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ABSTRACT: This paper proposes a new theorization of thmeemt of ‘framing’, in which argumentation has a
central role. When decisiamaking is involved, to ‘frame’ an issue amounts to offering the audience a salient and
thus potentially overriding premise in a deliberativecpss that can ground decision and action. The analysis
focuses o the Rosia Montana case, a conflict over policy that led, in September 2013, to the most significant public
protests in Romania since the 1989 Revolution.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This article develops an approach to framing theory franptrspective of argumentation theory
(Fairclough & Fairclough 2012, 2013) by analyzing the public detvatibhe proposed cyanide-
based gold mining project at Ko Montana (Romania). It puts forward a view dfaming as a
process of offering an audienasalient and potentially overriding premise that they are cgge
to use in deliberation leading to decision and action (leaigh 2015, Fairclough forthcoming.b)
It also aims to make an empirical contribution to thelgtof theRosia Montana case, a policy
conflict that has set the Romanian government and a ntidiiaa company against the
Romanian population and, in September 2013, led to the mess@public protests since the
fall of communism. The outcome was the rejection byRbenanian Parliament of a draft law
that would have given the green light to the largest opangods mining operations in Europe.
This study is part of a larger project tlaklyzesa corpus of over 600 Romanian press
articles, covering the months of August and September 20il3,a twofold purpose: (a) to
develop and test an argumentative conception of the pro€déisaming; (b) to gain insight into
how four major Romanian newspapers have attempted to refiéehiduence the public debate,
by finding out which aspects of the policy conflict were setéeted made salient in the media,
and how they were intended to function in the processubfic deliberation. For reasons of



space, we will not analyze this corpus here, but illustratéaimeework with a smaller corpus of
campaign material (leaflets, slogans, placards, weipd@temation).

2. ROSIA MONTANA: A BRIEF OVERVIEW

Rosia Montana is a communeof 16 villages, located in the Western Carpathians, irr@a r@ch in
gold and other precious metals, but also in natural beadtyradition. It has a recorded history
of over 2000 years and has been a gold-mining area smwarRtimes. The region is however
plagued by a range of socio-economic problems which demasttategy of sustainable
development Klaias 2012. The controversial mining project advanced by the Canadian
corporation Gabriel Resources Ltd. in partnership with Romanian state (renam&bsia
Montana Gold Corporation, henceforth RMGC, in 2000) has claimed to provide just such a
solution, by “bring[ing] one of the world’s largest undeveloped gold projects to production” (The
Rosia Montana Gold & Silver Project: A Project for Romania 2014) The project would require
large-scale cyanide-leaching procedures in order to extracstemated 314 tons of gold and
1,480 tons of silver from 4 open-cast pits over a 16-yeaogehile the economic benefits to
the Romanian state were invarialpigesented by the corporation as extraordinary, Romania’s
projected equity stake in the company was only 19.31%, the oth@9%80being owned by
Gabriel Resourcescording to company data in 2014.

Madroane (2014) has investigatédé Canadian company’s argument in favour of the
project in terms of the framework for analyzing and evatggpractical arguments developed by
Fairclough & Fairclough (2012). According to this frameworlgractical proposal is advanced
on the basis of premises specifying the intended goal€ienuimstances of action and a means-
goal relation, and is evaluated via an argument fromeguence. The circumstances include
natural, social and institutional facts that enable anstrain the action. Some of these facts
congitute the ‘problem’ to be resolved by means of the proposedon (as ‘solution’). RMGC’s
overall problemsolution argument, as summed up on the company’s website (under the heading
Proiectul Rosia Montanal Rosia Montana Project n.d.) rests upon circumstantial premises that
represent the area as being in a disastrous situatiooumafeas- eacnomy, environment,
patrimony, community- and lacking any viable alternatives for sustainable devedopndoint
economic benefits (for the corporation, the locabaand the Romanian state), as intended goals
of action, are prominent on the website, and a numbeorafnitments (as constraints on action)
are emphasized. The company claims ® dommitted to norms of environmental and
archaeological protectioand rehabilitation, and to respecting the local population’s right to
property and right to work. Aiming to address all the problem$efidcal area, the company
allegedly holds the key to transformiag “impoverished community with no real aftative”
(problem) in accordance with “vision” (goal) of “prosperity, growth, clean environmé&nt
offering a “long term future foRosia Montana” (The Rosia Montana Gold & Silver Project: A
Project for Romani®014).At the centre of the RMGC campaign to win over public opinion in
Romania has beethe “packaging” of the project ashe much-needed answer to the economic
and social problems of the region, as well as a welcoomribution to Romani's economic
growth.

From the very beginning, the Rosia Montana project has been extremely controversial due
to the perceived infringement of existing legislation (miniagrs, property rights, national
heritage protection, planning regulations), the confidetytiadf the terms of the concession
licence the intense pressure exerted by RMGC via aggressive lobbying andisauye
campaigns, as well as the superficial nature of the publisudtation process and the suspicion
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of institutional corruption. Expert analyses of the @cojhave pointed out numerous risks and
potentially unacceptable costs: the permanent destructite ddcal environment, together with
long-term environmental and public health risks; thereeable loss of ancient cultural heritage
(Roman mine galleries); the destruction and displacenantlocal communities; the
comparatively small economic benefits to the Romaniae $the small number of jobs created
during the mining operations). The alleged benefits have 8senissed in scientific reports and
studies published by reputable national and international oéseastitutions, including the
Romanian Academy, the Bucharest Academy of Economic Stualel the Union of Romanian
Architects Through the ongoingSave Rosia Montana Campaign, the Alburnus Maior
Association (an NGQet up by Rosia Montana inhabitants in 2000) has become the main pillar
of an increasingly strong public protest movem@ésta consequence, the technical review of the
Environmental Impact Assessment report, a crucial stefRkGC in the process of obtaining
the environmental permit, was suspended in 2007. However,dbegsrwas resumed in 2010, in
the general context of economic recession. On Augus2(13, the Romanian Government sent
to Parliament a draft law which was removing all legal oltesstaand giving the corporation
significant new powers. Instantly, this sparked off strong puml@ests in many Romanian
cities, lasting over 6 weeks: at the peak of these prot&Q900-25,000 people were
demonstrating daily on the streets of Bucharest. At thmemt of writing, the company has lost
significant ground following the parliamentary rejectiminthe special draft law (@November
19, 2013, by the Senate, and &une 3, 2014, by the Chamber of Deputies) and several other
unfavourable court decisions. For details of the caseGsgie (2013) Egresi (2011); Cocean
(2012); Vesalon &Cretan (2013) see Chiper (2012) for a discourse-analytical approach.

3. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK: ARGUMENTS AND FRAMES
3.1. Practical arguments and deliberative actiyipes

Practical argumentation is argumentation about whghbto be done, as opposed to theoretical
argumentation about what is the case (Walton 2006, 2007a, 200ikon et al. 2008)
Deliberation is an argumentative genre in which pracacglmentation is the main argument
scheme. Van Eemeren (2010, pp. 142-143) distinguishes agwmgs activity types and
concretespeech eventsA particular policy debate (e.g. on tR@sia Montana mining project)
instantiates the more abstract category of policy dedmsetivity type, which in turn instantiates
the abstract genre of deliberation. Deliberation is aeggenmmon to many activity types; its
intended outcome is a normagipractical conclusion that can ground decision and adHolicy
making involves the weighing together of reasons in favouragadnst particular courses of
action (i.e. deliberation), and on this basis putting fodweapolicy decision.

Practical argumentation can be viewed as argument&tom circumstances, goals and
means goal relations (Fairclough & Fairclough 2011, 2018doming a, b):

The agent is in circumstances C.

The agent has a goal G.

(Goal G is generated by a particular normative sodmesire, duty, etc.)
Generally speaking, if an agent does A in C then G will beeged.
Therefore, the Agent ought to do A.



Practical reasoning is a causal argumentation schear Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004)
Actions have both intended and unintended effects, andsdahee effect can result from a
multiplicity of causes. The unintended effects can behsthat the action had better not be
performed, even if the intended effect (goal) can lweaed by doing A. If this is the case, then
a critical objectionto A has been exposed and the hypothesis that the agent oulghAtbas
been falsified (orebutted). A pragmatic argument from negative consequ@hedeft-hand side
of Figure 1) can potentially rebut the practical proposah¢tusion) itself.This argument has éh
following form:

If the Agent adopts proposal A, consequence (effeetjliEollow.
Consequence E is unacceptable.
Therefore, the Agent ought not to adopt proposal A.

A succinct way of representing the type of argumentatiodeiliberative activity types is as
follows, where the conclusion of the practical argunieoin goals, values and circumstances is
tested by a pragmatic argument from consequence (FaircRQif Fairclough forthcoming a,
b):

ACTION 4 18 NOT THE RIGHT THING TO DO ACTION 4 IS THE RIGHT THING TO DO
(AGENT OUGHT NOT TO DO 4) < g (AGENT OUGHT TO DO 4)
(PROPOSAL A 18 NOT RECOMMENDED) (PROPOSAL A IS RECOMMENDED)

A [ i

' 1

i

1

[
DOING 4 WILL EFFECTS E AGENT HAS AGENT I8 IN ACTION AIS, DOING 4 WILL EFFECTS F ARE
HAVE ARE GOAL G, CIRCUMSTANCES IN PRINCIPLE, HAVE DESIRABLE/
CONSEQUENCES UNACCEPT- GENERATED BY C (INCLUDING AMEANS TO CONSEQUENCES NORMATIVELY
(EFFECTS) E ABLE NORMATIVE ‘PROBLEM’) GOAL G (EFFECTS) E* APPROPRIATE
SOURCE V

Figure 1 Practical reasoning in deliberative activity types: tHédeation scheme

As Figure 1 suggests, we reason practically from an assedsefmdae circumstances of action
(this includes the problem we have identified, but also othets enabling or constraining
action), from the goals and values whose realizatiomanegursuing, from means-goal relations,
as well as from premises that refer to the potential cuesees of our proposed action, in light
of which it may follow that we ought to discard our proposalaction or, on the contrary, we
may go ahead with it. If the consequences are, on d®lamacceptable, then the proposal is
unreasonable and ought to be abandoned. If however the potemtiséquences are not
unacceptable, or if in the event that negative consequences should materiali would be
possible to change course or redress undesirable develgprtien the agent may tentatively
proceed with A (always subject to future rebuttal, as unadaeptansequences may always
come to light at a later date)

A critical objection against a proposal (e.g. an unacbéptzonsequence or cost) is one
that cannot be overridden by other reasons in favour lfg.gny potential benefit). Deliberation
involves a ‘weighing’ of reasons, and the conclusion is arrived at on balance, in &gbof facts
that both enable and constrain action, and in condibdmscertainty and risk. The institutional
facts (obligations, rights, commitments) of the legallitical, moral domain (what Searle 2010
calls deontic, desire-independent reasons) are, in pienftipough not always in practice) non-
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overridable. For example, an agent might come to gmelasion that Proposal A ought to be
abandoned because it is against the law, full stop, regamflemsy benefits that might have
counted in favour of going ahead with A.

3.2. Framing theory

According to Entman, writing in 1993, Framing Theory is a geadmple of a“fractured
paradigm”, with a highly“scattered conceptlization” at its core While everybody in the social
sciences talks about framinthere is no clear understanding of what frames are andtlmey
influence public opinion (Entman 1993, p. 58any often-cited definitions in the literature are
vague and unhelpful, e.g. those of frames“asganizingprinciplesthat are socially shared and
persistent over time” (Reese 2001, pll), or as “principles of selection, emphasis and
presentation composed of little tacit theories about wkests, what happens, and avimatters”
(Gitlin 1980, p. 6). The same type of criticism still occtwenty years latefsee D’Angelo &
Kuypers 2010), with Nisbet noting the persistent loose uséighke term ‘frame’ and every
researchés tendency to “reinvent the wheel” by identifying their own (often highly
idiosyncratic) set of frames, without thereby producindearcoperationalization of the concept
that might be used across different sets of data (NXJH, pp. 45-46).

Thereis at least one clear definition of ‘frames’ in the cognitive semantics literature,
though this is not the definition that most framing th&erworking in political communication
and media studies seem to start from. ThiBiiBnore’s (1985, 2006) definition of frames, as
developed in Frame Semantics and the FrameNet projern@tional Computer Science
Institute n.d.)— a new dictionary concept, in which wordee alefined in relation to world
knowledge. On this understanding, frames straecturesof inter-related concepts, such that in
order to understand any one concept it is necessary to wmakthe entire structure (frame). To
understand what risk is, one needs to understand the &i@€ frame, involving agents,
situations, actions, intended gains or benefits, poterdiah fand victimsan element of chance,
and so on (Fillmore & Atkins 1992). Any one individual concephinia frame will activate the
whole frame (e.g‘week’ activates the whole system of calendric teribsy’, ‘month’, ‘year’).

A substantial part of framing theory research seems tanterlain by an understanding
of the framingprocess rather than oframesas Fillmorian systems of concepts. On this view,
“framing refers to the process by which people develop a particular conceptualization of an
issu€’; framing therefore involves taking or promoting a particylarspectiveor angleon an
issue. It is this selective angle that is responsiimeéte highly vexingphenomenon of “framing
effects”, where “(often small) changes in the presentation of an issuanoevent produce
(sometimes large) changes of opirfid@€hong & Druckman 2007, p. 104). The most often cited
definition in these terms Bntman’s view of framing as selectionandsalience

Framing essentially involveselectionandsalienceTo frame is to select some aspects of a perceiveitiyreal

and make them more salient in a communicating text, in auslay as to promote a particular problem

definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, ana&atinent recommendation for the item described.
Typically frames diagnose, evaluate, and prescrilfEntman 1993, p. 52).

Entman’s selection-and-salience definition is a definition foAming, not frames Framing
involves inclusion, exclusion, selective emphasis, puttingdod a particular conceptualization,
a particular angle. I may, for example, choose tolesgze the benefits of a course of action and
correspondingly de-emphasize the costs, in order to swmeagudience towards accepting my
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proposal. However, unless frames are also structurestefrelated conceptavhat are we
selecting from? How can one element be selected and hitgdiginless it is part of a structure
where other elements are correspondingly de-emphasized?

Although Entman does not develop his view in relation to a yhebrargument, his
definition is compatible with an approach from arguragah theory. If the framing process aims
to define and diagnose problems, as well as suggest sojutiiems it is a form of practical,
deliberative reasoningn framing an issue in a particular way, a communicatioarce is
supplying those particular premises that may lead the awgdtewards a particular conclusion or
line of action The communication source can talk about an issue by mdagsyocomplex
speech act argument, narrative, description, explanation; the agdidowever are expected to
use these as sources of premises in the constructioguhants leading to decision and actibn.
suggest thatrdém the audience’s perspective, the aspects that are being selected and made salient
are elements of a DECISION frame.

The gist of the argumentative approach to framing being prdgese is this: to frame an
issue is to offer the audience a salient and thus paligniverriding premise in a deliberative
process that can ground decision and action. Values,, gudéntial consequences, as well as
various facts pertaining to the context of action can alinbee selectively more salient in an
attempt to direct the audience towards a particular, peeferonclusion. This may also involve
the use of metaphors (Lakoff & Johnson 1980), analogiesparguasive definitions (Walton
2007a) to redefine facts in rhetorically convenient ways, thndirlg support either to the
conclusion that the proposed action is recommendedtagenommended.

Based on the deliberation scheme, a DECISION frame eautlined (on the model of
Fillmore’s RISK frame), including arguers/agents in a situation of incorapletowledge
(uncertainty and risk), putting forward and evaluating progofeal action, amongst which the
will choose and decide in favour of one. They have goalsvalues, and are acting in a context
of facts (circumstances), some of which enable ostcaim action- for example there are laws,
rules, norms that constrain what can be done. Theipogab has potentially negative
consequences, some of which will be critical objectiayarest the proposal. Within this frame,
as system of interelated concepts, various premises can be emphasizedaippgias being the
most relevant and important reasons, i.e. the onésshioaild arguably decide which course of
action is adopted. For example, it can be argued tpalicy proposal should be adopted because
it will create jobs, or it can be argued tlitathould not be adopted because of the negative impact
on the environment. What is being made more salient arehfiedty overriding in these two
arguments are the intended positive consequences (goals)than (unintended) negative
consequences, respectively. In a process of weighing reasenaudience may come to see
either the benefits (jobs) or the negattonsequences (pollution) as “heavier” or more relevant
reasons, and the conclusion (and decision) they withr@aay shift accordingly. Alternatively,
the circumstances of action may be made salient &werity of the problem, the external
constraints on action, the uncertainty and risks wad) and presented as potentially overriding
other reasons.

Briefly, making one element of the deliberation schemeremsalient, while
correspondingly de-emphasizing others, is expected to rasalshift in the decision for action
that the audience will arrive at, given that the salienhei# is expected to override non-salient
elements in the process of weighing reasdhsloes not follow, of course, that the audience will
be actually influenced in this way, and that they will auticadly ground their decisions in the
premises made salient through framing. In real-world cositésgming effects are weakened by
the public’s exposure to alternative arguments, their ability to come to their own conclusas
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well as by their pre-existing beliefs and values (Snider®aiTheriault 2005; Chong &
Druckman 2007).

An additional mechanism is often at work, whenever metaplamalogies or persuasive
definitions are embedded under the premises of the delibesaimme (Figure 2). Premises of
the forma = b(a is similar to bor a is a kind of pcan provide justification for various premises
in the arguments from goals or consequences. For egamptan be argued that a policy
proposal will have potentially unacceptable negative consegsaf these can be seen to amount
to a form ofrobberyor treason if this is so, then the proposal should not be adoptedn the
contrary, the context of action is one mdtional emergencyr crisis that the proposal can
successfully resolve, then it follows that the propskalld go ahead. Similarly, it can be argued
that the effects of the policy will be in fact bewédl, because they amount to actuaiwvingthe
Rosia Montana area from either poverty or environmental catastrophéhel proposed action
amounts to salvation from harm or danger, then the aioecommended (Figure 2). The spin
or bias that such persuasive definitions or metaphors wvittbdoce into the premises of an
argument will be reflected, via their entailmentstha particular conclusion that can be reached
on the basis of these premises (Fairclough 2015, fortimcpi)i

ACTION 4 I8 NOT THE RIGHT THING TO DO ACTION 4 I8 THE RIGHT THING TO DO
(AGENT OUGHT NOT TO DO 4) »> (AGENT OUGHT TO DO 4)
(PROPOSAL 4 IS NOT RECOMMENDED) (PROPOSAL A IS RECOMMENDED)
x x
N 0
,% H H
H
[ l—l—‘
DOING A WILL EFFECTS E AGENT HAS AGENT IS IN ACTION 418, DOING A WILL EFFECTS F ARE
HAVE ARE GOAL G, CIRCUMSTANCES IN PRINCIPLE, HAVE DESIRABLE/
CONSEQUENCES UNACCEPT- GENERATED BY C (INCLUDING AMEANS TO CONSEQUENCES NORMATIVELY
(EFFECTS) E ABLE NORMATIVE ‘PROBLEM’) GOAL G (EFFECTS) E’ APPROPRIATE
SOURCE V
b el I
! AISLIKEY E ! CISLIKEX ' A ISLIKE Z {
! & i ! (AKINDOFX) | i & !
|\ EFFECTSOF Y | ! & ! | EFFECTSOFZ !
' ARE | | X CANBE ! | ARE DESIRABLE/ !
| UNACCEPT- | | RESOLVED BY ! | NORMATIVELY |
ABLE ; i DOING A ! | APPROPRIATE
] 1

Figure 2. The relationship between the deliberatibiei®e and argumentation by analogy or definition

4. ANALYSIS

This article is part of a larger study of the August-SepwnR2013 coverage ohd Rosia
Montand case in four Romanian daily broadsheets: Adevdrul, Jurnalul National, Gandul and
Cotidianul Our search for the keyword ‘Rosia Montana’ in the online archives of the newspapers
resulted in 670 articles, divided as follows: 323Audevarul, 217 in Gandu] 93 in Jurnalul
National and 67 inCotidianul. A detailed discussion of this corpus is beyond the scopleiso
short paper and is being undertaken elsewhere. In ordett tangkgllustrate how the analytical
framework described in section 3 can shed light on framingegses, including framing effects,
we will discuss a few examples taken from the campaignfsvour and against the mining
project, and particularly from the slogans used by the pestest

The campaign in favour of the peaf (sce RMGC'’s official website, RMGC: Rosia
Montana Gold Corporation — Proiectul Rosia Montana n.d.) tended to emphasi#e company’s
intended goals, among which the benefits to the Romat@e and the local areajobs and

7



local development, income for the Romanian statend particular circumstances of action:
poverty, underdevelopment, as well as people’s right to work. In general, the benefits were said
to outweigh the costs, and the impact on the environnmehtaltural heritage was presented as
minimal, with emphasis on the redressive action allegediylace. Thus, the argument went,
given the significant economic benefits to all partieacernedparticularly the Romanian side,
and given that these would clearly outweigh any negative drgpand also given the
population’s right to work (a deontic reason, in principle nomiwoiable) the Rosia Montana
project ought to go ahead. By contrast, not allowing the grageroceed would not only
damage these goals, but would also undermireldcal population’s rights. Framing the
deliberative process in this way, i.e. making these pé#atiquremises salient and potentially
overriding, was intended to suppartiecision in favour of the project.

Arguments against the project (e.g. the Alburnus Maior ¢éiason website:
rosiamontana.org- Canpania Salvati Rosia Montana n.d.) emphasized primarily a range of
unacceptable negative consequentes destruction of four mountains, the environmental and
health impact of the cyanide-based technology (12,000 towyawiide would be used and 13
million tons of mining waste produced each year, eventuallyjirig behind a lake containing 215
million cubic metres of cyanide-contaminated water); théndie loss of a precious reso@c
that the Romanian state ought to be able to exploit iowts interest. These were presented as
negative consequences that cannot be overridden by any bepeftisularly as job creation
would be minimal and only for a limited period of time. Thguanent was also sometimes
framed as an issue of inter-generational justices (@ur duty towards future generations to keep
the gold in the country for future exploitation) and predantly as a legal issue: the violation of
existing (environmental) laws and (property) rights was ddemmacceptable, and the draft law
was dso said to be “unconstitutional”. Framing the conflict in terms of unacceptable negative
consequences that cannot be overridden by any benefiig #amins of non-overridable deontic
reasons (rights, duties, laws, the Constitution) wésnded to sway the deliberative process in
favour of the conclusion that the project ought to bectege

The framing of the conflict developed over time, and new @&snwere made salient in
the attempt to influence public opinion. Starting as a battle thee environment, the conflict
eventually developed into a battle over democracy and teefldw in Romania and against the
capture of the state by the interests of global catmors (Vesalon & Ctan, p. 449). Reporting
on the situation in Romanian last September, aneaiiticthe Guardiar{Ciobanu 2013) cited an
NGO activist as saying the following:

It is very interesting that such a revolt began with seaaf protecting the environment, but this is notyonl
about the environment ... (...) TR@sia Montana case- in which you see legislation custom made to serve
the interests of a corporatienhighlights some failures of both democratic institwi@nd of the economic
system, capitalism in a broader sen®osia Montana is the battle of the present and of the next decadtes..
illustrates the end of post-1989 cleavages [communist visc@nimunist, European vs. non-European] and
the emergence of new ones. People today confront aptedr political class backed up by a corporation and
a sold out media; and they ask for an improved demoguetitess, for adding a participatory democracy
dimension to traditional democratic mechanisms.

The conflict therefore was no longer only about the enviremmbut about how global
corporations can buy out national governments and natioedia and force them to act in their
interests, as well asbaut the population’s demand for a truly representative democracy (one
slogan was“Not in my namé (“Nu in numele meu”). The unacceptability of bending legislation
so as to facilitate the handing over of Romania’s resources to a multinational corporation, mostly
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for the benefit of the latter and for the personal gdipoliticians, was reflected in the slogam
corporation cannot dictate legislation” (“Nu corporatia face legislatia”). The slogan captured the
protest against the subordination of the state to corparsgrest— what Monbiot (2001) has
theorized as the “captive state”, or the “corporate takeover” of states, a situation where the power
of multinational corporations is threatening the fafions of democratic government and
undermining national sovereignty. Framing the deliberatieeqss in this way made the legal
and political aspects salient and potentially overridgrgphasizing that allowing corporation’s
interests to prevail was against the Constitution and agRimstnia’s democratic form of
government. As deontic constraints on action, thessores were intended to lend overriding
support to the argument against the project.

A widely used metaphor was that of tResia Montana project as a case odbbery with
slogans sayingHalt the Great Robbery” (“Opriti Marele Jaf”), or “Thieves” (“Hotii”’), framing
the project by primary reference to the rule of law. sBmeetaphors fit into the argument from
negative consequence, supporting the premise that thesefdcte unacceptable. (On what
grounds are the consequences unacceptable? On the grountdie tivkiole project amounts to
the illegal attempt to appropriatemeone else’s property.) To say that the project is framed as
robberyis to say that the premise containing the metaphor is sa@at; as a consequence, via
its entailments (i.e. if it is robbery, then it Iegal, or a crime), the metaphor will lead to only
one possible conclusioif the project is illegal or criminal, it follows thatshould be abandoned
(Action A/Policy A is not recommended).

Other metaphors function in a similar way. The protestse walled arevolution (with
placards saying: “Our generation’s own revolution” (“Revolutia genergei noastre”) or “Europe’s
Green Revolution”, while the government’s stance was equated with a declaration of war(in
publicity material saying: “The Government and RMGC have declared war on Us ‘@luvernul
si RMGC neau declarat azboi”) or with asiege (“do not forget that Romania is now under
siege..”, “nu uitgi ca Romania e acum Htare de asediu”), as well as with the attempt sell the
country out to a foreign corporation (in slogans sayiMy Romania is not for sale”, “Romania
mea nu e de wvaare”). Such metaphors provide justification for various premisn the
deliberation scheme and support the conclusion that tfecpought not to go ahead.

5. CONCLUSION

This paper has tried to make a contribution to framing theoryubgesting that framing is
equivalent to a process of making salient, and thus potertiadiriding, a particular premise in
a deliberative process that the audience is supposed to engabes process is supposed to lead
the audience to decision and (possibly) action. Based on teywieigh a variety of reasons
against each other, which in turn may depend on which reasersbean made salient and
which have been omitted, and on what importance or weighbéan attached to them in the
framing process, the audience is supposed to reach a parpecadaical-normative conclusion
and on this basis a decision to act in a particular Weaming effects may be stronger or weaker
depending orhow the framing process interacts with the audience’s own beliefs and valuesand

on the audience’s exposure to alternative arguments well as their ability to weigh these
arguments together in a deliberative process.

What is selected and made salient in the framing proiseasparticular premise in a
deliberation scheme, i.e. a structure with a numberesh@hts which can be selectively filled in
or instantiatedFigure 2 shows range of premises that can be selected and made sadiéme,
attempt to direct the conclusion of the arguments involvethénRosia Montana debate: the
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circumstances of action, for example the instituticcmanstraints(laws, rights) or the problem
that needs solving (poverty); the goals or intended ben§fitss, national revenue); the
unintended negative consequences (environmental degradatioaf tgtural heritage), and so
on. In addition, premises that attempt to support the premfsgsctical reasoning (containing
metaphors, analogies, persuasive definitions) can be saigat, and their entailments will be
transferred upwards towards particular conolus(if the project amounts to “robbery’, then it is
illegal; if it is illegal, it should be abandoned).

This study is developed in several other papers. Fairclq@@h5) and Fairclough
(forthcoming b) develop the argumentative approach to frgnm more detail, with application
to the austerity debate in the British media and thegpaehtary debate on university tuition
fees. Starting from the brief analysis presented rergystematic analysis of the entire naedi
corpus of 670 media text:n terms ofthe framework outlined heyawill be carried out in
Madroane (in preparation).
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