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The COVID-19 anti-vaccination movement in Cyprus: An
investigation of its discourses (AMID)

Marilena Paraskeva®

ABSTRACT

This project examines the speeches articulated in COVID-19 anti-vaccination onsite protests
in Cyprus, situating the topic of anti-vaccination within culture wars. Data cover a period of
eight months (July 2021-February 2022) and were collected through attending protests and
through selecting past speeches of anti-vaccination protests that are available online in the
form of shared videos. The data were analysed in terms of the main topics, the implicit and
explicit influences/resources, and the linguistic strategies contained in these speeches.
Results reveal that four are the main topics included in these speeches:
government/governors/politicians, vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated, measures, and
children/parents. In addition, the influences/resources of these speeches derive from the
political, religious, social, scientific, and historical spheres/domains, while the linguistic
strategies used by speakers involve representations of processes and social actors which
include — and exclude thereof — certain actions and ‘doers’ in specific ways. Overall, this
project bridges the gap caused by both the absence of studies on onsite anti-vaccination
protests and the very limited consideration of anti-vaccination discourse in Greek-speaking
contexts.
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1. Introduction

This project, titled ‘The COVID-19 Anti-Vaccination Movement in Cyprus: An Investigation of
its Discourses (AMID)’, examines the speeches articulated in COVID-19 anti-vaccination onsite
protests in Cyprus, situating the topic of anti-vaccination within culture wars. The concept of
culture wars became popular by Hunter (1991) who used it in referring to the conflict
between orthodox and progressive values in America. Orthodox and progressive conflicted
values and beliefs revolved around the weighted morality of issues like gay rights, abortion,
and gender identity, with Hunter (ibid.) arguing that this gap cut across political, ethnic, racial,
sexual, religious and class positions (see also Taviss Thomson 2010: 4). Examples of culture
wars have been attested diachronically, with the massive protests against the abortion ban

law during the end of June 2022 being a recent one from the US context.

Given that the overarching idea underlying the concept of culture wars is that certain topics
trigger intra-societal disparity with concomitant polarization of public beliefs and values, it is
argued that specific issues of the COVID-19 pandemic and (anti-)vaccination can be
considered as forms of culture war. In this connection, there is research that explicitly links
certain aspects of the COVID-19 pandemic to the concept of culture wars. For example, Perry,
Whitehead and Grubbs (2020) have demonstrated that Americans with conservative political
beliefs are more likely to opt out of COVID-19 safety recommendations and are, therefore,
prone to more frequent “[...] incautious virus-related behavior [sic] [...]” (ibid.: 407) like eating
at restaurants, and less frequent “precautionary behavior” (ibid.) like wearing masks. In
addition, Duffy et al. (2021), based on a review of the UK newspapers coverage of the concept
of culture wars from 1997 to 2020, report, among others, that the topics associated with this
concept have broadened through years: since 2018 this concept has attracted a wide range
of divisive topics (ibid.: 17), with government response to COVID-19 entering the pool of
topics in 2020 and being referred to in 5% of the COVID-19 newspaper articles reviewed
altogether — 22% of the COVID-19 newspaper articles in 2020 (ibid.: 18-19).

The consideration of (anti-)vaccination especially as a subject falling under culture wars is
grounded on the fact that vaccination initiatives, campaigns, and policies by states have been
strongly counteracted by documented cases of the anti-vaccination movement worldwide
and throughout history, which have led to respective protests, culminating in the present-day
COVID-19 movement. The long presence of the anti-vaccination movement is reported by

Berman (2020), who provides an overview of the three-centuries history of the movement,
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while he identifies the arguments made by anti-vaccination partisans. In a similar vein, Larson
(2020), who also refers to specific instances of the anti-vaccination movement over time such
as the smallpox anti-vaccination protests in the nineteenth century, attempts to account for
the factors that shape opinions against vaccination and the forms that these opinions can

take.?

The explicit association of the anti-vaccination movement with the concept of culture wars is
also evident in relevant research. Whitehead and Perry (2020), based on a representative
sample of American adults nation-wide, have shown that Americans who identify with
conservative political beliefs — or Americans who are partisans of what the researchers name
as Christian nationalism, are more inclined to have anti-vaccine attitudes, believing, for
example, that “Vaccines cause autism,” and “People have the right to decide whether or not
to vaccinate their kids” (ibid.: 7). According to the same researchers, this group of Americans
will be likely to resist COVID-19 vaccination (ibid.: 9).> Moreover, Hornsey (2021) attempts to
portray the psychological profile of vaccine-hesitant individuals and suggests that political
leaders affect people’s beliefs in relation to conspiracy theories; the latter being closely
associated with anti-vaccination attitudes (see also Gao 2021). On this basis, the topic of
vaccines entered the existing culture wars subsuming a new big group, namely conspiracy-

driven conservatives (Hornsey 2021: 53).

The link of anti-vaccination with culture wars is manifest in certain recent online news articles
too. French (2021) argues that the COVID-19 pandemic has led to the American nation’s
creation of “two, competing Coronavirus political cultures” (ibid.: par. 8), with hesitancy
towards vaccines being a part of the COVID-19 fight since the beginning of the pandemic.
French also cites several national surveys that correlate vaccine hesitancy with Republican
partisans as compared to Democrat partisans, and with fanatic Republican white Evangelicals
as compared to the other religious communities (ibid.: par. 10). In addition, Dionne (2021),
who relates anti-vaccination to political and cultural suspicions (cf. Klein, Harper & Wiersema

2021), claims that, although there have always been anti-vaxxers, the present vaccination

2 Berman (2020) and Larson (2020) published their works before the disposal of COVID-19 vaccines. Therefore,
their discussions on anti-vaccination arguments and attitudes respectively do not cover the COVID-19 anti-
vaccination movement.

3 The work of Whitehead and Perry (2020) involved probabilistic accounts of COVID-19 (anti-)vaccination
intentions as it was published before the release of COVID-19 vaccines.
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attitudes are so deeply located in tribal conflicts that persuasion over the benefits of

vaccination is difficult, and culture wars are in the same logic.

As to the Greek context, Karakatsani (2021), who implicitly relates COVID-19 pandemic
measures and (anti-)vaccination to culture wars, reports that vaccination and health
measures opponents fall under two groups: a moderate group and a more radical one. The
moderate group comprises people who are susceptible to conspiracy theories, parish priests’
advice, and to ideas of personalities who are against modern science and general vaccination.
The radical group is very often associated with violence or even far-right extremism, and it is

involved in spreading fake news and anti-vaccination propaganda online.

Regarding research on COVID-19 from a linguistic and/or a discursive point of view, it covers
a range of aspects of the topic; the most prevalent — yet internally diverse — line of inquiry
being the COVID-19 media discourse. Sharma et al. (2020) examine English discourse around
COVID-19 in Twitter in 182 countries and they identify patterns of misleading contents and
misinformation tweets, highlighting the importance of such identifications for individuals,
who can be educated on the content of online discussions and, thus, be less prone to
misinformation. In a similar vein, Kydros, Argyropoulou and Vrana (2021) investigate COVID-
19-related discussions in Twitter in Greece and show that Greek-speaking users’ main tweets
revolve around mainstream information on the pandemic and that users’ sentiments have

changed, with positive emotions decreasing and negative emotions increasing over time.

Moreover, Mu, Zhao and Yang (2021), based on thirty-five news reports on the pandemic in
China in The New York Times, show by means of critical discourse analysis how the latter
medium portrays China as being very far away from the United States and the West and as
standing partly as a threat. Mu, Zhao and Yang (ibid.) argue that these news reports are mixed
with ideologies, and if readers bear this aspect in mind, they can critically think and

understand in an objective way China’s profile construction in foreign media.

At the same time, there is research focusing especially on COVID-19 anti-vaccination language
and/or discourse.* Such research mainly investigates anti-vaccination linguistic/discursive
trends in social media. Wu, Lyu and Luo (2021) employ Natural Language Processing (NLP)

techniques to study the thematic/linguistic characteristics of discussions on COVID-19

4 It is noted that there has been research on anti-vaccination language/discourse in relation to vaccine-
preventable diseases and viruses other than COVID-19 — see e.g. Joye 2010; Ma & Stahl 2017; Meyer et al. 2019;
Smith & Graham 2019.



vaccines in Reddit and users’ embedded concerns. The researchers show that
“skeptical/aggressive remarks” (ibid.) are the predominant topic in the comments, suggesting
that social media platforms and policymakers should gain a thorough picture of online

discussions to develop those strategies that will shape the trust of the public in vaccinations.

Furthermore, Germani and Biller-Andorno (2021) examine how anti-vaccination proponents
behave in Twitter (as compared to pro-vaccination proponents and a control group) and
demonstrate that anti-vaccination proponents, albeit with fewer tweets, have greater
engagement in discussions. In addition, the shared emotional and conspiracy theory-related
content of this group of users is greater than the corresponding one of the other two groups.
In light of these and the finding that emotional language use by anti-vaccination supporters
does not significantly correlate with increased discussion engagement, Germani and Biller-
Andorno (2021) propose that there could be policies that prevent anti-vaccination
proponents from circulating vaccine-related false information on Twitter, and that health
organizations could be more communicatively efficient by using, among others, influencers

who will disseminate information over vaccines and their safety.

Hughes and colleagues (2021) investigate online English-language anti-vaccination narrative
tropes and persuasive rhetorical strategies of various modes (written, image, meme and/or
video) within the vaccine reluctance discourse aiming at compiling a codebook of the main
anti-vaccination themes. Hughes and colleagues (2021) identify sixteen anti-vaccination
rhetorical strategies and twenty-two anti-vaccination narrative tropes targeting certain
antagonists (e.g. government/establishment and elites, society at large etc.), and they claim
that these strategies and tropes can be used in developing counter-messages, i.e. pro-

vaccination messages, combating, thus, misinformation and disinformation.

Regarding anti-vaccination discourse in Greece, so far it has been considered only in one
report. Karakoulaki and Dessi (2021) describe trends in antisemitic tropes within online
COVID-19 anti-vaccination conspiracy theories across several countries — Belgium (Flanders
and Wallonia), France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Poland, and the United Kingdom,
identifying how anti-vax conspiracy theories and antisemitism are connected. They show that
in Greece, anti-vaccination proponents consider vaccination as a threat for Orthodox
Christians and as a means of killing children. Anti-vaccination proponents’ antisemitic

narratives, albeit non-dominant, involve the ideas that a group of powerful Jewish people are



orchestrating vaccination for controlling the world, and that unvaccinated are comparable to

Jews prosecuted during WWII — the latter ideas applying to all countries/states considered.

Against this growing body of research and the proliferation of studies on the anti-vaccination
movement as presented online, AMID aims to examine the speeches articulated in anti-
vaccination onsite protests in Cyprus, where approximately 73% of the whole population has
been fully vaccinated so far.”> Therefore, AMID bridges the gap caused by both the absence of
research on the oral discourses articulated in anti-vaccination onsite protests and the very
sparse consideration of the anti-vaccination discourse in Greek-speaking contexts. With these

in mind, the research objectives of AMID are:

1. the identification and analysis of the main topics included in these speeches

2. theidentification of the range of implicit and explicit influences/resources upon which
the speeches draw to support their arguments.

3. theidentification of the linguistic strategies that the speeches contain to persuade the
public on certain (anti-)vaccination ideas and, in turn, shape the beliefs and knowledge

of the public.

2. Methodology

For the purposes of implementing AMID, relevant data from different settings were collected
during January 2022 and February 2022. This involved attending various anti-vaccination
protests and video recording (onsite) speeches given during the said protests. The process of
data collection also worked backwards by searching for and collecting past speeches of anti-
vaccination protests that are available in the social media in the form of shared videos. In the
latter process, July 2021 was set as the starting period from which videos would be collected
in a backward fashion on the grounds that a period of eight months (from July 2021 to
February 2022) would suffice for obtaining adequate speech samples from recent anti-
vaccination protests. This was coupled with the fact that many anti-vaccination protests
involving speeches took place from July 2021 to August 2021 and, thus, certain samples of

them were deemed appropriate to be collected. Overall, forty-four speeches of varying

5Source: European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control, “COVID-19 Vaccine Tracker.”
https://vaccinetracker.ecdc.europa.eu/public/extensions/COVID-19/vaccine-tracker.html#uptake-tab
[information current as of 24 October 2022].
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lengths (durations) were collected which derived from eight different anti-vaccination

protests.®

The stage of data collection was followed by the transcription of thirty-six speeches. The
reduction of forty-four speeches to thirty-six was made because certain speakers in a given
anti-vaccination protest or across different anti-vaccination protests took the floor more than
once, in which case a maximum of two speeches of the same speakers was taken as an
indicative speech sample and, in turn, considered for the purposes of analysis. This was
grounded on the assumption that speeches of the same speakers would contain similar topics,

features and/or arguments.

As far as the transcribed data are concerned, they were rendered in the CHAT’ (Codes for the
Human Analysis of Transcripts) transcription format, a system which is provided by TalkBank

(https://talkbank.org/), a computer-based project that adopts a common “metalanguage”

and a standard set of symbols in data transcription and coding systems.

The data transcription was followed by the data analysis. For the purposes of analysis, the
data were firstly organised and systematised in a way that they would be subsequently
accessible and subjected to proper analysis from various perspectives. During this phase, a
significant distinction across the collected data was observed, namely a distinction between
speeches which had been prepared in advance and speeches which had been delivered on
the spot/spontaneously. These two types of speech have been termed ‘speech(es) with
paper’ and ‘speech(es) without paper’ respectively and have been taken into consideration in

the data analysis as an aspect that can explain the results.?

6 The number of speeches was unevenly distributed across the different anti-vaccination protests as certain
protests included a big number of speeches, e.g., fourteen, while others had a smaller number of speeches, e.g.
two.

7 CHAT allows transcribing data in standard orthography (with the additional option of phonetic transcription),
adding comments, headers, main and dependent tiers, paralinguistic and duration scoping symbols, language
tags, utterance delimiters, e.g., +... for trailing off or +!? for a question with exclamation, and symbols for
indicating, among others, pause durations, e.g. (2.0) for a two-second pause, retracing ([//]) and reformulation
([///1) (MacWhinney 2000).

8 All speeches, whether with or without paper, were anonymised and/or pseudonymised (where appropriate),
respecting in this way speakers’ privacy.
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3. Data analysis and findings

3.1.  Main topics included in the speeches

The first step of addressing the first project objective, i.e. identifying and analysing the main
topics included in the speeches, was a frequency analysis of the words of the speeches at the
corpus level. Using Voyant Tools, a word cloud (or tag cloud or cirrus — the latter being the
respective term in Voyant Tools) of the total of the speeches was created, providing a visual
representation of the occurrence of words in the speeches: the bigger the words, the more

frequent they were. This can be seen in the following Voyant Tools figure:®
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Figure 1. Word cloud at the corpus level

The word cloud in Figure 1 includes the fifty-five most frequent words of the corpus and
shows that the five most frequent words were test, matdwa (=children), uétpa (=measures),
euBOAlx (=vaccines), and kuBépvnon (=government). The exact number of occurrences of
each of these words, excluding their occurrences in different inflectional forms, i.e. their
occurrences in different grammatical cases either in singular or in plural number, was as
follows: test 34 times, mawdia (=children) 30 times, uétpa (=measures) 26 times, euBoAia
(=vaccines) 22 times, and kuBépvnon (=government) 20 times. This can also be seen in the

following Voyant Tools figure:

® The words excluded from the word cloud (stopwords) were numbers, coding symbols, punctuation marks,
articles (e.g., o, Toug=the), pronouns (e.g., eusi¢c=we, oAot=everyone), complementizers (e.g., oti=that), filler
words (e.g., umm), conjunctions (e.g., emetéri=because), abstract nouns (e.g., t6€a=idea), collective nouns (e.g.,
kosmos=world/people), auxiliary verbs (e.g., eiuat=I am), definite numeral adjectives either cardinal (e.g.,
névre=five) or ordinals (e.g., méumrtoc=fifth), impersonal constructions (e.g., yivetat=it is allowed,
npémnet= must, have to, ought, untdpyst=there is), and verbs with a wide range of uses (e.g., kadvw=I do/make,
JéAw=I want).
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Figure 2. Word cloud at the corpus level and number of occurrences of the five most frequent words

The next step involved a thorough examination of each of the speeches to pinpoint whether
and/or where it included each of the five most frequent words of the corpus as topics
provided through the word cloud in the previous step. This examination employed the mixed
methods and qualitative analysis software QDA Miner, which allows tracking words qua topics
within their specific contexts of occurrence in the speeches, and led to the observation that
the majority of some of the speeches’ main topics identified in the form of single words (i.e.
test, children, measures, vaccines and government), could merge with one another or with
other very relevant topics. As such, the word test as a separate topic merged with the topic
measures in that the former was one form of the latter, and the remaining words as topics
were expanded to fit additional related topics, forming in this way head topics. The table

below shows how most of the single word topics were rendered as respective head topics:

Single word topics Head topics
Tests; measures Measures
Children Children/parents
Vaccines Vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated
Government Government/governor/politicians

Table 1. Single word topics expanded into head topics

As far as the distribution of the head topics across speeches is concerned, measures were
found in 22 out of 36 speeches, corresponding to 61% of the speeches, while children/parents

appeared in 13 out of 36 speeches (in 36% of the speeches). Regarding the remaining two
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head topics, vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated was found in 24 out of 36 speeches, i.e. in
67% of the speeches, and government/governor/politicians surfaced in 19 out of 36 speeches
(in 53% of the speeches). These results show that vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated was
the most widely distributed head topic followed by measures,
government/governors/politicians and children/parents. The following figure demonstrates

the comparative distribution of head topics across speeches:

35
30
25 22
20
15
10

B Measures m Children/parents

B Vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated ™ Government/governors/politicians

Figure 3. Distribution of topics across speeches

In looking at the head topics in terms of how they were discerned between speeches with
paper and speeches without paper, it appeared that there was an even distribution between
the two types of speech for all four head topics, suggesting that there was no correlation
between the speech type and head topics at the corpus level. This is demonstrable in Figure

4 below:
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Figure 4. Distribution of topics across speeches: Speeches with paper and speeches without paper

In turn, each of these head topics was taken one by one and was examined in terms of how

specifically it was being under reference in the speeches qua subtopics. Using the qualitative
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analysis software QDA Miner, the exact uses of each head topic were identified through
repeated readings of the speeches’ transcripts, leading to a data-driven in vivo coding of
subtopics. In this procedure, the specific contexts of the use of subtopics were also taken into

consideration.

3.1.1. Measures

The analysis revealed that measures appeared in 77 instances across speeches. From these
instances, the great majority (91%; N=70) corresponded to one of the two major subtopics,
namely being against measures (cf. Karakatsani 2021), while the remaining instances (9%;

N=7) were related to the subtopic of alternative explanations of measures.

Being against measures as a subtopic of measures was further broken down into two
categories based on the narrower topics to which they referred. In particular, 61 out of 70
uses (87%) of the subtopic of being against measures were directly relevant to
disapproving/condemning measures, with 43 uses (70%) being included in speeches with
paper —example 1, p. 28. The second category, which accounted for 13% of the uses of being
against measures as a subtopic of measures (N=9, 2 out of which were with paper), was

fighting against/resisting in measures (example 2, p. 28).

The second major subtopic of measures, namely alternative explanations of measures, was
further discerned into two categories. The first category was measures are irrelevant to the
pandemic/health which was a point of argument in 71% (N=5) of the alternative explanations
of measures subtopic, while the remaining 29% (N=2) mapped onto the measures aim at
causing fear subtopic. In both categories, the speech types (i.e., speeches with paper and

speeches without paper) were fairly equal — examples 3 and 4, p. 28.

The following graph demonstrates the total number of uses of the measures head topic with

its respective subtopics:
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Figure 5. Measures subtopics

3.1.2. Children/parents

Regarding the second head topic distinguished, that is children/parents, it appeared in 57
instances throughout the corpus and consisted of four subtopics: protecting/fighting for
children, disapproving child vaccination, disapproving measures in children, and parents being
in a difficult situation. From these, the subtopic with the highest frequency was
protecting/fighting for children with 27 occurrences (47% of the children/parents head topic),
19 out of which were in speeches with paper — example 5, p. 28; see also Karakoulaki & Dessi
(2021: 9). The second most frequent subtopic of the children/parents head topic was
disapproving child vaccination which occurred 13 times, 9 out of which were in speeches with
paper (example 6, p. 28). The third most frequent subtopic of children/parents was
disapproving measures in children with 10 occurrences, whose great majority (90%) were
included in speeches with paper (example 7, p. 28). The least frequent subtopic of the same
topic was parents being in a difficult situation with 7 occurrences, all in speeches with paper

(example 8, pp. 28-29).

Overall, the head topic of children/parents predominated in speeches with paper (77% of the
total of instances of the children/parents head topic; N=44), a finding that can be ascribed to
the fact that a set of speeches with paper included many instances of the head topic at stake.
At the same time, this finding might be suggestive of speakers’ acknowledging an underlying

necessity of sensitivity and, hence, of a more careful articulation when referring to
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children/parents (especially children), which requires preparation and, in turn, written points

of argument.

The following figure provides the total number of occurrences of the children/parents head

topic with its respective subtopics:

Parents being in a difficult situation -)

Disapproving measures in children -1

Disapproving child vaccination - 4

Protecting/Fighting for children _ 8

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55

W with paper without paper

Figure 6. Children/parents subtopics

3.1.3. Vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated

The third head topic identified in the data, i.e., vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated, occurred
88 times and was found to branch into three subtopics: questioning the vaccine’s efficacy and
effectiveness, against vaccination, and the idea of vaccinated people spreading the virus.
Questioning the vaccine’s efficacy and effectiveness surfaced in 31 instances (35% of the total
uses of the vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated head topic), 21 out of which were in

speeches with paper —example 9, p. 29.

Against vaccination, as an additional subtopic of the vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated
head topic, was used 52 times (59% of the total wuses of the
vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated head topic) and was further subdivided into two
categories, with one being disapproving mandatory vaccination (example 10, p. 29). This
category had 45 occurrences (51% of the vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated head topic),
the great majority of which were included in speeches with paper (73% of the category of

disapproving mandatory vaccination; N=33.

The second category of the subtopic identified as against vaccination was resisting in

vaccination and accounted for 7 instances (8% of the total instances of the
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vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated head topic), which were almost equally allocated in

speeches with paper and in speeches without paper — example 11, p. 29.

The last subtopic to which the head topic of vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated branched,
the idea of vaccinated people spreading the virus (example 12, p. 29), appeared 5 times (6%
of the total uses of the vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated head topic), 2 out of which were

in speeches with paper.

Figure 7 that follows shows the total number of uses of the head topic of

vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated with its respective subtopics:

The idea of vaccinated people spreading the I3
virus

Against vaccination: Resisting in vaccination I4

Against vaccination: Disapproving mandatory _ 1
vaccination

uestioning the vaccine’s efficacy and
“ s Yo R 0

effectiveness

0 510152025303540455055606570758085

B with paper without paper

Figure 7. Vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated subtopics

3.1.4. Government/governors/politicians

The fourth head topic found in the data was government/governors/politicians, which
occurred 97 times. This head topic was distinguished into two subtopics, one of which was
accusing government/governors/politicians with 66 instances (68% of the total uses of the
government/governors/politicians head topic). Accusing government/governors/politicians
was further broken down into nine categories according to the aspects of accusations. As
such, accusations towards government/governors/politicians were over measures/decrees,
extortion, mandatory vaccination, spreading division and discrimination, not assisting
civilians, corruption/bribery, being criminals/incompetent/dictators,
lying/misinformation/being crooks, and rendering people slaves/quineapigs — cf. Dionne

(2021). The numbers of uses of each of these categories are presented in the following figure:
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Figure 8. The subtopic of accusing government/governors/politicians with its categories

Figure 8 shows that the most frequent accusations towards
government/governors/politicians revolved around the spread of division and discrimination
among people (N=11), followed by accusations regarding measures/decrees (N=9) and
extortion (N=9) — examples 13-15, pp. 29-30. The next three most frequent accusations
towards government/governors/politicians were related to the latter being
criminals/incompetent/dictators (N=8), to mandatory vaccination (N=7), and to absence of
assistance to civilians (N=7) — examples 16-18, p. 30. The three least common accusations
made towards government/governors/politicians were over corruption/bribery (N=6),
followed by accusations over lying/misinformation/being crooks (N=5) and rendering people

slaves/quineapigs (N=4) — examples 19-21, p. 30.

The remaining 31 uses of the government/governors/politicians head topic (32% of the total
occurrences of government/governors/politicians) corresponded to the subtopic of
appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians, which branched into six
categories. These were appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to
withdraw/recall measures, respect civilians’ freedom (freedom of choice on vaccination,
freedom of speech), stop spreading division, assist civilians, stop accusing unvaccinated
people, and stop extortion. Figure 9 below includes the categories of the appeals/demands

from government/governors/politicians subtopic along with their frequencies:
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Figure 9. The subtopic of appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians with its

categories

In Figure 9 it is shown that appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to
withdraw/recall measures were by far the most common category (N=14), followed by the
categories of appeals/demands from government/qgovernors/politicians to stop spreading
division (N=6) and respect civilians’ freedom (N=5) — examples 22-24, pp. 30-31. The three
least frequent appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians were on assisting
civilians (N=3), stopping extortion (N=2) and stopping accusing unvaccinated people (N=1) —

examples 25-27, p. 31.

Overall, government/governors/politicians was the most frequently used head topic and
comprised instances that were included in speeches with paper per 81% (N=79; 52 in accusing
government/governors/politicians and 27 in appeals/demands from

government/governors/politicians).

3.2.  Implicit and explicit influences/resources of the speeches

Regarding the second project objective, i.e., the identification of the range of implicit and
explicit influences/resources upon which the speeches draw to support their arguments, it
was addressed through repeated data readings for locating the spheres/domains from which
these influences/resources derive. In doing so, spheres/domains were instantiated as various
forms (and sub-forms; see below) of intertextuality (Fairclough e.g. 1992a, 1992b, 1992c,
1995, 2003, 2012), grounding the whole procedure on the fact that the speeches under

consideration, as many other forms of text, are in a dialectical relationship with other texts,
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and include elements of other texts, “[...] bringing other ‘voices’ into a text [...]” (Fairclough

2003: 41).

The data analysis showed that the influences/resources of the speeches derive from the
religious, political, scientific/medical, historical, and social spheres/domains by means of
various forms of intertextual referencing. Figure 10 below displays the relevant percentages

of occurrences of all five spheres/domains:

3% e ’

12%

52%

= Religious sphere/domain = Political sphere/domain
Scientific sphere/domain = Historical sphere/domain

Social sphere/domain

Figure 10. Percentages of spheres/domains across speeches

As can be shown, the political sphere/domain was by far the most productive sphere/domain
per 52% (N=135 of which 71 were with paper). The remaining 48% was distributed across the
religious sphere/domain per 18% (N=48, 34 out of which were with paper), the social
sphere/domain per 15% (N=40 of which 6 were with paper), the scientific sphere/domain per
12% (N=29, 22 out of which were with paper), and the historical sphere/domain per 3% (N=8

of which 5 were with paper).

As has been mentioned above, each of the spheres/domains identified was qualified in terms
of various forms of intertextuality in which specific instances of influences/resources were
incorporated in the speeches. Building on Fairclough (esp. 2003: chapter 3), the following

forms of intertextuality were employed as core analytical concepts:

1. Attributed intertextuality, which is further distinguished into specifically attributed
intertextuality to explicit speakers (Fairclough 2003: 48), and non-specifically (vaguely)
attributed intertextuality. An instance of the Ilatter sub-form of attributed
intertextuality provided by Fairclough is the use of some in the utterance ‘Don’t
overreact some say’ from a speech of Tony Blair, where the words of an imaginary

interlocutor are vaguely attributed to some (ibid.). Both sub-forms of attributed

19



intertextuality are realised in various types of reporting, namely direct reporting'®,
indirect reporting, free indirect reporting, and narrative report of speech act
(Fairclough 2003: 49; Leech & Short 2007; Yoshimura 2000).

2. Non-attributed intertextuality, which can take the (sub-)form of generalised
representation, e.g., through negation like the use of not in the utterance ‘The issue is
not how to stop globalisation’ contained in the same speech of Blair, where the denial
implies that ‘someone’ has ‘elsewhere’ asserted the opposite, i.e., that the issue is
how to stop globalisation (Fairclough 2003: 47). Non-attributed intertextuality may
also surface as discourse-associated voicing which corresponds to “[...] the evocation
of a voice simply through drawing upon a discourse which is recognisably associated

with that voice” (Fairclough 2003: 55).

These (sub-)forms of intertextuality allowed investigating how available resources were being
manipulated by the speakers and gauging the extent to which reporting involved “[...] reports
which are relatively ‘faithful’ to what is reported, quoting it, claiming to reproduce what was
actually said or written [...] [or] which are not” (Fairclough 2003: 49). At the same time, these
intertextuality (sub-)forms, as analytical tools, facilitated the uncovering of less apparent and
less explicit ways that the speakers made use of in subsuming other texts, voices, and/or

discourses in their own speeches.

The data analysis revealed that the most common sub-form of intertextuality across speeches
was discourse-associated voicing, which accounted for 52% (N=134) of the total instances of
intertextuality and occurred in speeches with paper and speeches without paper in fairly

equal numbers — 68 and 66 respectively.

In looking at discourse-associated voicing in terms of its distribution across spheres/domains,
it was drawn from the political sphere/domain slightly more than half of the times (55%;
N=73), followed by the social sphere/domain (16%; N=22), the religious sphere/domain (14%;
N=19), the scientific sphere/domain (10%; N=14), and the historical sphere/domain (5%;
N=6). Discourse-associated voicing across spheres/domains in speeches with paper and

speeches without paper are shown in Figure 11 below:

10 Direct reporting was also very often marked by changes in intonation (see also Leech & Short 2007: 257)
and/or extra-linguistics hints like speakers showing quotations with their hands.
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Figure 11. Discourse-associated voicing per sphere/domain

Discourse-associated voicing under the political sphere/domain in both speeches with paper
and speeches without paper involved voices relevant to metaphorical conceptions of anti-
vaccination proponents’ endeavour as war/fight which will bring about victory, to conspiracy
theories (cf. Germani & Biller-Andorno 2021; Hornsey 2021; Karakoulaki & Dessi 2021;
Karakatsani 2021), to specific regimes through wording like dictatory measures, fascism of
obligatoriness (of vaccination) and junta, to slavery, with which speakers compared the
situation because of measures and vaccination policies, and to measures that the government
has already taken including decrees. Voicing associated with international conventions for
condemning the measures and voicing associated with political ideologies were found only in
speeches with paper, whereas voicing related to corruption was found only in speeches

without paper.

Instances of discourse-associated voicing under the social sphere/domain consisted of cross-
country information and/or statisticc on how the pandemic is being handled/has been
handled in terms of measures and how the latter are withdrawn in other countries, as
opposed to Cyprus. A striking difference between speeches with paper and speeches without
paper is that many speakers of the latter type of speech, i.e. without paper, when referring
to cross-country information, engaged in storytelling about personal experiences from other
countries and the respective situations pandemic-wise in order to substantiate their claims.
This fact accounts for the large number of occurrences of speeches without paper (20 versus

2 speeches with paper).

As for discourse-associated voicing under the religious sphere/domain, it echoed a discourse

that pertains to priest preaching, and a conception of God as the one who helps/will help in
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this situation, i.e. the pandemic and the ‘fight’ against any anti-God actions like vaccination —

the latter mainly occurring in speeches without paper (cf. Karakoulaki & Dessi 2021).

In looking at discourse-associated voicing under the scientific sphere/domain, it mainly
revolved around the absence of license of use of vaccines, the side effects of vaccines, and

the existence of dangerous substances in the tools used for rapid tests.

Finally, discourse-associated voicing under the historical sphere/domain comprised
references to facts of the past like fascist and slave contexts, and ancestors/heroes who had

fought in the past.

An example of discourse-associated voicing under the political sphere/domain from a speech

with paper is the following:
Example 28

Zuvtpowpol ouvtpolooss (1.5) apyovteg ki apyovtiooec tng Kumpou uoag (2.0)
EAAnvec kat EAAnvideg tn¢ natpidac pac (2.0) maipvw Gappoc amod tnv umouovn Kat
v enpovy oog. [...] (8.0) WnAd va kpatricouue to AaBapo tn¢ dnuokpartiac kat tng
elevUepiag. To okotadt <bev umopei va Stwéel to pwe> [!]. To Yéua dev umopei va
viknoet tv aAndsia. O Sixyaouoc bev umopei va ayyiéel tnv ayann. Xaipete

nepnavot EAAnveg tn¢ Kunpou! Apyovtec oto pualo kot otnv kopdia.

‘Comrades compaiieras (1.5) lords and ladies of our Cyprus (2.0) Greek men and Greek
women of our homeland (2.0) | am encouraged by your patience and perseverance.
[...] (8.0) Let’s hold high the banner of democracy and freedom. Darkness <cannot drive
out the light> [!]. The lie cannot defeat the truth. Division cannot touch love. Hail proud

Greeks of Cyprus! Lords in mind and heart.”

In the opening part of this speech (i.e. up to Maipvw Sappoc and tnv vrouovn KoL TNV LoV
oac. = | am encouraged by your patience and perseverance.) there is an asyndeton linking
(absence of any conjunction) of the three vocative utterances which results in a staccato
effect, and, in turn, in an emphasis of the appellations used both one-by-one and altogether
— also notice the pauses between the utterances. The points of interest from an intertextual
perspective lie in the first (Juvtpogot ocuvtpdpioosc =Comrades compafieras) and the third
vocative utterances (EAAnvec kot EAAnvidec tne¢ natpidac uoc = Greek men and Greek women
of our homeland). The use of Zuvtpoot cuvtpdpioosc (=Comrades comparieras) is strongly

associated with political discourse, in particular the discourse of left-wing ideologies. In an
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analogous vein, the utterance EAAnvec kot EAAnvidec tn¢ natpibac uac (=Greek men and
Greek women of our homeland) is also associated with political discourse, which relates,
however, to right-wing ideologies. Here the speaker is evoking completely different voices of
political discourse in an attempt to anticipate several audiences (cf. Fairclough 1992b: 208),
and to identify with as many members of the audience as possible, underlining that,
whichever their ideological background might be, they are all united in their endeavour
(protest against —mandatory— vaccination). This is also understood as an instance of
recontextualization (Fairclough 2003: 51) in that the speaker utilizes the ‘tools’ generally
known to be associated with specific political ideologies and places them in a completely new
paradigm with reappropriated connotations. At the same time, the use of these specific and
clearly ideological (vocative) utterances appears to be based on the assumption that the
majority of civilians in the Greek-Cypriot political context are left-wing or right-wing
proponents, or just the latter, if one considers the paraphrased repetition of EAAnvec ko
EAAnvibec tn¢ natpibac pac. (=) in Xaipete nepripavol EAAnveg tne Kumpou (=Hail proud
Greeks of Cyprus) towards the closing of the speech.!! This assumption also serves to exclude
people with different political ideologies, or people with no political ideologies who are

attending the protest purely by virtue of their anti-vaccination sentiments.

So far cases of discourse-associated voicing drawn from separate spheres/domains have been
considered. However, there were many instances where voicing or discourses from more than
one sphere/domain were evoked and blended, leading to what is named as interdiscursivity
(e.g. Fairclough 1992a, 1992b, 1992c, 1995, 2003, 2012; Wu 2011). One such example is

provided below:
Example 29

Nourtov (.) éavika poc ayannoav tooov noAAa mou tpeééav ue SLapopouc TPOmouUG va
uacg owoouv; Taya yla to kaAov uag. Movov tponov [//] tpouov 9éAav va okoprticouv
UE Ta okAnpa pétpa (.) ue ta okAnpa lockdown (.) yia va urtotaéouv tov Aad! Ouweg
0 EAAnvop9déoéoc EAAnvac <moté> [!] dev unotaooetat! (2.0) O Oeo¢ pag EmAacev
<eAevdepoug> [!]. (3.0) Ot mpoyodvol pag moAéunocav yia tnv eAcudepiav toug. Ag
BdaAoupue urpoota tov XpLoto uacg Ko va TOAEUNOOUUE yila Thv eAgudepiav pag.

<Eu~eic Oa viknoovue> [!]. Zntw n Opdodoéia! Zntw o Oedg! Zac kaAw yia akoua

11 See also Perry, Whitehead & Grubbs (2020) and Whitehead & Perry (2020) on the association of anti-
vaccination proponents with conservative political beliefs.
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utav @opav va movuev <uadli> [!] (1.5) tn Ynepudyxw Ztpatnyw kKot tov ESvikov

Yuvov.

‘So (.) they suddenly loved us so much that they ran in various ways to save us?
Allegedly for our own good. They only wanted to spread way [//] terror with the
harsh measures (.) with the harsh lockdowns (.) to subjugate the people! However,
the Greek Orthodox Greek is <never> [!] subdued! (2.0) God made us <free> [!]. (3.0)
Our ancestors fought for their freedom. Let us put our Christ first and fight for our
freedom. <We will win> [!]. Long live Orthodoxy! Long live God! I call upon you once
again to sing <together> [!] (1.5) To Thee, the Champion Leader and the National

Anthem.’

At the beginning of this excerpt, the speaker poses a rhetorical question relating to the
governors (Aoutov (.) éapvika uac ayannoav...va uoag owoouv,;=So (.) they suddenly loved us
..to save us?), which involves sarcasm further intensified by the immediately following
utterance that begins with the modal adjunct taya (=allegedly). Then, in the third utterance
the speaker draws on a voice that relates to political discourse, in particular the measures
that the government has taken, which are negatively described (okAnpa uétpa=harsh
measures, okAnpa lockdown=harsh lockdown) and are attributed to the governors’ aim to
cause terror and render people subjugated. The speaker’s following utterance, introduced by
the adversative adjunct ouwc¢ (=however), stands for a defence to what has just been
mentioned, in which voices associated with political ideology and religion are intertwined
using EAAnvopddboéoc (=Greek Orthodox), with EAAnvac (=Greek) adding to the echo of a
specific political ideology — cf. example 28.12 Following, to back up these claims and frame
next ones, the speaker, first, draws on religious discourse through the utterance O Oedc¢ uag
EmAaoev eAevBepouc (=God made us free), similar to which are usually found in priest
preaching. Second, s/he draws on a historical voicing through their reference to ancestors
who had fought for their freedom, which constitutes a steppingstone for introducing the next
utterance, in which Christ is placed in first position in the fight for freedom (A¢ BaAouue
UITPOOTA TOV XPLOTO UG KOl va TTOAEUNTOULUE yla Tnv eAeuBepliav pag. =Let us put our Christ
first and fight for our freedom.). Here, the speaker re-blends religious with political discourse,
the latter realized through the metaphorical use of the verb va moAsurioouue (=fight) in the

context of anti-vaccination, thus also constituting an instance of recontextualization. This

12 See also Chilton (1990) on cases of blending of political with religious discourse.
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blending of religious with political discourse is further intensified through the next three
utterances qua exclamations (Eueic Ga vikrioouue! Zntw n OpBodoéia! Zrntw o Oedc! =We will
win! Long live Orthodoxy! Long live God!), which pave the way for the closing of the speech,
where the speaker calls the audience to sing together the To Thee, the Champion Leader (the
Akathist Hymn) and the National Anthem (Za¢ kaAw yia akoua utav popav va mouuev padi
(1.5) ™ Ynepudyxw Ztpatnyw kat tov EGvikov Yuvov.=I call upon you once again to sing
together (1.5) and the National Anthem.). This point can be seen as the progressive crescendo
of blending of different voices in that both the To Thee, the Champion Leader from the
religious sphere/domain and the National Anthem from the political sphere/domain are very
characteristic symbols of the Eastern Orthodox Church and the Greek-Cypriot political context
respectively and carry precise connotations. Overall, it is argued that interdiscursivity in this
and other comparable data excerpts constructs and projects a very specific anti-vaccination
profile, which subsumes a commitment to Eastern Orthodox religion, the driving force in the
anti-vaccination endeavour, a strict orientation to right-wing political ideology, and a patriotic
feeling through the acknowledgment of ancestors who had fought in the past and who may
well be imitated in the anti-vaccination ‘war’ — c¢f. Perry, Whitehead & Grubbs 2020;
Whitehead & Perry 2020; see also Karakoulaki & Dessi (2021) on similar findings from online

anti-vaccination discourse.

Turning to the second most common sub-form of intertextuality, this was found to be
specifically attributed intertextuality, which corresponded to 41% of the total cases of
intertextuality (N=108). This sub-form, with 58 occurrences in speeches with paper and 50 in
speeches without paper, consisted of direct reporting, indirect reporting, free indirect
reporting, and narrative reports of speech act. The numbers of each of these types of

reporting are shown in Figure 12 that follows:

25



Narrative report of speech act 11
Free indirect reporting

Indirect reporting 11

Direct reporting 27

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110

m with paper without paper

Figure 12. Specifically attributed intertextuality per type of reporting

Figure 12 shows that the most frequent type of reporting under specifically attributed
intertextuality was narrative report of speech act (39%; N=42), whose great majority occurred
in speeches with paper. This is accounted for by the fact that narrative reports of speech acts
involve reports of events exclusively from the perspective of the speaker and, thus, the
speaker is in full control of that report (Leech & Short 2007: 260). As such, a narrative report
of speech act is more likely to be included in a speech that the speaker has taken the time to
prepare beforehand. Moreover, taking the time to prepare a speech (or any other form of
writing) enables the writer/speaker, among other things, to select and focus on the gist of the
propositional content they want to convey, which can be facilitated by narrative reports of
speech act, “[...] where the narrator does not have to commit himself [sic] entirely to giving
the sense of what was said, let alone the form of words in which they were uttered.” (ibid.:
259-260). In considering narrative reports of speech act from the perspective of
spheres/domains, they were drawn from the religious and the political spheres/domains in
almost equal numbers (N=19; 45% and N=20; 48% respectively), with the remaining few cases
(N=3; 7%) been drawn from the scientific sphere/domain. In all three cases, speeches with
paper predominated except from narrative reports of speech act from the scientific
sphere/domain that were all in speeches with paper. Narrative reports of speech act from the
religious sphere/domain revolved around references to the Archbishop’s statements qua
speech acts (e.g. ektoéevel aneiAég =(he) makes (launches) threats), and narrative reports of
speech act from the political sphere/domain related to representations of governors’
statements/acts on pandemic-related policies (e.g. eéayyéAdel ue nepneaveia n kuBepvnon

=the government proudly announces) and to references to political decisions of other
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countries or world associations like the World Court of Law. Narrative reports of speech act
from the scientific/medical sphere/domain constituted references to scientific studies and

scientific scenarios about COVID-19 being constructed.

The second most frequent type of reporting under specifically attributed intertextuality was
direct reporting (30%; N=33), whose vast majority was included in speeches without paper
(82% of direct reporting cases under specifically attributed intertextuality). This finding is
conversely analogous to the occurrences of narrative reports of speech act discussed above
and it can be attributed to the fact that direct speech reporting in speeches without paper
was mainly part of storytelling of speakers’ experiences, quoting themselves or their
interlocutors (cf. discourse-associated voicing under the social sphere/domain above). Thus,
the speakers wished to reproduce the initial incident as faithfully as possible and with the
exact word forms (Leech & Short 2007: 257), allowing “[...] the characters to talk entirely on
their own” (ibid.: 260). This was precisely the case for direct reporting drawn from the
political and the social spheres/domains (N=18 and N=7 respectively), which included direct
speech rendering embedded in speakers’ personal incidents relevant to the pandemic and
the measures either in encounters with the police (political sphere/domain), in discussions
with other anti-vaccination proponents or in interactions in countries other than Cyprus
(social sphere/domain). As for direct speech reporting from the historical sphere/domain
(N=2), which was found only in speeches without paper too, it comprised quoting of orders
given in the pandemic context yet placed in junta contexts of the past in order for the speakers
to argue that even extreme regimes like these had not imposed such extreme restrictions
(e.g. H youvta ev ékAeioev ue oyolsia ue SouAsiec. OUTe oou eAdAev, "Bap TeC UAOKEG
oov".=Junta didn’t close neither schools nor workplaces. Nor would they (it) tell you, “Wear
your masks”.). Regarding the religious and the scientific spheres/domains (N=3 each), direct
reporting occurred in speeches with paper alone and mainly in speeches with paper
respectively. This is because quoting from the religious sphere/domain involved extracts from
religious texts written in Ancient Greek that may be difficult to remember — unless known by
heart, like Avti va Babilel oto Spouo tou XptotoU nou eine, "60tic V€Al omiow pou eAdeiv”.
(=Instead of walking in the way of Christ who said, "he who wants to come after me".). In an
analogous vein, quoting from the medical/scientific sphere/domain mainly included extracts
and/or titles from documents associated with scientific scenarios on the pandemic being

constructed.
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Indirect reporting was the third most frequent type of reporting under specifically attributed
intertextuality per 26% (N=28). Indirect reporting under specifically attributed intertextuality
predominated in speeches with paper per 61%, explained by the fact that this variety of
speech representation, i.e., indirect speech, is closer to narrative report of speech acts in that
the narrator is in relatively more control of the report as compared to direct speech (Leech &
Short 2007: 260). This, coupled with the fact that in indirect speech “[...] one expresses what
was said in one’s own words [...]"” (ibid.: 255), can be said to call for time to speculate over
what is/will be indirectly reported, and thus, more likely to occur in a speech prepared in
advance — cf. the findings on narrative report of speech acts above. As for indirect reporting
in relation to spheres/domains, it was mainly drawn from the political sphere/domain,
occurring in reports of personal encounters with government-related officials (e.g. the police
or the epidemiologic team) and governors’ statements —the latter appearing only in speeches
without paper which predominated in the political sphere/domain. Indirect reportings from
the medical/scientific and the religious spheres/domains, which were included only in
speeches with paper, centred on scientific research regarding the lack of safety and the side
effects of vaccines, and on the Archbishop’s statements respectively. Finally, indirect
reporting from the social sphere/domain, which mostly occurred in speeches without paper,

related to statements of known people worldwide (e.g. Elon Musk).

The least frequent type of reporting under specifically attributed intertextuality was free
indirect reporting (5%; N=5), whose great majority was in speeches with paper. This can be
ascribed to the fact that free indirect reporting in speeches with paper was only drawn from
the religious sphere/domain and was relevant to the Archbishop’s statements, which
required careful rendering, and, thus, preparation beforehand. This is in accord with findings
on other types of reporting under specifically attributed intertextuality from the religious

sphere/domain, which were all included in speeches with paper.

Before turning to the next most common sub-form of intertextuality overall, it is worth

considering an excerpt with instances of specifically attributed intertextuality:
Example 30

Agv eTUTPENETAL VA EKPPAJEL ATEIAEC <evavTiov TwV LEpEwv pac> [!!]. Noarti dev
ETUTPENMETAL VO TTAPACUPETAL o0 TOV SiyaoTiko Adyo tn¢ kuBépvnonc. Na atadouv (.)
UE OUEVOC UITPOOTd O€ QuTr TNV Aaidama Kot va mpooTATEUCOUV EUNMPAKTA TOV TTLOTO

Aad Tou Oeou. Na Staknpuéouv thv eAsudepia <mou pag xapioe o Oeoc> [!!]. Autn
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v elevdepia mou o€Betal kot o <ibto¢c o Ogoc> [!!]. Mou akdua (.) kat yla vo
Uepanevoel toug aoVeveic (.) Tng emoyr¢ tou Xptotou bev mapaBiale tnv eAcutepia
tou¢. (1.0) Na autd kat tou¢ pwtouoe, "F€Aeic uyuic yevéodar;". KaAovue tnv
KUBEpvnon <va nayel va xuvel 6nAntnpLo kat Tic SLYOVOLEC UETA OTNV Kowwvia>
[1!]. (3.0) [the audience applauds and shouts 'bravo'] KaAovue [/] kaAovuue tnv
kuBEpvnon (.) v OTAUATIICEL VO KATAOTPEPEL TNV KOWWVIKI) GUVOXN KOL TNV KOIVWVIKI
aAAnAeyyun uéooa otov Aad. Amautoupue ano thv kuBépvnon (.) va otauatiosL aueoa
(.) va onépver tov Siyaotiké Adyo kat va unv avaBet ta madn tNG KOWWVIKAG
avunapadeonc avausoa otnv kowwvia. (3.0) [the audience applauds] Ntpomn! (.)
QOravel nikia! O mpEmel va VIpEmovtal yi' auto tov SiYaouo 1mou KaAAlEpyouv

epyodaBika ebw kal TOOOUC UNVEC.

‘He (the Archbishop) is not allowed to express threats <against our priests> [!!!].
Because he is not allowed to be carried away by the divisive discourse of the
government. They must stand (.) firmly in the face of this horror and actively protect
God's faithful people. (They must) proclaim the freedom <that God has given us>
[!!!]. The freedom that <God himself> also respects [!!!]. Who even (.) in order to heal
the sick (.) of Christ's time did not violate their freedom.(1.0) For this reason he asked
them, "do you want to get well?". We call on the government to <stop pouring
poison and divisions into society> [!11]. (3.0) [the crowd applauds and shouts 'bravo']
We call [/] we call on the government (.) to stop destroying social cohesion and social
solidarity within the people. We demand that the government (.) immediately stop
(.) spreading divisive discourse and stop inflaming the passions of social confrontation
among society. (3.0) [the crowd applauds] Shame! (.) Enough is enough! They should
be ashamed of this divisiveness they have been contractually cultivating for so many

months.’

Here, the speaker begins with a critique of the Archbishop’s stance through a narrative report

of speech act from the religious sphere/domain to represent what the Archbishop is doing

(via language). In particular, s/he is using a negatively polarised verb with modal meaning (&ev

ermutpéncetai=(he) is not allowed) to introduce her/his opposition to the Archbishop’s stance,

followed by a complement clause with a periphrastic verb and a stressed prepositional phrase

(va ekppaletl anelAég evavriov Twv LEPEwV pac=to express threats against our priests), all of

which contribute to the standing out of both the speaker’s words and the Archbishop’s
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reported words. The speaker continues with a series of clauses on what the Archbishop and
other Church people ‘must do’, one of which involves another narrative report of speech act
from the religious sphere/domain, namely Na ditaknpuéouv tnv eAsudepia mou pac xaptos o
Oed¢(=(They must) proclaim the freedom that God has given us). The idea of freedom included
in this ‘must do’ sentence is further elaborated through an example, whose closing is marked
by a religion-relevant direct reporting in Ancient Greek, i.e., o auto kat ToU¢ PWTOUCE,
"3éAeic uyiric yevéodar; "3 (=For this reason he (God) asked them, "do you want to get well?").
This direct reporting serves to validate the speaker’s claims that the Archbishop and other
Church people must respect the freedom of priests and God's faithful people and that the
latter must not be forced to do anything they do not wish (including vaccination that the
Archbishop allegedly imposed on priests). The direct quote is immediately followed by a topic
change as the speaker calls on the government to stop division among people (cf. the findings
of the first objective). These calls include two instances of narrative report of speech act
relevant to the political sphere/domain, namely KaAouUue tnv kuBépvnon va nayetl va xUvel
énAntrpto...(=We call on the government to stop pouring poison...) and Anattouue ano tnv
kuBgépvnaon (.) va orauatnost ausoa (.) va onépvet tov Siyaotiko Aoyo...(=We demand that
the government (.) immediately stop (.) spreading divisive discourse...), which are both
endorsed by the audience, as shown by its reactions (applauding and/or shouting 'bravo').The
former instance of narrative report of speech act draws on a figurative use of language
linguistically realized in the segment ...va nayet va yuver dnAntnpto...(=...to stop pouring
poison...).}* The latter instance of narrative report of speech act is framed by an intensified
verb as compared to the verb used to frame the previous narrative report of speech act:
kadovue(=we call on) is replaced by anrattouue(=we demand). It also includes a repetition of
the expression Siyaotikd Aoyo(=divisive discourse) found at the beginning of the excerpt,
which functions cohesively, tying different parts of the excerpt together (the beginning and
the end) — see also Halliday & Hasan (1976) and Halliday & Matthiessen (2004). Overall, this
excerpt is an example of how BoTH different sub-forms of intertextuality AND different
spheres/domains can be combined, leading to a rather different version of intertextuality,

which may be termed as compound intertextuality.

13 This quote is, in fact, from John the Evangelist’s Gospel (5: 6), where it is embedded in a narrative of one of
the Christ’s miracles.

14 The expression yuvet dnAntrpto (=s/he is pouring poison) is usually found in the larger expression n yAwooo
tou/tnc yuve/otalet SnAnthpto (=his/her tongue is pouring/dripping poison; his/her words are hurtful).
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So far, discourse-associated voicing and specifically attributed intertextuality have been
discussed as the two most common sub-forms of intertextuality. The third most common and
by far less frequent sub-form of intertextuality was generalised representation under non-
attributed intertextuality, which accounted for 6% of the total instances of intertextuality
(N=15) and whose great majority was found in speeches with paper (75%). Regarding
generalised representation in relation to spheres/domains, it mainly fell under the political
sphere/domain (N=8; 54%), where it revolved around allusions to the government’s
obligatory practices and around conspiracy theories — the latter found in speeches without
paper. Generalised representation also fell under the social sphere/domain (N=5; 33%) and
the scientific/medical sphere/domain (N=2; 13%), in which there were hints at the absence
of truthful reports by the mass media and the lack of the vaccine’s effectiveness respectively.

An excerpt involving instances of generalised representation is the following:
Example 31

Ayanntoi pou @ilot (.) ev Tl Exw va nw moAda nmpauata. Onwc navra tleivov mou
¥éAw va nw ot (.) toutov to: [//] Toutn n mavénuia av 9éAete tlion Tovvta euBoAla
(1.0) <évvev karti> [x2] (.) amAd rou évav TupoULY yia va oXOAOULAIOTEV OUAAN UEpQ.
(.) Mati o okomog toug touvroug adpwroug eival va oteprioouv v kade (.) tnv
<kade> [1] eAevdepia mov gyouuev. To kade avBpwrivov pac dikaiwuav. T{lal mpEneL
va avtiAndouuev ot (0.5) <dev yivetar> [!] Toutov T0 npauav yia tnv vysiav pog
aAAa yivetau yia tnv eAsudspiav pag. (0.5) Mo tov EAeyyo. livetatl yla va eA€yyouv ot
goac onuepa aAda ta pwpd oo avpto. Marti (.) onuepa eocic Eatete nén dnuioupynoet

Eva 81kO oa¢ Tpomo okeWnc.

‘Dear friends (.) | don't have much to say. As always what | want to say is that (.) this:
[//] this pandemic if you like and these vaccines (1.0) <are nothing> [x2] (.) simply but
a small cheese for us to be preoccupied all day. (.) Because the goal of these people is
to take away every (.) <every> [!] freedom we have. Our every human right. And we
must realize that (0.5) this thing <is not done> [!] for our health but done for our
freedom. (0.5) For control. It is done to control not you today but your babies

tomorrow. Because (.) today you have already created your own way of thinking.’

Here, the speaker provides her/his own conspiracy theory-driven account over the pandemic
and the vaccines, arguing that the latter are nothing (évvev katt). This verb phrase, which is

negatively polarized and repeated twice, bears the meaning they are not a big deal and
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alludes that the opposite has been claimed ‘elsewhere’, i.e., that the pandemic and the
vaccines are a very big deal (cf. Fairclough 1992a: 121-122, 2003: 47-48; Ellah 2022: 14). The
framing that follows this verb phrase is also significant in that it further minimizes the
exaggeration of worry and importance of the pandemic and the vaccines expressed
‘elsewhere’, and it is textually enacted through the dispositional adverbial adjunct amAa
(=simply) plus the diminutive noun tupouv (=a small cheese). The speaker, then, goes into
explaining her/his account of the pandemic more precisely, claiming that the aim is the
deprivation of people’s freedoms. One of her/his claims is that the pandemic does not relate
to health, using <éev yivetar> [!] toutov to npauav yia tnv vyeiav uoac (=this thing <is not
done> [!] for our health), and stressing the negatively polarized verb ev yiverat (=(it) is not
done). The use of this verb form implies that others elsewhere claim that this is happening for

our health (see also Fairclough 2003: 47-48).

As for the least common sub-form of intertextuality, this was non-specifically (vaguely)
attributed intertextuality under attributed intertextuality corresponding to 2% (N=6) of all
cases of intertextuality and was evenly distributed among speeches with paper and speeches
without paper. All these cases involved indirect reporting except from one with direct
reporting in a speech without paper (cf. the findings of direct reporting under specifically
attributed intertextuality). Non-specifically (vaguely) attributed intertextuality was found
under the political sphere/domain and related to what ‘some’ (implying the governors) state
or order on the pandemic, and under the social sphere/domain to a lesser extent, referring
to what some people want to say and to an extract of a book. Finally, it occurred once under
the scientific/medial sphere/domain, where there was a vague report on COVID-19-related

studies. The latter case is presented below:
Example 32

Oa npoywpnow kot o€ katt aAdo. O covid UETA armd vOonon a@nVveL TOUAXXLOTOV
avooia €&l unvwv. Kamnoleg peAétes uidouvv yia avooiav (.) oxtw pnvwv (.) we Kat
Xpovo. narti npénel va euBoAialovral (.) aua yLa tovAaytotov €L URveg Exouv Loxupn

avooia kat bev uetadidbouv oute acdevouv;

‘I'll move on to something else. Covid after infection leaves at least six months of
immunity. Some studies talk about an immunity of (.) eight months (.) up to a year.
Why should they get vaccinated (.) if they have strong immunity for at least six months

and do not transmit (the virus) or get sick?’
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In this excerpt, the speaker puts forth some evidence in support of her/his argument that
vaccination is unnecessary. Her/his evidence lies in the immunity post COVID-19 infection for
six months. This evidence is further supported by a reference to some studies that have
shown that immunity may last longer (Kamotec ueAétec ptdovv yia avooiav (.) oxtw punvwv (.)
wc kat xpovo.=Some studies talk about an immunity of (.) eight months (.) up to a year.). This
reference to indefinite studies, as opposed to a reference to specific studies, can be said to
suffice for the speaker as s/he knows that the audience will not ask for the naming of these
studies. Of course, one can see that the absence of an attributed reference weakens the

speaker’s evidence.

3.3.  Linguistic strategies contained in the speeches

As far as the third project objective is concerned, viz. the identification of the linguistic
strategies that the speeches contain to persuade the public on certain (anti-)vaccination ideas
and, in turn, shape the beliefs and knowledge of the public, it was based on those first project
objective (sub-)topics that were directly relevant to (anti-)vaccination. The rationale behind
this is that it is equally important to understand both WHAT is included in the speeches in
relation to (anti-)vaccination ideas qua (sub-)topics and How they are included by means of
the grammatical construction of the speeches’ clauses, gauging, in this way, how processes
and social actors are represented via linguistic structures. Building on Fairclough (2003),
processes involved in grammatical configurations and realized as verbs were assessed in
terms of whether they were material, i.e., processes of doing-and-happening, verbal, i.e.,
processes of saying, mental, i.e., processes of sensing, relational, i.e., processes of attributing
and processes of identifying, or existential, i.e., processes of existing — see also Halliday &
Matthiessen (2004: 168 ff.). This was deemed very useful as “[...] by analysing patterns in
transitivity choice it is possible to make more general statements about the way that
characters [or speakers] view their position in the world and their relation to others” (Mills
1995: 144). In an analogous fashion, social actors were assessed in terms of whether they
were included/excluded, and whether they were represented as activated/passivated,

personal/impersonal, named/classified, or specific/generic (Fairclough 2003).
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3.3.1. Representation of processes

The data analysis from the perspective of processes revealed that the most frequent process
type was material (35%; N=52), whose majority was in speeches with paper (N=32). Material
processes mainly described the current situation and provided relevant information (cf.
Wahyudin 2016: 6). They involved what the government and other stakeholders do to anti-
vaccination proponents (or make them do) (example 33 below), how anti-vaccination
proponents respond to these, what vaccinated people do, and how vaccines are not effective

and efficient. A relevant example is the following:
Example 33

(1.5) Awalete kUptot kuBepvntec tov kumplako Aad. (1.0) Eueic tov JeAouue
<evwuévo> [!]. (0.5) Me to npdoyxnua (.) otL To OpeAoc unmepexeL Tou Kkvduvou (.)
KQPQWVETE TOV avumoiaoto KOOUO WUE TEPAUATIKA EUBOAlX Twv omoiwv Ta
anoteAéouata Kal n ao@aisia au@loBnteital cUupwva UE TTOAAEC EMIOTNUOVIKEG
ueAéteg. [...] ESw kot unveg eoeic n kuBépvnon (.) uag BouBapédilete ue Yeuara (.)

nportayavéda (.) emituyiec twv euBoAiwyv (.) kat mapartAnpopopnaon.

‘(1.5) Messrs governors, you divide the Cypriot people. (1.0) We want them <united>
[!]. (0.5) Under the pretext (.) that the benefit outweighs the risk (.) you stick the
unsuspecting people with experimental vaccines whose results and safety are
questioned according to many scientific studies.[...] For months you the government (.)

bombard us with lies (.) propaganda (.) vaccine successes (.) and misinformation.’

In this example, there is a series of processes with the most striking and relevant material
processes being the ‘sharp’ verbs kappwvete(=youpiural stick; cf. Karakoulaki & Dessi 2021: 33-
34) and BouBapbilete(=youpiural bombard). The speaker represents governors/government as
the doer(s) of these material processes and addresses them as shown by the use of the second
plural person verb form and the explicit naming of the actors (kUptot kuBepvrtes =youplural,
governors, €0€i¢c n kuBEpvnon =youpiural the government). So, governors/government are
represented as the one(s) responsible for the ‘sticking’ and the ‘bombarding’ processes, with
Tov avurtoiaoto koouo (=the unsuspecting people) and the inclusive uac (=us) being the
affected parties — Fairclough 1989: 51; 2003: 141-142. These processes, which are
represented in a figurative language, are condemned by the speaker, who projects the idea

that what is happening is without people knowing/consenting (see the attributive adjective
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avunoyiaoto=unsuspecting in tov avunoyiaoto koouo=the unsuspecting people). What
seem to be excluded from the processes of this example and the data in general are
representations of the vaccines’ safety and effectiveness. Instead, counterarguments are put
forth, among others, through the use of attributive adjectives (e.g. mepauatika
euBoAta=experimental vaccines), vague references to scientific studies (e.g. oUupwva ue
TTOAAEG emioTnUOVIKEG UEAETEC=according to many scientific studies) or representations of the
governors’/government’s attacking of people (bombarding in the speaker’s words) with
vaccine successes (emituyiec twv euBoAiwv).These counterarguments serve to naturalize and

establish anti-vaccination discourse.

The second most frequent process type was relational per 26% (N=39). The latter percentage
was broken down into relational attributive (20%; N=30) and relational identifying (6%; N=9).
Regarding the relational attributive process type, it was evenly distributed between speeches
with paper and speeches without paper (N=14 and N=16 respectively) and included the
copula verb to be in most cases. As for the relational identifying process type, it was found
mainly in speeches with paper (in 6 out of 9 occurrences) and included the copula verb to be
in all cases. Overall, relational clauses were used to characterize or identify the stances®® of
anti-vaccination proponents towards vaccines and relevant practices. They also contained
cases of what is referred to as grammatical metaphor textually realized as nominalization, i.e.,
“the conversion of a verb [or adjective] into a noun-like word, and semantically of a process
into an entity” (Fairclough 2003: 143). Nominalization partly accounted for the high frequency

of relational clauses in the data, an example of which is discussed below:
Example 34
H urtoypewtikotnta givat youvtikny <npaktikn> [!].
‘Obligatoriness is a juntaagjective <practice> [!].’

Here, the speaker expresses her/his stance towards the mandatoriness of vaccines that the
governors have purportedly imposed, which s/he identifies as junta practice (youvtikn
nipaktikn). The use of the noun umoypewtikdtnta (=obligatoriness) as passive subject, instead
of the corresponding active verb umoypswvw(=to oblige), or even the reflexive/passive verb

urtoxpewvouai(=to be obliged), allows the speaker to represent and identify social events in

15 See also Shi and Fan (2019).
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a very abstract way and exclude the subjects, objects etc. involved in the process (cf.
Fairclough 2003: 132). In turn, these exclusions serve to generalize the speaker’s attitudinal

statement in the form of a succinct slogan-like accusation against governors.

The third most frequent process type was mental (21%; N=32), whose great majority was
included in speeches with paper (N=23). This process type represented what the anti-
vaccination proponents need, want, feel, and know and what the government and the
Archbishop need, want, feel, and know (or should). An example referring to the Archbishop

is the following:
Example 35

(3.0) Z€peL (.) ot1 (.) otav apyioav ot euBoAiacuoi (.) ta euBoAia Sev eiyav adeia. Apa
UITopoUoaV Vo KAVOUV WUEYOAO KakO. Kat UTTopel akoua ol EMIMTWOEL TOUC Vo
EUQAVIOTOUV 0pyoTEPA. ZEPEL MOAU KaAd OTL 0 euBoAlacudc twy nadlwv givat oe

gpeuvnTIKO otadlo.

‘(3.0) He knows (.) that (.) when vaccinations started (.) vaccines were not licensed. So
they could do great harm. And their effects may even appear later. He knows very well

that vaccination of children is at a research stage.’

In this example, the speaker uses the verb é€pei(=he knows) twice — the second time more
emphatically through the addition of the adverbial phrase moAu kaAa(=very well), in
representing the Archbishop’s knowledge state in relation to the vaccines’ lack of license and
the experimental stage of child vaccination. However, one might observe that the speaker
takes this knowledge state for granted — one might also ask how the speaker knows that the
Archbishop knows the stated contents. This taken-for-granted knowledge state that is
represented through the assertive mental process é€pei(=he knows) is, in fact, what allows
the speaker to assume the authoritative profile that pertains to the Archbishop and highlight
the anti-vaccination-related contents of the two complementizer phrases (ott...=that...) of the
two occurrences of é€pet(=he knows). In this way, the speaker works towards accomplishing

her/his goal, i.e., the persuasion of people over certain anti-vaccination ideas.

The least most frequent process type was verbal (18%; N=27) with relatively equal cases in
speeches with paper and speeches without paper (13 and 14 respectively). Verbal processes
involved appeals/demands towards the government/governors/politicians to respect

civilians’ freedom of choice on vaccination and towards the Archbishop to stop ‘threatening’
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unvaccinated priests (e.g., kadovue=we call, anaitovue=we demand,) — cf. the first project
objective findings. They also involved quoting or reporting studies and statements mainly in
support of the claims that vaccines lack efficacy (e.g., avakoivwoe=it announced,
npogBadav=they claimed) — cf. the second project objective results, thereby excluding any

form of reporting on studies and statements that show the vaccines’ efficacy.

3.3.2. Representation of social actors

Analysis of the data in relation to the representation of social actors showed that, in terms of
the inclusion/exclusion distinction, social actors were mainly excluded (58%; N=107). This is
attributable to the fact that exclusions involved many null subject (or pronoun-dropping)
cases, i.e., cases where the subject was omitted, which characterize the Greek-Cypriot dialect
and the Greek language systems in general. Exclusions also covered cases of nominalizations,

an instance of which is the following (see also example 34 above):
Example 36

(.) Mou rtiyav ta dikawuata tou rmawdtouv;(1.0) Mou riyav ot cuuBoulég ota taldia
OTL OEV ETUTPETTIOULE OE KOVEVAV VO LUOIC OYKOALALEL OE KAVEVAV VO UOIC QIAG KOL VO LLOC
ayyilel xwpic ™ ovykatadeon pac; (.) Ta éexdoaue auvta; (.) Twpa Sa yiverau
napéuBaon ota ocwuatakla Kal OTIC aBwWeG YUXOUAEC TOUC Kal TIPETEL Vo

OUUPWVNOOUUE;

‘(.) Where have the rights of the child gone? (1.0) What happened to the advice to
children that we don't allow anyone to hug us anyone to kiss and touch us without our
consent? (.) Have we forgotten these? (.) Now there will be an intrusion into their little

bodies and innocent little souls and we must agree on that?’

In this example, the speaker refers to child vaccination to which s/he opposes. The focus of
interest here, and in other comparable cases, lies in the use of the nominal
napeuBaon(=intrusion), which allows the speaker to emphasize the very act of intruding, and
make covert accusations against child vaccination. More importantly, this grammatical
construction facilitates the exclusion of the agent of the action, in this case of intrusion — cf.

Fairclough (2003: 143-144).

Regarding cases of inclusion of social actors (42%; N=76), they mainly involved individuals,
e.g., o Apyxteniokono¢=the Archbishop, tou [lpoédpou=of the President, n Ymoupyog
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Epyaoiac=the Minister of Labour), groups of individuals, or the government/governors. These
were lexicalized primarily as pronouns, as nouns, e.g. ot guBoAlacuévoil=the vaccinated
(people), kUplot kuBepvrTEG=youpiural, governors, ta ukpa natdia=the young children, or as
both pronouns and nouns, e.g. eogi¢c n kuBépvnan (youpura, the government). A striking
feature of cases of inclusion was the repeated use of personal or possessive pronouns,
especially the first-person plural pronoun pac (=us/our), by the speakers with complete
absence of use of an equivalent noun. This was in sharp contrast to the use of both nouns and
pronouns when referring to other individuals, groups of individuals, or the

government/governors.

As for the activated/passivated distinction, it comprised a predominated use of activated
representation of social actors (96%; N=153). The social actors identified in the previous
distinction were, thus, represented as “[...] the doers or the makers of things happen [...]”
(Fairclough 2003: 145), mainly through activated pro-drop verbs whose ‘doers’ were ‘we’,
e.g., anatrovue=(we) demand, and ‘youpiura/, €.8., OTUATATE=(YOUplura)) StOp, in MoOst cases.
The same social actors were also passivated (N=6), i.e., represented as affected by actions, an

instance of which is presented below:
Example 37

[...] n etauplia [...] Epxetal ko AéeL mw¢ to Eva TPito TNG 500N TOU EVAALKA Urtopel va
xopnynUei oe rmaidia. (1.0) Néet ouwe ottt umopei v mpokadeost kapditideg. Exet

evnuepwIei Kaveic oag yi’ auto ano ta puéoa;

‘[...] the company [...] comes in and says that one third of the adult dose can be given to
children. (1.0) But it says it can cause carditis. Has anyone of you been informed of this

by the media?’

Here, the speaker talks about the potential side effects of vaccines for children. S/he uses a
rather rhetorical question at the end of the excerpt, which involves a passivated representation
of the addressees, that is the attendees at the protest, through kaveic ocag (=anyone of youplurai).
The latter are the ones affected by the action expressed by the verb, whose agents are the
media. Therefore, this grammatical construction seems to serve emphasizing the fact that the
attendees have not been informed, and the ones responsible for this are not them but the

media. This also constitutes a covert blaming of the media that they report facts selectively.
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In looking at the personal/impersonal distinction, the representation of social actors was
personal in all cases (N=162), which indicates that speakers had no intention of dehumanising

social actors — not even the ones whom they accused.

Lastly, social actors in terms of the distinction between named representation, i.e.,
representation by their name, and classified representation, i.e., representation as class or
category with individual or group reference (Fairclough 2003: 146), were found to be
represented as classified (N=131), except for one case where KUpto¢ o Oeoc¢(=Lord God) was
used as a name. Classified representation was further distinguished into specific (N=63) and
generic (N=68). Specific representation referred to certain individuals, e.g., 6¢oucvon tou
Mpoébpou(=the commitment of the President), groups, e.g., ot guBoAlaxouévor mou ev
6éxouvral va Badouv dAdec ddoeic(=those vaccinated persons who refuse to receive further
doses), or establishments, e.g., n kuBépvnan tou lopanA(=the government of Israel). It also
referred to the anti-vaccination proponents through the repeated use of the first-person
plural genitive or accusative case pronoun uac (=us/our), the first-person plural verb forms,
or a pronoun-verb combination, e.g., eueic toviouue(=we stress). Generic representation was
used for referring to individuals abstractly through indefinite pronouns, e.g., n eAeudepn
emidoyn tou kadevog yla euBoAiacuo sival adlanpayudteutn (=the free choice of each one
for vaccination is non-negotiable), to groups generally, e.g., ot manmoubdeg(=the
grandparents), or to the government/governors through nominals, pronouns (especially the
second-person plural genitive or accusative case pronoun oac¢=youpiural), Or second-person
plural verb forms. Overall, specific and generic representation were marked by a contrast in
that the former involved the use of the collective ‘we’ in its various forms and configurations,
e.g., pronoun-dropping, to refer to the community of anti-vaccination supporters, while the
latter involved the use of the abstract ‘you’ (again in its various forms and configurations), for

referring to the government/governors by and large.

4. Discussion and conclusions

In this project the speeches articulated in COVID-19 anti-vaccination onsite protests in Cyprus
have been considered, situating the topic of anti-vaccination within culture wars. This project
adds value to existing research that explicitly or implicitly associates anti-vaccination with

culture wars. This is because the findings of this project also show that the profile of anti-
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vaccination proponents, as drawn through the speeches considered, comprises, inter alia,
conservative political and religious beliefs (Perry, Whitehead & Grubbs 2020; Whitehead &
Perry 2020), conspiracy-driven attitudes (see Germani & Biller-Andorno 2021; Hornsey 2021;
Karakatsani 2021), political suspicions (Dionne 2021), and following ideas that are counter to

modern science, general vaccination and measures (Karakatsani 2021).

Moreover, four main head topics were found to be included in the speeches. The most
frequent head topic was government/governors/politicians, which was distinguished into two
subtopics, namely accusing government/governors/politicians and appeals/demands from
government/governors/politicians. The second most frequent head topic was
vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated and was found to branch into three subtopics:
questioning the vaccine’s efficacy and effectiveness, against vaccination, and the idea of
vaccinated people spreading the virus. The third most frequent head topic was measures with
two major subtopics, being against measures and alternative explanations of measures. The
fourth most frequent head topic was children/parents and consisted of four subtopics:
protecting/fighting for children, disapproving child vaccination, disapproving measures in
children, and parents being in a difficult situation. A striking finding in relation to the point of
being against vaccination identified in both the vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated and
children/parents head topics was that in the former head topic the great majority of instances
of objection related to mandatory vaccination, whereas in the latter head topic
(children/parents) the objections were on vaccination wholesale. This suggests that anti-
vaccination supporters are more reluctant to accept vaccines on children than on adults. In
addition, the finding that accusing government/governors/politicians was the most frequent
subtopic across speeches in terms of number of instances seems to indicate that vaccination
opponents consider the governing bodies responsible for the situation to which they object,

and they can be said to act as an opposition party.

In relation to the influences/resources on which the speeches are based to support their
arguments, these have been found to derive from the religious, political, scientific/medical,
historical, and social spheres/domains by means of various forms of intertextual referencing.
It has been shown that the most common sub-form of intertextuality across speeches was
discourse-associated voicing from the spheres/domains of influence/resource identified.
Here, instances of merging and recontextualization (Fairclough 2012) of texts were identified,

as well as voicing from different spheres/domains, which was combined with one another,
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bringing about interdiscursivity. The second most common sub-form of intertextuality was
specifically attributed intertextuality consisting of narrative reports of speech act, direct
reporting, indirect reporting, and free indirect reporting. The third and fourth most common
intertextuality sub-forms, yet by far less frequent than the two other sub-forms, were
generalised representation and non-specifically (vaguely) attributed intertextuality; the latter
involving indirect reporting and one case of direct reporting. The findings that speakers
‘prefer’ discourse-associated voicing as a sub-form of intertextuality suggest that there is a
tendency to invoke influences/resources in a less obvious way, which affords the speakers
the opportunity to tap into various spheres/domains just by bringing in voices relevant to
specific discourses (Fairclough 2003: 55). Thus, intertextuality of this sort facilitates

indirectness as compared to other intertextuality sub-forms.

It has also been demonstrated that the sphere/domain that has been the greatest
influence/resource on/of speeches by means of various intertextuality forms is the political
sphere/domain, with the ones following being the religious sphere/domain, the social
sphere/domain, the scientific sphere/domain and the historical sphere/domain. These accord
with the findings of the first project objective, where the most frequent topics revolved

around government/governors/politicians.

In terms of the linguistic strategies that the speeches contain to persuade the public on
certain (anti-) vaccination ideas and, in turn, shape the beliefs and knowledge of the public,
the analysis of the representation of processes via linguistic structures showed that the most
common process type was material, describing the current situation and providing relevant
information. The second most common process type was relational used to characterize or
identify the anti-vaccination proponents’ stances towards vaccines and relevant practices.
They also contained cases of grammatical metaphor textually realized as nominalization,
which allowed speakers to represent and identify social events in a very abstract way and
exclude the subjects, objects etc. involved in given processes (cf. Fairclough 2003: 132). The
third most common process type was mental, representing what the anti-vaccination
proponents need, want, feel, and know and what the government and the Archbishop
(supposedly) need, want, feel, and know (or should). The least common process type was
verbal with appeals/demands towards the government/governors/politicians and the
Archbishop, and quoting or reporting studies/statements mainly in favour of vaccines’ lack of

efficacy. Overall, the most significant exclusions from the process types were representations

41



of the vaccines’ safety and effectiveness, with speakers selectively drawing upon only those

pieces of information, quotations and reportings that show otherwise.

In addition, the consideration of the representation of social actors has revealed that social
actors tended to be excluded, which was ascribed to the use of null subjects and
nominalizations; the latter serving the exclusion of agents of actions (see also finding above).
There where social actors were included, these were individuals, groups of individuals, or the
government/governors in the form of pronouns, nouns or both pronouns and nouns.
Interestingly, when speakers represented themselves, they only used personal or possessive
pronouns and no equivalent nouns at all, contrary to the use of both nouns and pronouns
when representing other individuals, groups of individuals, or the government/governors.
This finding suggests that anti-vaccination proponents opt out of identifying themselves with
specific nominals. Social actors were also mainly activated, i.e., as ‘doers’, and in those cases
where they were passivated, they were represented as affected by processes for which others
are responsible. Further, social actors were always personally (versus impersonally)
represented, showing that speakers did not aim at dehumanising social actors. Lastly,
classified representation in all but one cases was used, through which social actors were
either specifically represented, e.g., certain individuals, groups or the anti-vaccination
proponents, or generically represented, e.g.,, individuals abstractly or the
government/governors. A striking contrast between specific and generic representation is
that specific representation included instances of the collective ‘we’ in referring to the anti-
vaccination proponents, whereas generic representation included the use of abstract ‘you’ in
referring to the government/governors by and large. This is important, because it shows that
anti-vaccination proponents identify as members of a specific group, the ‘we’ group, which is
distinct from — or even opposing to — the ‘you’ group and can be said to afford them a

collective identity (Wodak 2012).

The critical discourse analysis approach adopted in this project has allowed uncovering the
situated social practices (Fairclough 2003: 25 ff.) of anti-vaccination proponents (macrolevel)
through detailed and linguistically informed considerations of the individual speeches
(microlevel). The findings of this project suggest that the speeches considered form reactions
to specific social practices, namely power and control exercised by the governors and other
stakeholders. At the same time, these speeches form actions themselves as they contain

resistance and power exercise anew as parts of their social practices. As such, the critical
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discourse analysis approach of this project adds to relevant linguistic, sociological, and
political science research in that it shows that microlevel practices — the individual speeches
in this case — and macrolevel social practices shape each other, such that they can only be

fully understood if they are considered conjointly.

Overall, the findings on the main topics included in the speeches contribute to the
documentation of the current state of the arts in relation to the thematic and argumentative
trends of anti-vaccination supporters as attested in protests in Cyprus. This documentation
can be used comparatively with other domains, e.g. social media discourse, and with other
states or countries in order to identify universal features. At the same time, the identification
of the range of influences/resources of the speeches is very useful in that relevant
stakeholders of each of these domains of influence, e.g. politicians, priests, theologists, social
influencers (singers, actors/actresses etc.), scientists or medicals and historians, can be
employed by policymakers to participate in campaigns for enlightening the public, and
especially the anti-vaccination proponents, in relation to the safety of vaccines, thereby
affecting change. Moreover, the analysis of the grammatical composition of the speeches’
clauses in terms of how processes and social actors are represented (Fairclough 2003)
provides insights into the perspectives projected (or not) in the speeches such as “[...] who is
represented as causing what to happen, who is represented as doing what to whom”
(Fairclough 1989: 51). These are significant because they reveal the covert ideologies and
power relations of the speeches, which are valuable for policymakers as they can gain a deep
understanding of the underlying beliefs and attitudes of anti-vaccination supporters (cf.
Goldman et al. 2020). On this basis, this project contributes to the growing literature on

COVID-19 anti-vaccination discourse and informs relevant policymaking.
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Appendix
Data examples
Example 1 [disapproving/condemning measures]

OéAw va onuewwow (.) [/] 9€Aw va onuelwow 000 TLo YIVETAL EvTova OTL TAL VEQ UETPA

™¢ kUBEpvnonc eivat <amapadekta> [!].

‘I want to note | want to note as assertively as possible that the new measures of the

government are <despicable> [!].”
Example 2 [fighting against/resisting in measures])
H 8 avakaAéoouv ta uetpa (.) n n emouevn @opa (.) Sa epBouuev €towuot yia oAa.
‘They will revoke the measures (..) otherwise next time (.) we will come dead set.”
Example 3 [measures are irrelevant to the pandemic/health]

Quwvalauev amd népot (.) 0tL autov to omoiov {ouueyv (.) arnd tov Maptiov tou 600
XAtadec eikoot bev Exel va kavel pe mavénuiav aAAd pe tov EAgyyov tou mAnduouou

KaL tnv otadlaknv agaipeonv Twv SIKALWUATWVY UOG.

‘We have been shouting since last year (.) that what we have been experiencing (.)
since March two thousand twenty has nothing to do with a pandemic but with the

control of the population and the gradual suspension of our rights.’
Example 4 [measures aim at causing fear]

Nourov enetdn ev mag otov oBo pac mouv movrapouoty (0.5) ev tov @oBov mou

OTTEPVOUV YLa va UaG eAEyyouv (2.0) eup KAOLEG OKEWELC.

‘So since they bet on our fear [through measures] (0.5) it is the fear that they spread

to control us (2.0) uhm [here are] some thoughts.’
Example 5 [protecting/fighting for children]

(.) OAot uta ypodia ekmoadevtikol padntéc kat yoveic kot & aywvioToUUEV UEXPL
téAoucg (0.5) yla tnv eAeufepia pag kot mpomaviwy (.) yla va XauoyeAouv Ko mtaAL

eAevlepa ta naidia.

‘Educators pupils and parents we are all one and we will fight right to the end (0.5) for

our freedom and especially (.) for children to smile freely again.’

48



Example 6 [disapproving child vaccination]

(1.5) Aev oac emntpenovue (.) va ayyilete ta nadia pag (.) ue ta entkivéuva

nelpauatikd epBoAia coBapwv nmapevepyeiwy (.) kat Javatou.

‘We do not allow you (.) to touch our children (.) with those dangerous experimental

vaccines of severe side effects (.) and death.’
Example 7 [disapproving measures in children]

Kot n etonynon uoc edw eivat va emevdUooUV TA EKATOUUUPLO TOUG OTO VOOOKOUELO
KoL OxL ota test. (1.5) Aotmov yvwpilete 6AoL oag OTL Ta UEXPL OHUEPT UETPA EXOUV
ENNPEAOEL apvnTIKA (.) HE KATE TPOMO TA MALdLA HAC Kol KATA CUVENELX EBAaav

auetakAnta otnv avantvén (.) tn¢ TVEUUATIKAG Kot THE YUXLIKAG TOUG uvyeiag. [...]

‘And our recommendation here is that they invest their millions in hospitals and not in
tests. (1.5) Well you all know that the measures taken so far have negatively affected
(.) our children in every way and consequently irreversibly damaged the

development (.) of their mental and spiritual health. [...]’
Example 8 [parents being in a difficult situation]

MANpnc arokortr) Tou yovea oo Tov eKALOEUTIKO xwpPo. (1.5) EAAUTAC Kot avVETOPKC
EVNUEPWON TWV yoviwv yla tnv nmpoodo tou matdtov toug. (0.5) AvaAnyn pdiou

EKTTAULSEVUTIKOU OtTTO TOV YOVIO UE AaVvOAOUEVEG QVTLTALOYWYLKEG TTPOOEYYIOELS. [...]

‘Complete separation of the parent from the educational space. Inadequate and
insufficient information for parents about their child's progress. (0.5) Parents assuming

the role of educator with incorrect anti-educational approaches. [...]’
Example 9 [questioning the vaccine’s efficacy and effectiveness]

Motov givat to ouuniépaocuav? (.) Ot <ta euBoAia oag sival axpnota pe (.) cxpnotoa>
[!]. Aev Acitoupyouv kado6Aou! (1.0) Axpnota! KoAAoUv LAC KAVOVIKX UE TA TTACO

TOUG OAoL 6oot euBoAlaotrikav. Kat kivbuveUouuev@s oAot! <Eivat ayxpnota> [!].

‘What is the conclusion? (.) That <your vaccines are useless (.) useless> [!]. They don't
work at all! (1.0) Useless! They normally affect us all those with passes who were

vaccinated. And we are all in danger! <They are useless> [!].”

Example 10 [disapproving mandatory vaccination]
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Eueic eiuaotev evavtia otnv umoxpewTIkOTNTa (.) OxtL ota EuBOoAla. Ta uBoiia [yia]
Ta ontola pou Aev "éBadec ta aAda euBoAia?". Qc ermti to mAeiotov ta Baoika eBaAausv

TA.

‘We are against obligatoriness (.) not vaccines. The vaccines about which they tell me

"did you get the other vaccines?". We got most of the basic ones [vaccines].’
Example 11 [resisting in vaccination]

270 TEAOC NG nuUEpPac nmpenel v avtiotadouuev (.) ayanntoi @idot (1.5) tdiat edw tliat
oto onitwv pag (.) tdiat otec SovAeiéc uac (0.5) tliat yla te¢ uaokee tlial yla to

guBoAa.

‘At the end of the day we must resist (.) dear friends (1.5) and here and at our home (.)

and at our jobs (0.5) and for the masks and for the vaccines.’
Example 12 [the idea of vaccinated people spreading the virus]

<OAot yvwpifouv> [x2] t000 otnv Kumpo 0co kot o’ 0AOkAnpo tov KOOUO OTL Kol Ol

euBoAtaouévol (.) uoAvvovtat amo tov 10 kat uetadibouv tov (0.

‘<Everyone knows> [x2] both in Cyprus and in the whole world that vaccinated people

(.) are also infected by the virus and transmit the virus.’

Example 13 [accusing government/governors/politicians over spreading division and

discrimination]

Oa rpemelL va vipémovtal yt' auto ToV SIYaoUO TToU KaAALEPYOUV epyoliaBika edw kol
T000UC Unveg. (1.0) Ano tov mpoedpo (.) ToUuC UTTOUPYOUC KAl TOUG UTTOAOLITOUG TTOU

EVOTEIPOUV TOOO UI0OC AVAUETH OTOUC CUUMATPLWTEC pac. Ntpomrn touc!

‘They should be ashamed of this division that they have been contractually cultivating
for so many months. (1.0) From the president (.) the ministers and the rest who are

inciting so much hatred among our compatriots. Shame on them!’
Example 14 [accusing government/governors/politicians over measures/decrees])

Av Touc¢ apnoouue va uac kuBepvouv ue dwatayuata va giote oiyoupot (.) nw¢ tnv
ETOUEVN POPA TTOU Vo EUPAVIOTEL EVOC VEOG LOC O€ Tpia MEVTE OXTwW xpovia (.) Sa pag

aPaIPEcOUV OAa Ta SIKALWUATA UAG.
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‘If we let them govern us by decree you can be sure (.) that the next time a new virus

appears in three, five, eight years (.) they will take away all our rights.’
Example 15 [accusing government/governors/politicians over extortion]

Oua npénel va vrpemovral kot n 2EK kat n MEO kat n AEOK kot 6Aot ot urtéAourot ot
onoiot mapakodouBoUv TNV KUBEpvnon va aneldei kat va ekBialet toug

epyalouevouc <kat Sev kavouv timota> [!!].

‘It should be shameful for the SEK*® and the PEO'” and the DEOK*® and all the others

who watch the government threaten and extort workers <and do nothing> [!!].”

Example 16 [accusing government/governors/politicians of being

criminals/incompetent/dictators]

[t auTto (.) kot 6Aouc autoUg Touc ovoualw eykANUATIEG KaTd TNG avTpwnoTnTac (.) Kt

avaélouc va KpatouV TOo TLUOVL TNG MOALTELAC KoL TNG EKKANTiac.

‘Therefore (.) | call all of them criminals against humanity (.) and unworthy to hold the

helm of the state and the church.’
Example 17 [accusing government/governors/politicians over mandatory vaccination]

Nvwpilw oAU kadd ott o ekBiaouoc kAt 0 EUUECOC EEQVAYKAOUOC amayopeVETaL. (.)
Moo- [//] mooo udardov amayopevetal yio euBoiia mou Bpiokovtal akouo Umo
aéloAoynaon kat bev Eyouv mapel adeta KUKAopopiag aAAd LUOVO EYKPLON EMELYOUTOS

xpriong.

‘I am well aware that blackmail and indirect coercion are prohibited. (.) How much
more so for vaccines that are still under evaluation and have not yet received

marketing authorisation but only emergency use authorisation.’

Example 18 [accusing government/governors/politicians over absence of assistance to

civilians)

Ev eibapev (1.0) touc moAttikoug uac (.) oute €vag (.) oUte mou avtutoditeuon nou (.)

<kavevac> [x2] (.) va otaBel dimAa otov Aao (.) mou urmopep L.

16 Cyprus Workers Confederation
17 pancyprian Federation of Labour
18 Democratic Labour Federation of Cyprus
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‘We have not seen (1.0) our politicians (.) not a single one (.) nor any opposition that

(.) <no one> [x2] (.) to stand by the people (.) who are suffering.’

Example 19 [accusations towards  government/governors/politicians  over

corruption/bribery]
Aev pac aéilel auto 1o kadeotwc tn¢ Stapdopac Kat TG TPOUOKPATIAC.
‘We do not deserve this regime of corruption and terrorism.’
Example 20 [accusations towards  government/governors/politicians  over
lying/misinformation/being crooks]
Ebw kat unveg eosic n kuBepvnon (.) uac BouBapdilete ue Yeuara (.) nporrayavda (.)
emituyiec Twv euBolAiwv (.) kat mapanAnpo@opnon.
‘For months you the government (.) have been bombarding us with lies (.) propaganda
(.) vaccine successes (.) and misinformation.’
Example 21 [accusations towards government/governors/politicians over rendering people
slaves/quineapigs]

Eiuaote ebdw yla va avtiotadouue ota §6Ata uoydovia oxedia twv KUBEPVWVTWY mou
oToY0 €xouv va uoc kavouv douldouc. Kat o apyitemiokorno¢ XpuoOOTOUOG EYIVE O

TIPOTTOUTTOC KALL O (PAVATLKOC UTTOOTNPLXTIG TOUG.

‘We are here to resist the deceitful underhanded plans of the governors to make us
slaves. And Archbishop Chrysostomos has become their forerunner and fanatical

supporter.’

Example 22 [appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to withdraw/recall

measures]

Eipoote Aouov edw 0Aot uali kot ammoutoUue (.) TNV QuUECN Katapynon tnc Uaokoc (.)
Tou test to stay (.) Tou test (.) kalL KAT EMEKTACN QIALTOUUE (.) TNV TARPN Apon Twv

UETPpWV ota oxoAeia OAwv Twv BaBuidwv kat otnv kovwvia YeVIKOTEPA.

‘So we are here together and we demand (.) the immediate abolition of the mask (.)
the test to stay (.) the test (.) and subsequently we demand (.) the complete removal

of the measures in schools at all levels and in society in general.’
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Example 23 [appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to stop spreading
division
Kuptot moAwtikoi Siktaropec (.) oeBaoteite tnv avtidetn amoyn (.) tnv €AevB<pn

armoyn (1.0) tnv eAevBepn BouAnon (.) to Sikaiwua TG autodiaBeonc kat NG
dnuokpartiac.

‘Messrs political dictators (..) respect the contrary opinion (..) the free opinion (1.0)

the free will (..) the right of self-determination and democracy.’

Example 24 [appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to respect civilians’

freedom]

Anautouue aro tnv kuBepvnon (.) va otauatriost aueoa (.) va omeEPVeL Tov SiYaoTiko
Adyo kat va unv avdaBet ta madn tng KOWWVIKNG avtutapadeons avaueoa otnv

kowwvia. (3.0) Ntporij! (.)

‘We demand from the government to immediately stop sowing divisive discourse and

not to inflame the passions of social conflict among society. (3.0) Shame! (.)’
Example 25 [appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to assist civilians]

(.) Euévav@s (1.0) ival ta epwthipata pou tpoc touc moAittikouc uac. Na otadouv

ULav@s popav@s (1.0) kovta otov Aaov@s Toug.

(.) For me@s (1.0) [here] are my questions to our politicians. They should stand once

(1.0) close to their people.
Example 26 [appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to stop extortion]

Jrauatate (.) auéow¢ va ekBialete tov koouo. Na tov eéavaykalete LUe TOV

netdavaykaouo ue tnv newdo- [///] ue ™ dnuaywyia.

‘You stop (.) immediately extorting people. Forcing them by coercion by persuas- [///]

by demagogy.’

Example 27 [appeals/demands from government/governors/politicians to stop accusing

unvaccinated people]

Jac kaAouvue (2.0) va orauatioste (1.5) [/] va oTQUATHOETE Vo KATNYOPEITE TOUG

Aoyika okeptouevouc avipwrrouc. Na toug KaAeite Yekaouevoug (.) va Toug KaAeite
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TpEAOUG Kkal moapavoikous emeldn apvouvral (.) Ta EAPUAKEUTIKA SnAntripla Twv

ToéIkwV eTatplwyV [//] TwV TOEKWVY QAPUAKEUTIKWY ETALPLWV.

‘We urge you (2.0) to stop (1.5) [/] to stop blaming rational people. Calling them
sprayed (.) calling them crazy and paranoid for refusing (.) the pharmaceutical poisons

of the toxic companies [//] of the toxic pharmaceutical companies.’

54



Previous Papers in this Series

178. Antonis Pastellopoulos, Cypriotism as a Political Ideology: critical contributions and
conceptual limitations, December 2022

177. Angelos Angelopoulos, George Economides, George Liontos, Apostolis Philippopoulos,
Stelios Sakkas, Public Redistributive Policies in General Equilibrium: an application to Greece,
November 2022

176. Dimitris Katsikas, Crisis, Clientelism and Institutional Resilience: reflections on a public sector
reform under the MoUs, October 2022

175. Petros Kosmas, Antonis Theocharous, Elias loakimoglou, Petros Giannoulis, Leonidas
Vatikiotis, Maria Panagopoulou, Lamprianos Lamprianou, Hristo Andreev and Aggeliki
Vatikioti, Mapping and Measuring the Phenomenon of Precariousness in Cyprus: challenges and
implications, September 2022

174. Nasia Hadjigeorgiou, The Invisible Impact of Frozen Conflicts: A case study of foreign domestic
workers in Cyprus, August 2022

173. Dimitrios Karamanis, Defence partnerships, military expenditure, investment, and economic

growth: an analysis in PESCO countries, July 2022

172. Cyrille Lenoél, Corrado Macchiarelli, Garry Young, Greece 2010-18: What could we have
done differently?, June 2022

171. llias Livanos and Evi Tzika, Precarious employment in Greece: Economic crisis, labour market

flexibilisation, and vulnerable workers, May 2022

170. Theodoros Rakopoulos, On Divisionism and Cypriotism: the civic languages of the Cyprus
Problem, April 2022

169. Ritsa Panagiotou and Nikolaos Tzifakis, Deciphering the Greek Economic Diplomacy towards
the Western Balkans: actors, processes, challenges, March 2022

168. Diomidis  Spinellis, Athanasia Pouloudi, George Xirogiannis, Evmorfia
Makantasi, Intelligent modeling of e-Government initiatives in Greece, February 2022

167. Lamprini Rori, Vasiliki Georgiadou and Costas Roumanias, Political violence in Greece
through the PVGR database: evidence from the far right and the far left, January 2022

166. Eleni Theodorou, Spyros Spyrou, and Georgina Christou, There is no Plan(et) B: youth
activism in the fight against climate change in Cyprus, December 2021

55


https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-No178.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-No178.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-No177.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-No.174.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-No.174.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-173.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-173.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-172.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-172.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-171.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-171.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-170.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-170.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE169.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE169.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-168.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE167.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE167.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-No166.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/Hellenic-Observatory/Assets/Documents/Publications/GreeSE-Papers/GreeSE-No166.pdf

	Cover No.178
	179 GreeSE
	1. Introduction
	2. Methodology
	3. Data analysis and findings
	3.1. Main topics included in the speeches
	3.1.1. Measures
	3.1.2. Children/parents
	3.1.3. Vaccines/vaccination/(un)vaccinated
	3.1.4. Government/governors/politicians

	3.2. Implicit and explicit influences/resources of the speeches
	3.3. Linguistic strategies contained in the speeches
	3.3.1. Representation of processes
	3.3.2. Representation of social actors


	4. Discussion and conclusions
	References
	Appendix




