qg.,intelligence,honesty,solidarity,equality
[1Systemsofattitudes,e.g.,aboutaffirmativeaction,multiculturalism...
b.Personalcognition:General(contextfree)
[JPersonalvalues:personalselectionsfromsocialvalues
[Personalattitudes:systemsofpersonalopinions
3-DiscourseAnalysis

[JLexical features: factive presupposition and epistemic modals

The three stages of analysis of van Dijk’s (1995) approach will be implemented on Hillary Clinton’s political
discourse  regarding  Tunisia's  democratic  transition.First,the discourse analysis  focuses
onfactivepresuppositionandepistemicmodality.Second,thecognitiveanalysisstudiesClinton’spersonalandsocial
cognition,mainlypersonal and social values and
attitudesregardingdemocracyandhumanrightsinTunisia. Third,thesocialanalysistacklesonly  grouprelationsbased
on the values, attitudes, ideologies and agendas of the speaker.

4. Results

As stated in the previous section, thefindingshavetobeanalyzedandinterpretedonthebasisofthreelevels of
analysis,mainlydiscourse,cognition andsociety.
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4.1 Discursive analysis

Atthislevel,thecorpusofthepresentstudyhasbeenprocessedbothmanually, and computationally via "AntConc"
concordance program.The followingfrequencylistshave been obtained:

Table2

FrequencyDistributionofFactivePresuppositionTriggersandEpistemicModalsintheCorpus

Factivelexicaltriggers(94items)

. - Epistemicmodality TotalNof
oy aitomey - (104item) Lexicalltems

Beaware(2)Beforced Beproud(5) Mentalstateverbs(62items)

1)Forget(1)Know - :
£(31))Progveg3;ReaIizg IAcknowledge(1),admit(1),think(51),u
nderstand(9)

(1)Recognize(15)Re
member(4)Remind( FactiveNoun Modaladverbs(18items)

2) Phrases i
(9items) Certainly ~ (10), clearly (3),
obviously(4),probably(1)
Fact(3) Modaladjectives(24items)
Nodoubt(4)Real i i 198
ity(2) Certain(1),clear(7),confident(4),

obvious(2).sure(2).true(8)

After examining table 2, which illustrates the lexical features to be analyzed in the corpus, one can note the
important use of factive presupposition in Clinton’s political discourse, with a total number of 94 lexical
items. Factive predicates come first (80 occurrences), followed by factive noun phrases (9 uses) and emotive
verbs (5 uses).
Themostfrequentlyusediteminthecategoryoffactivepredicatesistheverb‘know’(51occurrences),followedbythev
erb‘recognize’(15items).

One can also highlight the important use of epistemic modals (104 occurrences), mainly mental state verbs (62
occurrences), modal adjectives (24 items) and modal adverbs (18 uses). In the'mental state verb' category, the verb
‘think’ is the most dominant mental state predicate (51 items). The second most frequently used verb is
‘understand’ (9 occurrences). In the 'modal adjective' category, one can notice the dominance of the adjectives
‘true’ (8 features) and ‘clear’ (7 occurrences).In the 'epistemic modal adverb' category, one can highlight the
important use of the adverb ‘certainly’ (10). As such, factive predicates (80) and mental state verbs (62) are the
most dominant lexical categories in the selected political discourse.

4.2 Cognitive analysis:

4.2.1 Personal cognition
ThisstageofvanDijk’sapproach(1995)examinesmentalmodels,mainlythespeaker’spersonal values and
attitudes.Clinton’smentalrepresentationsareanalyzedviafactivepresuppositionandepistemicmodality
inthecorpus.Moreemphasisisallocatedtoherviewsandperceptionsofdemocracyandhumanrights.More  specifically,
the
focushastobeonClinton’spositiveornegativeattitudestowardsentities,eventsandissuesdiscussedinherremarks.Fi
gure 1
illustratesthefrequencyofoccurrenceofwordsrelatingtohumanrights,suchasfreedom,dignity,equality,solidarityet
C.
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Figure 1. Diagrammatic Representation of the Frequency Distribution of Human Rights' Rhetoric in the Corpus
Figure
1showshowtherhetoricrelatedtohumanrightsisdistributedinthecorpus.First,onecannotethedominantuseofthenounph
rase‘right’(153items)initssingularandpluralforms.Suchdominanceconveysthespeaker’smainconcern,whichispro
motinghumanrightsinanewdemocracy,likeTunisia.Second,onecannoticethefrequentuseofthesingularnoun‘wo
man’,alongwithitspluralform‘women’(82items). ThisreflectsClinton’sfocusonfeminist

issues,particularlyinnewly-

democratized Arabcountries,becausewomenaredeprivedoftheirbasicrightsinsomeregions.Third,thesingularnoun*
freedom’anditspluralform‘freedoms’arefrequentlyusedinthecorpus(63items)tostresstheimportanceoffreedomasaba
sichumanright.Based on Clinton's values,
humansshouldnotbejailedforexpressingtheiropinions,adoptingadifferentfaith,orprotestinginpublic.Fordemocratictr
ansitionstobesuccessful,Clintonemphasizestheimportanceofprovidingmorefreedomforyouths,womenandeverycitiz
en.

Apartfromvalues,onehastoshedlightonthemain findings relating to
Clinton’sattitudesinthecorpus.Adoptingpositiveornegativeattitudesdependsontheissuesdiscussedindiscourse
.First,Clintonhasaclearpositiveattitudetowardshumanrights,democratictransitionsandreligiousfreedom.Secon
d,sherevealsa
clearnegativeattitudetowardsdictatorship,intolerance,fanaticism,corruption,oppressionandauthoritarianregimes. T
hespeaker’sviewsandattitudesareinfavorofguaranteeingtheserightsinthe Arabworld,andmorespecificallyTunisi
a.Shealsosupportswomenandminorities’rights.Inthisregard,shehighlightsthesignificantrolethatcanbeplayedbywo
menandyoungpeopletodeterminethefutureofthecountry. AccordingtoClinton,therightstoadecentlife,agoodjobandp
hysicalsanctityarealsonecessaryforbuildingasustainable democracy (See Appendix A).

However,Clintonshowsnegativeattitudestowardshumanrights’violations,liketorture,oppression,lackoffreedom,into
leranceanddiscriminationonthebasisofreligion orgender.Sheexpresses herbias
againstoppressiverulersordictators,likeArableadersintheMiddleEastandBenAliinTunisia.Clintondenouncesc
orruptionandcorruptpoliticalsystems.Sheisalsocriticalaboutoffensiveremarksonlinethatnurturehatredandreligio
usintolerance.Similarly,sheshowsanegativeattitudetowardsreligiousfanaticismandextremism.Insum,bypromotin
ghumanrightsanddemocracyinthe Middle East and North Africa,Clintonfightsrulers’abusesofuniversalvalues
and oppressivepoliticalsystems.
TheanalysisofpersonalcognitioninClinton’spoliticalremarksondemocracyandhumanrightsinTunisiainpost-Ben
Ali periodhasdemonstratedthatClinton’spersonalvalues and attitudesareselectionsofthe
sociallysharedmentalrepresentationsofherepistemiccommunity, mainlytheUSA, anddemocraticcommunitiesingene
ral.To have a clearer idea about Hillary Clinton's social as well as political cognition, one has to examine the
socio-cultural values, systems of attitudes, ideologies and socio-cultural knowledge in her political discourse.

4.2.2Socialcognition
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Socialcognitionisasystemofsociallysharedrepresentationsor SRs,whichmaybeconceptualizedasnetworks,organ
izedinhierarchicalstructuresintermsofnode-
categories.Forexample,socialrepresentationsaboutgroupsmayfeaturenodes, likeculturalcharacteristics,socio-
politicalgoals,appearance,origin,religion,politicalorientationetc. Thesecategoriesdeterminethepropositionalcontents
ofSRs,whichencodesharedsocialknowledgeaswellasevaluativeinformation,likeopinionsandattitudestowardsotherpe
ople,groupsorcommunities.

4.2.2.1 Socio-culturalvaluesandsystemsofattitudes

TheSRs,relatedtosocialandculturalvaluesandattitudes,aresocialbecausetheyareacquired,changedandutilizedinsoc
ialsituations. Theyaresharedcognitionsbetweenallormostofthemembersofagroup. Theyareabstractionsofpersonale
xperiencesandopinionsofsocialactors.
Suchpersonalcognitiverepresentationsundergoaprocessofadaptation,abstractionorgeneralizationtobecomesocially
sharedvalues,oropinions.Morespecifically, SRsareanysociallysharedcognitiverepresentationsaboutsocialpheno
mena,suchassocialproblems,socialgroupsandsocialrelations.

Afterexaminingthecorpusofthepresentresearchtostudypersonalvaluesandattitudes,onecanemphasize
thatClinton’spersonalvaluesareselectionsofsociallysharedvaluesandprinciples, like in "I...7
whilerememberingthathumanrightsareatthecenterofsomeofthemostsignificantchallengestoglobalsecurityan
dstabilityandthereforetoournationalinterests(Dec.6.12\App.B,p.38).Infact,Clintoncallsforuniversalhumanright

svalues,whichareacquired,savedandretrievedtobe reproduced
indiscourse.Politicalandhumanitarianvalues,likedemocraticprinciplesandhumanrights,areshared,cognitivereprese
ntationsthatmakediscoursemeaningfulandfacilitateitsinterpretationandunderstanding, like in

"Butatthesametime,onemustneverforgetuniversalvaluesarevitaltowhoweareandwhatwehopetoseeourworldbecome.
AndtheyareAmericanvaluesandlrishvalues; Iwouldarguetheyareeveryone 'svalues(Dec.6.12\App.B,p.38).Clinton's
cognitiveinterfaceembedssocial,cultural,politicalandreligiousvaluesofacommunityoragroup.

Regarding

attitudes, Clintonreflectstheattitudesofher Americansociety,ingeneral,andhergovernment,inparticular,sincesheist
heUSSecretaryofState.Shealsoexpressestheattitudesofgroups, likehumanistsandfeminists,sinceshedefendst
herightsofdisadvantagedandunprivilegedpeople,includingreligiousminorities, LGBTcommunitiesandwomen, like
in
"lcancertainlypromiseyou,itwillcontinuetobemine.lwillcontinueadvocatingforcivilsociety, workingtomakedem
ocracyreal,pushingforinternetfreedom,standingwithreligiousminorities,women,LGBTcommunities,peoplewithdi
sabilities(Dec.6.12\App.B,p.43).However,Clinton,sometimes,stressestheideathatheropinionispersonal,andhence
expressesherpersonalconvictions,notthegroup’sbeliefsorherepistemiccommunity’sviews, like in "
Ipersonallyhavenodoubtthatifwomeneverywhereweretreatedasequaltomeninrightsanddignity,wewouldseeecono
micandpoliticalprogresscometoplacesthatarenowteeteringontheedge(Dec.6.12\App.B,p.42).Inshort,themicro-
levelofClinton’svaluesandattitudesreflectsthemacro-levelofsocially and culturally sharedvaluesandattitudes.

4.2.2.2 lIdeologiesandsocio-culturalknowledge

At this level, the focushastobeonthesocial and
ideologicalrepresentations,embeddedinClinton’sdiscourse.Mentalmodelsarethe
cognitiverepresentationsofpersonalexperiencesandinterpretations,involvingpersonalknowledgeandopinions.Wher
easmentalmodelsaresituatedinepisodicmemory,sociallysharedSRsarelocatedinsocialmemory.Mentalmodelspla
ytheroleofinterfacebetweenthe
personalandindividualusesofSRsinsocialperceptionandinteraction,andthegeneralized
SRssharedbyagroup,communityorsociety.Similarly,mentalmodelsarethebasisofSRsandgeneralknowledge.

Inthecorpusofthecurrentstudy,onecannotethatClinton’s  beliefs  reflectthesociallysharedopinionsofher
epistemic
community.Forinstance,Clinton’sfeministideologyaboutwomen’sequalitywithmenemanatesfromthesocially
sharedideologicalbeliefsofhersociety,oratleastthefeministgroupsintheUS Aandelsewhere, like in
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"Andcertainlyin Tunisia, theyaresayingalltherightthings. Theyaresayingthattheywillprotectwomen ’srights,that—
theyaresayingthattheywillprotecthumanrights(Feb.26.12\App.B,p.26).Likewise,Clinton,whoisademocrat,might
havestoredpersonalbeliefsandattitudesaboutdemocracyinthepast.Sheretrievesthesestoredmentalmodelsandre
usestheminpoliticaldiscoursetohighlight

thedemocraticvaluesandprinciplesofherepistemiccommunity, |nth|scasedemocratsmtheUSAandeverywhere|nthewo
rid, like in
IwanttoacknowledgeTunisiaestablishinganindependentElectoral Commission,madeupofjuristsandcivilsocietylea
ders(Julyl.11\App.B,p.15)".

Asfarasknowledgeisconcerned,onecanstatethatknowledgeisbasicallysocialsincepeopleacquireknowledgemostlyfro
mpublicdiscourse,whetheritisschooldiscourse,mediadiscourse,political,parliamentarydiscourseandeverydaysocial
interactions.Subsequently,knowledgeissociallysharedby

themembersofcertainsocieties.Personalknowledgescripts are selectionsofcultural,social
anduniversalknowledge.First,Clintonusesculturalknowledge,orcommonground,tospeakaboutreligiousfreedominh
ercountry,such as MuslimAmericansintheUSA, like in "

Imean,ifyougototheUnitedStates,youseemosqueseverywhere,youseeMuslimdmericanseverywhere. That ’sthefact(
Feb.25.1.12\App.B,p.25).Second sheshowsknowledgeaboutdemocrauestoreflectwhatlstakenforgrantedbydemoc
rats,hencegroupknowledge, like in
ClearlythisisamomentofsignificanttransitioninTunisiaandthroughthisperiodandbeyonditisimportantthatthe Tunisia
nGovernmentrespectstherightofitspeopletopeacefullyassembleandexpresstheirviews(Jan.14.11\App.B,p.1).Third,C
lintonalso promotes
humanrights,whichshethinkstheyareuniversalvaluesthatshouldbegrantedforeveryindividualintheglobe.Suchkindofk
nowledgeisinternationalandmaybebasedonscientifically approvedfacts,specializedknowledgeandevidence.

In short, onecandeducethatgroupbeliefsaffectandshapepersonalbeliefs.In other
words,socialcognitioninfluencespersonalcognition.Subsequently,Clinton’spersonalvalues, attitudes, ideologies
and knowledge are different types of social representations. Afterdealingwith the
discursiveandcognitiveanalysesofClinton’spoliticalremarksaboutthe Tunisianrevolution,
onecantacklethefinalstageofvanDijk’s(1995)triangularapproach, mainly the social component.

4.3Socialanalysis: Group relations

At the social level, focushastobeonthecommunitiesandgroupsmentionedinClinton’sdiscourseandthe
cognitiverepresentationssharedbytheirmembers.Inotherwords,groupswhosesocio-
culturalvalues,attitudes,knowledgeandideologiesdeterminetheircollectiveidentitieshavetobestudied. Afterexam
iningthecorpus,onecannoticeanIN-GROUP\OUT-GROUP structure.First,Clinton’smental
representationsdeterminewhobelongstothelN-
GROUP,whatdegreeofinvolvementisconsideredandhowmuchinformationisgivenaboutIN-GROUP
socialactors.Consequently,Clintonunderstandstheworldintermsofcategoriesbyordering,classifyingandorganizings
ocialactorsindiscourse.Clintonmentallytransformspeople and the world intermsofhercategories.

Second,theOUT-GROUP
socialactorsareinterpreted,shapedandorganizedbyClintonwhounderstandstheothersandevaluatesthemintermsofh
erperspective.Outsiders,  according  toClinton,standfarawayfrom‘OUR’standards ~ because they are
differentfrom‘US’.“THEY ’referstoextremists,oppressors,dictatorsandhumanrights'violators.Differenceisnega
tivelyevaluatedbyClinton,whooptsfora‘WE-

THEY dichotomythatdividestheworldintotwopoles.Clintonstoresmentalmodels,involvingbeliefs,attitudesand
knowledgeabout‘OTHERS ’values,customs,habits,religiousbeliefsandsocio-culturalfeaturestoorganize ~ themin
terms of categoriesormentalframes.Groupinterestsaswellaseverydayinter\intra-
groupinteractions,perceptionsandnormsshapesocialrepresentationsaboutIN-GROUPs andOUT-GROUPs.
Ideologiesplayasignificantroleincategorizingpeopleintogroupsbasedontheir
ideologicalbackgrounds.Inthecorpus,Clintoncategorizes the world asdemocraticcountries,non-
democraticcountriesandcountriesintransitions. Thesegroupsaredepictedascooperatingandconflictingdependingo
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nthegroupideologies,goalsandinterests. ThefirstideologicalgroupisClinton’sdemocraticcommunity,whichdefen
dsdemocracyandcooperateswithcountriesintransitions,likeTunisia.Clinton’sgroup,however,showsanegativeattitu
detowardsextremistsandgovernmentsthatworkhardtoimpedethedemocratization  process.Clinton’sldealized
Cognitive

Models(ICMs)reflectatriangularmentalmap,whichconsistsof'democrats', ‘ourallies’and‘ourenemies’.Relations
between
democratsand‘ourallies’arebasedonpositivementalrepresentations,likefriendship,solidarity,cooperation,collabo
rationandhumanitarianaid.However, relations between
democratsand‘ourenemies’arebasedonnegativeimageschemas,suchasextremism,enmity,threat,hijackersofdemocrac
y,dictatorsetc.
Thediscursivestrategiesofpolarization,inthecorpus,arebasedonsemanticmacrostructure,localmeaningsandlexi
con.Thesemanticmacrostructuresarebasedontwostrategies. ThefirststrategyisPOSITIVESELF-
PRESENTATION, likein “we 'vebeenonthesideoffireedom,we 'vebeenonthesideofhumanrights " (Feb.25.12\Ap
.B,p.23).WhatisforegroundedisClinton’senumerationofAmericanprinciples,likefreedomandhumanrights. Assuch,
ClintongivesaverypositiveaccountoftheAmericanhistoricalrecord. ThesecondstrategyisSNEGATIVEOTHER-
PRESENTATION,likein “Now,personally,IthinkthatyouwillfaceextremistswhoaretryingtoreallychangetheTunisian
culture ”(Feb.25.12\Ap.B,p.23).Clintondepictsanegativeimageaboutextremistsandshowsahostileattitudetowards
them.This image canalsobe portrayed byde-
emphasizingorrejectingnegativetopicsabout ‘US’,likein “Therearecommentsmadethatcertainlydon 'treflectthe Uni
tedStates,don 'treflectourforeignpolicy ”(Feb.25.12\Ap.B,p.25).Inthisexample,Clintonrejectsanydoubtsaboutth
eUSintolerancewithlslamandMuslimsinAmerica.

Asforlocalmeaningstrategies,onecannoticeClinton’sfocuson
andexplicitnessabout‘OURGOODACTIONS’asopposedto‘ THEIRBADACTIONS’ .Onecannotetheprevalenceof
positivelexicon collocated with
‘WE’ likein “ButtheUnitedStatesstandsveryclearlyonthesideofpeacefulprotest,nonviolentresolution,politicalrefor
m”(Mar.16’.11\Ap.B,p.5).Indeed,Clintonselectspositivewordsto

presenttheUSA, suchastheadjectives‘peaceful’and‘nonviolent’andthenounphrases‘resolution’and ‘reform’. Howev
er,Clintonselectsnegativewordsfor THEM” likein “I¢ 'sverytruethatmanygovernmentsattempttosqueezecivilsocietyi
nasteelvise/[ ... punishingpeople,harassingthem,beatingthem,imprisoningthemforwhotheyare ”(Dec.6.12\Ap.B,p.
41).Infact,Clintonuseswordsthatimplynegativeconnotations,suchastheverb‘squeeze’andthegerunds ‘punishing’
,‘harassing’,‘beating’and‘imprisoning’. This buildsverynegativeimageschemasaboutnon-
democraticgovernments.
Thethirdgroupincludescountriesintransitions,inthiscase, Tunisiaasamodel. Thediscursivestrategiesareusedtopo
sitivelypresentcountriesintransitions.Inthewholecorpus,Clintonoptsfordifferentpersuasivestrategiestoconvincea
udienceaboutthebenefitsofdemocraticchanges. Apartfromthepositivepresentationof Tunisia’srevolutionanditsdemo
cratizationprocess,Clintonmitigatesitsdrawbacks, likein “Wearewellawareofthechallengesthatcomewiththes
ekindsoftransitions.Youcannotcreatejobsoreconomicopportunitiesovernight ’(Feb.28’.11\Ap.B,p.2).Clintonals
oemphasizesfriendshipandcooperationbetweentheUSandTunisiatopromotedemocratictransitionsintheregions.
Atthesocio-

cognitivelevel, Tunisiansareprototypicallyframedasstrugglingyouthsprotestingforhumanrightsanddemocracy.Onbe
halfoftheUSA,Clintonestablishesgoodrelationswithcountriesthatadoptthe Americanidealsordemocraticprinciples. T
hiscanbeinferredfromthefollowingexample: “Letusbesurethatwesupportthesenewdemocracies ”’(July.1.11\Ap.B,p.1
6).Figure 2illustratestherelationsbetweensocialgroupsinClinton’s discourse:
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Countries in transition

Right Positive Good

Figure2.Rightness-WrongnessProximity-RemotenessScale

InspiredbyChilton’s(2004)scale,figure2demonstratesthat'WE'andfriends,alliesandcountriesindemocratictransition
s,0orINSIDERS,arecollocated with positivewords,like‘right’and‘good’.However, THEY referring to anti-
democraticcountriesorOUTSIDERS,aredepictednegativelybyallocatingpejorative
words,like‘wrong’and‘bad’.Likewise,'WE'ortheSELFislocatedinthe = CENTRE  oftheimageschema. THEY"'
orourfriendsareNEAR,whereas'THEY 'orourenemiesaremarginalizedinthePERIPHERY.Hence, RIGHTNESS
andPROXIMITY arethecharacteristicsofgroupslike'us',whileWRONGNESS and REMOTENESS
aretheaspectsofgroupsthataredifferentfrom 'us'.

5.Discussion

To start with, one can note that ‘think’ is a predicate that performs a mental act. It endorses a judgment, an

evaluation,an assessmentoran
opinion.Suchajudgmentrevealstheperspectiveorpointofviewofthespeaker.Itisthemirrorthatreflectsthespeaker’sperce
ptionoftherealaswellasfictitiousworlds.Itshows howthediscourse

emitterunderstandsandinterpretseventsandentitiesaroundher. Think’ foregroundsinformationandexplicitlyreve
alsthepropositionalcontentoftheutterance.Think’expressestheattitudeofthespeakerclearly,leavingnodoubtsonthep
artofthehearer.Itisadirectandsubjectivewaytoconveypersonalaswellasgroupthoughtsandopinionsaboutparticularis
sues.ltsignalsagreatdeal
ofspeakerinvolvement.Suchstrongpersonalinvolvementunveilsthespeaker’sperceptionofevents,entitiesandissu
esandhermentalorepistemicstate.Insum,thepredicate‘think’revealsthespeaker’spersonal  thoughtsandher  own
views, hence her personal values and attitudes.
Since‘know’isaprimaryverbthatexpressesthespeaker’sknowledge,itisusedtoclaim
theobjectivityandreliabilityofinformation.ltisalsoafactiveverbthattakesacomplementclause. The
truthconditionalityof ~ the  proposition is  presupposedbytheaddresser.Indeed,whatispresupposedinp
ispresentedastakenforgranted. Thepropositionp
isintroducedaspreviousknowledgethatispersonalorsharedbyanepistemiccommunity.Suchpastknowledgeseemstobe
unchallengeableandirrefutablebydiscourseparticipantssinceitisnotthespeaker’spersonalpointofvieworherbiasedattit
udetowardsevents.Theuseofthefactivepredicate ‘know’meansthatthepropositionisbasedonevidence,orgiven
by areliablesource.Assuch,knowledgeisnotamatterofdoubtorcontroversybecauseitis
sharedandacceptedbyallgroupmembers.

‘Know’isatypicalfactiveverbthattriggersfactivepresupposition,while‘think’isatypicalverbthatencodesepistemic
modality.Presuppositionisalwaysrestrictedtonon-
assertedtruepropositions,whileepistemicmodalityassertsthepropositionalcontentofutterances.Inwhole,thefeatures
thatembed presupposed, factualinformationare94items,comparedtol04featuresthatdescribetheepistemic
commitment ofthespeaker to the truth of such information.Whether they encode facts or opinions,
bothfactive
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presuppositionandepistemicmodalityuncoverClinton’smentalstateandherperceptionoftheworld.Inotherwords
,factivepresuppositionandepistemicmodalityrevealboththeunstatedandstatedknowledgeandattitudesinthecorp
us.Epistemicpresuppositiondealswithwhatisunstatedinthecorpus,whileepistemicmodalityfocusesonwhatisstated
inClinton’sdiscourse.Forinstance,propositionsintroducedby‘know’pertaintonon-asserted, taken for granted
knowledge,whereaspropositionsstatedafter‘certainly’areassertedbeliefsorknowledge.

Onehastodemystify thelinkbetweenepistemicmodalityandpresupposition.One can highlight
thatwhenthespeakerusesamentalstate verb,shehasevidencethatleadsherto
expressepistemicinvolvementinthetruthofthe proposition

p.Forinstance,in“Butthinkofhowmanypeopleneedthishelprightnow ’(6.12.12\Ap.B,p.41),Clintonusestheimperati
veformtocallrecipientstoperformamentalact. Askingrecipientstothinkaboutpeoplewhoneedhelppresupposesth
etruthvalueofp.Thus, factivepresuppositionsare basedonepistemicevidence.Thesamecan be noted aboutthe
epistemicmodaladverbinthefollowingexample:“ButtheUnitedStatesstandsveryclearlyonthesideofpeacefulprote
st,nonviolentresolution,politicalreform ”’(16°.3.11\Ap.B,p.5).Themodaladverb‘clearly’rejectsanydoubtthattheprop
ositioncanbefalse.Hence,pisgivenaspresupposedknowledge.Clintonpresupposespbecauseshehasevidenceforit. An
otherexampleofpresuppositions,triggeredbyepistemicmodality,isthefollowing:“Butthenthepeoplewhoareelected
havetoalsorespecttheirpeople.AndthatistruewhetheritisaChristianparty,aHinduparty,oraMuslimparty ”(25.2
12\Ap.B,p.22).Theepistemicadjective true’evaluatesthetruthvalueofpbyperformingamentalactthatconfirmsthefac
tualityoftheproposition.Clintonreliesonher previous,personalknowledgetointroducepasfactive,
presupposedknowledge.Inshort,epistemicmodalsfunction asfactivepresuppositiontriggers.

At this level, one has to emphasize the social and political dimensionsof Clinton’spersonalvalues
andattitudes. Theyareselectionsorfragmentsofsocio-culturalvalues and thesystemsofattitudes.
First,Clinton’spersonalvaluestranslatethedemocraticsocieties’valuesandprinciples,mainlyhumanrightsandde
mocraticvalues.Second,Clinton’sattitudesmirror the
UScommunity’sperception,interpretationandevaluationofeventsandentities.In
sum,personalcognitionisinfluencedbysocialcognition. At the cognitive level,one cane note
thatmentalmodelsandsub-

modelsareevaluativeandsubjectiveinterpretationsofsocialsituations. Thesementalframesarefragmentsofpastexperie
ncesandpreviousknowledge,hencewhatisalreadystoredinourmemoriesaboutthereal,perceptualworldaswellaswhat
weinternalizefromthe
abstract,conceptualworld.Theretrievalandactivationofsuchcognitiveframesfacilitatediscourseproduction and
understanding.Decodingthesementalrepresentationsindiscourse uncovers
thespeaker’scognitiveframesandthekindofmentalmodels shestoresviadiscourselexicalfeatures.

Clinton’svaluesandattitudes,manifestedindiscourse,reflectherethics,convictions,evaluationsandassessmentsofev
entsandpeople.Inthe corpus,discourseunveilsthespeaker’sadoptionofhumanistvaluesandher
involvementindefendingtherightsofdisadvantagedpeople,morespecificallypeoplewhoseekfreedomandfleedictato
rshipandoppression. Theattitudesofthespeakerhavealsobeenexamined

torevealaverypositiveattitudetowardsguaranteeinghumanrightsandimplementingdemocraticprinciplesinTunis

iaandnon-democraticcountries,ingeneral. Asimilar positive attitudehasbeen noticed towards
countriesintransitionsthatseekdemocraticchange.However,Clinton’snegativeattitudetowardsdictators,oppressor
sand the opponents of democracyandhumanrights is

obvious.ThesevaluesandattitudesmirrorClinton’sperceptualworld,
howshegraspseventsandfromwhatperspectiveshemakes evaluativejudgments.

After discussing the main results obtained at the discursive and cognitive analytical stages, one has to
discuss the main findings obtained atthesociallevelofvanDijk’s(1995)triangularapproach.lthasbeenshownhow
grouprelationsarebasedonideologicaldifferences.Clinton’sperceptualworldisdividedintoWE’, “friends’or ‘pro-
democraticcountries’and THEY”, ‘enemies’or‘anti-democraticcountries’.Relationsbetween‘ WE’and ‘pro-
democracy’,morespecificallyrelationsbetweentheUS Aand Tunisia,arebasedonfriendship,cooperation,solidarityan
dcollaborationatdifferentlevels.However,relationswith“THEY’or‘OTHERS arenegativeandbasedonhostilitysi
ncetheyhavedifferentsocio-
politicalnorms,identities,interestsandgoals. Theserelationsarealsobasedonenmity,conflict,opposition,belligerencean
dcontrastingagendas.
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Polarizationoccurswhen adichotomyof'US'vs." THEM' portrays
adversarial,conflictingorevilideologies,basedontheAmericansystemofbeliefsandvalues.Ithasbeenfoundout,
inthisregard,thatconstruing theworldinvolves

aprocessoforderingtheworldintermsofourcategories,organizingandclassifyingitandactivelybringingitundercontrolin
someway. Thismeansthatwhenweencountertheother,weactivelyassimilateitandtransformitintermsofourcategoriesof
understanding.Inthepresentstudy,Clintonclassifiesnon-democratic countriesand countries intransition according
to herperception
oftheworldaswellastheUSnormsandvalues.Weunderstandandevaluatetheotherintermsofourstandpointor
perspective.
Assuch,inprocessinganydiscourse,peoplepositionotherentitiesintheirworldbypositioningtheseentitiesinrelati
onwith themselves.

Itcanbestated, in this
regard,thatlanguageusersengageintextandtalkasmembersofmultiplesocialcategories. Theydisplaysocialidentitiesind
iscourse.Atthemicrolevel,ithasbeennoticedthat,atthediscourselevel,thereareconflictsofinterestsbetweendem
ocratsandnon-
democratstopromotetheiragendasandvalues.Struggleforgenderequalityandreligiousfreedomhasalsobeenobserved
inHillaryClinton’spoliticaldiscourse.Atthemacrolevel,politicalinstitutionsattempttoresolveconflictsofinterestsa
ndworktoensurethepowerofdominantgroups,inthiscaseAmericandemocracypromoters. Apowerfulgroupmaycontrol
the actionandcognitionofothergroupsbylimitingthefreedomofotherstothinkandact. In short,
moderneffectivepowerismostlycognitive,anditisexertedvia discourse.

6. Conclusion

Onecanrecapitulatethatattitudesareamixtureofpersonalopinions,derivedfrompersonalexperiencesoroldmodels,an
dmoregeneralopinions, storedinthe socially shared attitudesofsome socialgroupsandsub-groups.Although
their general knowledge is constant,
peopleconstructdifferentmodelsrepresentingdifferentanglesandpointsofviewofthesame
entity.SRscontrolourconstructionofmodels,and,thus,influencediscourseproductionandunderstanding.Assuch,disco
ursecanbeconsideredasamirrorthatreflectsthespeakers’attitudes. As
theseattitudesarearrangedaroundacoreoracognitiveconcept, theyareego-
centeredbecausepeopleevaluateentitiesaccordingtotheirperspectivesandnorms.

One can also conclude that at the discourse level, factive presupposition, and epistemic modality
uncover the speaker's background knowledge, her perception of Tunisia's revolution and her
conception of human rights and democracy. At the cognitive level, the discourse emitter's values,
attitudes and mental models reflect the personal, social and political cognition of Hillary Clinton and
her epistemic community. At the social level, group relations establish a mental map based on
polarization, dividing the world into three spheres, mainly democracies, countries in transition
andanti-democracies.As such, CDA, more specifically van Dijk's (1995) discourse-cognition-society triangle,
has demystified Clinton's perceptual and conceptual worlds discursively, cognitively and socially.

Themajorcontributionofthecurrentresearchisthatitprovidesneeded evidence
onthelinkbetweenfactivepresuppositionandepistemicmodalityandtheirroleinbuildingtheepistemicworldofthespeak
er. This study sheds more light on the personal, social and political cognition of politicians. This, however,
leads to investigating whether factive presupposition and epistemic modality express ‘de-facto’ factual knowledge,
or whether they are used by politicians to just promote or sell ideological assumptions in political discourse?
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Appendix A

Clinton’s Attitudes towards Human Rights and American Value

ExcerptN  |Clinton’sAttitude Date&Ref. ExcerptN  [Clinton’sAttitude Date&Ref.
1) Positive towards the [Feb.25.2.12  |(18) PositivetowardsTunisia’ssuccess|Feb 25’12
Tunisianrevolution Ap.B,p25 Ap.B,p26
) Positive towards peace, |Feb.25.12 (19) PositivetowardsTunisia’sdemocrian14.11Ap.B,
atictransitionandtheprotectionof p1
prosperity, dignity and |Ap.B,p19 humanrights
democracy
(3) PositivetowardsTunisia’sstrategicl Feb.25.12 (20) Positive towards the American  |Dec.6.12Ap.B,
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(6) Negativetowardsoppressiveregime [Dec.6.12Ap.B, |(23) Positive towards Feb.28°.11
S p4l
humanitarianintervention Ap.B,pl

after Tunisians’illegal

immiaratinntoFiirone
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community.
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