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Following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, the conflict later known as the Gulf War became a focus of U.S. media and the target of a campaign to gain public support for military action against Iraq. Building on previous research, this study shows that terms referring to specific actors changed in three major U.S. newspapers during fall 1990 in ways that suggest the newspapers’ practices of objective reporting were affected. Centered on Presidents George Bush and Saddam Hussein as key players, the use of different terms of reference in press reports changed systematically to highlight Bush in a prestigious role as the U.S. leader, while Hussein was delegitimized as a dangerous individual. Kuwait and its leaders were sidelined. Reporters prioritized officials associated with military and intelligence agencies at times of increased tensions. These changes implicitly supported the interests of the Bush administration and discourses favorable to U.S. military action.
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Introduction

On August 2, 1990, Iraq invaded its small neighbor Kuwait. The invasion came as a surprise to many around the world despite previous tensions between the two countries and was condemned internationally. In the United States, the response from the Bush administration eventually resulted in U.S. involvement in the Gulf War, remembered by the media spectacle of Operation Desert Storm, “one of the first televised events of the global village” (Kellner, 2004: 136). 

This study examines U.S. newspaper coverage of the developing conflict in the Gulf in late 1990 as it expanded from a localized dispute between two oil-producing countries in July 1990 to an international confrontation that resulted in a U.S.-led military operation against Iraq. The study explores how specific central actors are referred to in U.S. newspaper articles in the fall of 1990 in the conflict between Iraq, Kuwait and the United States. The analysis examines how the three nations and their political leaders are referred to and represented in press reports. Additionally, references to a group of actors identified as officials are analyzed. Changes in the references to these actors are discussed in relation to media objectivity. Different terms of reference for political leaders are examined to demonstrate how diachronic changes in the usage of these terms, categorized as low, mid or high prestige terms, indicate implicit legitimization or delegitimization. For officials, premodifiers are analyzed to reveal how newspaper reports prioritize specific points of view at different stages of the conflict. The analysis combines corpus methodology with discourse analysis to explore diachronic changes that can only be uncovered using an expansive body of newspaper texts. 

The analysis is based on a corpus compiled from articles on the Iraq-Kuwait conflict published between July 1990 and December 1990 in three U.S. newspapers: The New York Times, The Washington Post, and The Wall Street Journal. This study builds on and contributes to existing research (presented in the section War in a media context) on media objectivity, war reporting and the Gulf War. This study contributes to this body of research with a diachronic analysis of a more expansive corpus of newspaper articles than used in previous studies, both in terms of the timeframe and words covered. With this corpus, the progression of specific systematic changes can be tracked in reporting on the conflict beyond the level of individual articles. The focus is on ways in which certain central actors are named, including terms of reference and pre-modifiers that have been underutilized as indicators of objectivity. Additionally, it examines Kuwait’s role in addition to Iraq and the United States.

This study first presents an overview of existing research intersecting discourse analysis, corpus methodology and media objectivity, and a timeline of events between July and December 1990. Then the corpus and methodology used are presented. The analysis itself proceeds in three steps. First, an analysis of key words from the corpus is presented (Step 1). The findings from the key word analysis were used to identify the specific actors and textual items analyzed in later steps. The analysis then proceeds with concordances for the United States, Iraq and Kuwait and their national leaders (Step 2), including diachronic comparisons on how concordances for these actors change over time for different terms of reference. Examples of investigated textual items include frequencies and collocates for countries as well as national leaders and associated terms of reference (“Saddam” vs. “President Hussein”). Finally, the study analyzes the use of sources identified as officials and their associated pre-modifiers (Step 3). 

The analysis shows that newspaper reports sidelined Kuwait and particularly its leader while focusing on Iraq and Saddam Hussein and involving President Bush prominently only after Iraq’s invasion. Saddam Hussein was delegitimized as a political leader through a systematic change in the use of terms of reference, particularly at times of heightened military tension following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and towards the end of 1990 when U.S. military action seemed imminent. Journalists also prioritized sources who were identified with military and intelligence contexts as the possibility of armed confrontation began to emerge towards the end of 1990, highlighting discourses framing the conflict in militaristic rather than diplomatic terms. Drawn together, the results of the analysis suggest that in addition to overt assertions made in press reports, practices of objectivity in the press were affected, including the selection of names used to refer to specific individuals and how source selection is affected by external developments. 

War in a media context

Before August 1990, the United States and Iraq were not established adversaries. During the 1980s, the United States was focused on Iran as a primary threat and quietly provided financial and military assistance to Iran’s antagonist Iraq and its leader Saddam Hussein (Mazarr et al., 1993: 23-25). However, by early 1990, Iraq had begun to accuse Kuwait and another of its neighbors, Saudi Arabia, of exceeding oil production quotas and thus depressing the price of crude oil. This hurt Iraq's economy, burdened by debt and a recent Iran-Iraq war. In response to Saddam Hussein’s accusations, in late 1989 and early 1990 there were ongoing mediations by other regional leaders and later U.S. diplomatic efforts to ease tensions (Mazarr et al., 1993: 23-44). Still, ultimately Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait came as a surprise to many, including political analysts and policymakers in the United States (Ballard, 2010; Mazarr et al., 1993: 45).

The attack was immediately condemned internationally. The UN Security Council issued several resolutions in the following months, ultimately authorizing the use of a military intervention (Mazarr et al., 1993: 67). In the United States, the Bush Administration began to build an international coalition soon after the invasion, initially to protect Saudi Arabia from a similar blitz attack with Operation Desert Shield, and finally in early 1991 to eject Iraqi forces from Kuwait with Operation Desert Storm (Mazarr et al., 1993).

In the United States, the Gulf War – also known as the Second Gulf War after the Iran-Iraq War of 1980-1988 (Estes, 2006: 1) – ultimately became a media war: one of the first military spectacles broadcast to the world on U.S. media and a successful public relations campaign (Kellner, 2004: 136). Following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, both the White House and wealthy Kuwaiti interest groups undertook a campaign to sway the American public opinion to support a military operation (for one account of the Bush administration’s campaign, see Kellner, 2004: 137-144). As described by Kellner, the campaign included feeding disinformation to publications such as The Washington Post, and then using media reports and editorials to legitimize arguments for war. The Bush administration made a concerted effort to frame the conflict in terms of good and evil, casting Saddam Hussein in the role of a villain (Peer and Chestnut, 1995: 89-91). The U.S. media agencies did not for the most part challenge the information it received, nor the restrictions later imposed on it during Desert Storm (MacArthur, 2004), and indeed often adopted the language used by the military (Staczek, 1993). However, newspaper coverage was comparatively more critical than television coverage (Peer and Chestnut, 1995). 

Wars are typically both emotion-invoking and highly newsworthy. In their reporting, journalists easily come to rely on military or governmental sources; they negotiate for access, often at a price; time constraints may hinder journalists from verifying reports; and pressure from the audience (real or perceived) may make critical reporting on the country’s troops and of the war difficult (Richardson, 2007: 185-6). By contrast, Markham (2003) posits that war reporting is affected more by a set of socially established professional practices within the journalistic community rather than external factors. Media coverage on the Persian Gulf conflict has received critical attention in academic literature in subsequent years for echoing, rather than critically examining, the Bush administration’s justifications for war (see, for example, Lakoff, 1991; Pancake, 1993; Jansen and Sabo, 1994). Similar criticism has been repeated following the 2003 Iraq War (see, for example, Lule, 2004).

As evidenced by these studies, the language of the media necessitates critical scrutiny because of the role it serves in constructing societal discourses that shape public perceptions (Fowler, 1991: 8-9). In the United States, journalistic practice has traditionally prioritized a centrist, fact-focused style in news reporting to signal political neutrality and objectivity (as presented in the liberal model of journalism by Hallin and Mancini, 2004: 198-248). U.S. print media seeks to signal adherence to this standard through linguistic choices such as the use of reporting verbs (“say”, “tell”) rather than more explicitly evaluative verbs (“claim” or “allege”), but source credibility can also be indicated through source qualification (Lee, 2017). As Peer and Chestnut (1995) and Kellner (2004), for example, have shown, the Bush administration sought to represent the situation as a juxtaposition of good and evil and to demonize Saddam Hussein, making deliberate efforts to influence media reports. An examination of lexical choices in news discourse may reveal hidden opinions or ideologies (van Dijk 1988b: 177), such as “whether a political leader is referred to as ‘Gorby of ‘Mr Gorbachev’” (Fowler, 1991:4). Page (2003), for example, explored sexist naming practices in press reports to show that naming patterns can be connected to different and even contradictory patterns of representation. However, terms of reference have been an underutilized area in systematic study of media objectivity.

The use of sources in the Gulf War has also been studied by Peer and Chestnut (1995), who analyzed television and print media with a sample of two weeks from November and December 1990. They found that coverage of the conflict and the public discussion in the United States regarding its response was more critical and policy-oriented in newspaper reports. They also found that, while both television and newspaper reports used a variety of sources, including U.S. administration officials and unnamed sources, sources in newspaper reports were generally more critical of the Bush administration’s policies than in television broadcasts.

Within the framework of linguistics, media objectivity has been studied with a combination of discourse analysis and corpus methodology in war contexts and otherwise. Bednarek (2006) compared reporting in tabloid and broadsheet UK newspapers with a corpus within her analytical framework of Evaluation, finding that while broadsheet newspapers deployed fewer overall signals of evaluations, there was clear variance between individual newspapers. Most notably, the Cordis corpus (see, for example, Morley and Bailey, 2009; Haarman and Lombardo, 2009) brought together a multi-national body of media and political discourse from the first month of the 2003 Iraq war, comprising of a series of studies comparing Italian, UK and U.S. broadcast and press reports, parliamentary debates and press briefings on the war. Sub-projects on Cordis found, for example, that U.S. broadcasts adhered more closely to conventional journalistic norms of objective reporting (Haarman, 2009) and used direct quotes and neutral reporting words as signals of transparency and objectivity, but also relied on coalition voices over Iraqi sources (Piazza, 2009).

Material and method

This study views discourse as the interaction of language and social structures that are continuously reproduced and transformed by discursive practices. The final products of these interactions are texts that can be analyzed in context to uncover underlying discourses (Fairclough, 1989; Fairclough, 1992). Recent studies have increasingly combined discourse analysis with corpus methodology in a variety of different approaches (Baker and McEnery, 2015b). Many authors have discussed the implications, benefits, and limitations of using corpus methodology in discourse analysis (see, for example, Hardt-Mautner, 1995; Baker, 2006; Mautner, 2009; Baker and McEnery, 2015a). As Mautner (2009: 124-125) notes, for discourse analysis, "[a]s an ancillary method, corpus linguistics is flexible and unobtrusive, and if handled appropriately, will enrich but not prejudice the rest of the research design or the interpretations of the results".

This study focuses on the period between July 1990 and December 1990, starting prior to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on August 2 and ending prior to the U.S.-led operation against Iraq. The Gulf War is the case study here for several reasons. The buildup from Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait to the U.S. military operation took place within a contained timeline. The relationship between the United States and Saddam Hussein prior to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait was mixed but not one of pre-established hostility (Mazarr et al., 1993: 24). Finally, the role played by the Bush administration and the media in shaping public opinion is well-documented (see, for example, Kellner, 2004). Thus, this study can start from a baseline established by previous research.

As an object of study, news discourse represents a special type of communication that involves multiple individuals, edits and layers of embedded texts (Bell, 1991). Professional routines, institutional settings, and assumptions made about shared cultural knowledge result in specific kinds of rhetorical and syntactic structuring (see, for example, van Dijk, 1985; van Dijk, 1988a).  The corpus compiled for this study consists of articles from three U.S. newspapers: The New York Times, The Washington Post, and The Wall Street Journal. These newspapers were chosen because they represent relatively different political positions in the U.S. media spectrum. Partisan bias in the U.S. media, conservative as well as liberal, has been widely discussed, analyzed, and disputed, both in academic literature (for a variety of viewpoints on the topic, see, for example, Groseclose and Milyo, 2005; Niven, 1999; Kuypers, 2013) as well as in the media itself (see, for example, Hotchkiss, 2012; Weinberg, 2010; Engel, 2014). In the referenced studies and media texts, these newspapers represent different points of a political spectrum, with The New York Times as comparatively most liberal, The Wall Street Journal as most conservative, and The Washington Post placed between them. All three are established, prestigious newspapers and among the biggest and most widely circulated newspapers in the United States (Edmonds et al., 2012). 

The articles included in the Gulf War corpus (hereafter referred to as “GW corpus”) were retrieved from the ProQuest Historical Newspaper database. The database was searched with the keywords “Iraq” and “Kuwait” for newspaper articles published between July 1 and December 31, 1990. The search was limited to articles, with other genres such as editorials and advertisements excluded. All newspaper articles retrieved by the search were included in the corpus, except for a very small number of articles that mentioned Iraq and Kuwait in an unrelated context. However, any articles with even a short reference to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait or subsequent events were included. The GW corpus is approximately 3.1 million words in size. 

As articles are stored in the database as scanned pdf copies, they were processed with optical character recognition software and stored as text files. As the articles in the database have been scanned from original newspaper clippings, this caused occasional challenges with the quality of text recognition.  Quality issues were typically caused by faded or smudged scans. The quality of the original documents also varied within the database between newspapers and time periods1. For the analysis of the corpus, AntConc (version 3.4.4w; Anthony, 2011) and Sketch Engine (version 2.33.2-SkE-2.133.2-3.80.13) were used. AntConc is a free-use software for corpus analysis, including concordances, collocates, and key words. Sketch Engine was used because of its part-of-speech tagging capabilities, enabling grammatical and morphological analysis such as examining instances of “official” as a noun or verbs associated with Saddam Hussein in a subject position. The corpus is divided into sub-corpora for each month to allow diachronic comparisons. Much of the analysis will focus on comparing these sub-corpora and discussing the results. Table 1 and Table 2 provide an overview of the overall GW corpus and each sub-corpus, with word counts based on numbers retrieved from AntConc. Table 1 shows the total number of articles, tokens (total word count), and word types (number of unique work tokens) from each newspaper that was included in the complete corpus, while Table 2 shows the number of articles and tokens for each sub-corpus.

	Table 1: Articles, tokens and word types in GW corpus per newspaper
	

	Newspaper
	ARTICLES
	TOKENS
	WORD TYPES

	The New York Times (NY)
	1,570 (45.1%)
	1,389,800 (44.8%)
	35,004

	[bookmark: _Hlk509679763]The Wall Street Journal (WSJ)
	617 (17.8%)
	568,934 (18.3%)
	28,874

	The Washington Post (WP)
	1,293 (37.2%)
	1,146,424 (36.9%)
	37,217

	Total in corpus
	3,480 (100%)
	3,105,158 (100%)
	61,114



	Table 2: Tokens and articles in GW corpus per sub-corpus

	Sub-corpus
	TOKENS
	ARTICLES

	July-1990
	32,483
	40

	August-1990
	990,327
	1,099

	September-1990
	680,354
	745

	October-1990
	482,204
	554

	November-1990
	439,506
	510

	December-1990
	480,284
	532



As Table 1 and Table 2 show, there is a significant increase in the newspaper coverage on the conflict following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. As the corpus includes all articles retrieved by the database search, each sub-corpus is also indicative of the volume of reporting on the conflict in each newspaper. While the amount of coverage subsequently levels off, it nonetheless remains high. Of the three newspapers included in the GW corpus, The New York Times leads both in the number of articles and words, followed by The Washington Post. The Wall Street Journal represents a smaller part of the overall corpus. 

The specific actors and lexical items to be investigated were identified on the basis of a key word analysis of the GW corpus. Key words are words that “appear unusually frequently in a corpus compared with the same words in a reference corpus” (Anthony, 2004: 10), indicated by the word’s “keyness” value. Key words are calculated with statistical measures, here using the log-likelihood test (for a discussion of different available measures see Kilgarriff, 2001). A 1.7-million-word sample of the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) was used as a reference corpus in the key word analysis. The key word analysis (Step 1) served as a starting point in identifying the specific actors and tools of analysis addressed in Steps 2 and 3. 

Step 2 of the analysis focuses on changes in frequencies for countries and different terms of reference used for Iraqi, Kuwaiti and U.S. leaders. Newspapers have their internal guidelines on the usage of titles and honorifics, affecting frequencies for specific terms of reference. The New York Times, for example, has clear guidelines for what its style guide refers to as “courtesy titles” (Siegal and Connolly, 2015: 79): “In general, government officials may be Mr., Ms., Mrs., or Miss after being introduced by their main titles” (italics in original). Other newspapers may choose to use first name and last name only. However, systematic changes from one type of term to another indicate that the newspaper reports are changing their reporting practices in response to external events. 

The analysis in Step 3 focuses on pre-modifiers associated with officials. Officials can serve roles both as “news makers” and “news shapers” (Soley, 1992); both as participants in the events being reported and as evaluators who provide background information and predictions. In comparison to national leaders, officials play a different role in the news reports and are thus examined through pre-modifiers to identify affiliation. Changes in source affiliation for these officials can also serve as indicators of what kinds of discourses journalists prioritize as events progress.

Analysis

The analysis proceeds in three steps. The first section examines key words to present prominent themes in the GW corpus. In the second section, the analysis focuses on the frequencies of specific nations, political leaders and terms of reference, as well as collocates associated with specific actors. The analysis includes a comparison of changes observed between the sub-corpora and discussion of their discursive implications. Finally, the third section examines ubiquitous sources referred to as “officials” and their role in providing assessments and predictions about the developing conflict in the Gulf War, specifically focusing on pre-modifiers to identify affiliation. 

Step 1: Key words

The first step is a key word analysis of the GW corpus. The results of the analysis are listed in Table 3 and provide a short overview of the themes present in the corpus. It is not surprising that, in a corpus compiled around a conflict between Iraq and Kuwait, both countries as well as words connected to (armed) conflict are prominent. In addition, other actors are referenced, including countries (United States, Saudi Arabia, Soviet Union) and political leaders (particularly President Saddam Hussein and President George Bush). 
 
	Table 3: Top key words and frequencies in GW corpus

	Actors: Iraq (56.70, N=17,605); Kuwait (40.58, N=12,602); Iraqi (28.33, N=8798); Saddam (24.01, N=7,455); U* (34.10, N=10,590); Hussein (20.70, N=6,427); Saudi (21.50, N=6,677); Arab (18.05, N=5,604); United (26.58, N=8,252); Bush (21.53, N=6,685); Arabia (14.20, N=4,408); President (24.83, N=7,709); Nations (12.68, N=3,937); Soviet (11.83, N=3,672); States (20.08, N=6,234).

Economy: Oil (38.53, N=11,964); Prices (16.53, N=5,133).

(Armed) Conflict: Military (21.19, N=6,581); War (21.97, N=6,821); Crisis (15.22, N=4,725); Invasion (11.32, N=3,516); Troops (10.86, N=3,371); Forces (11.60, N=3,602).

Other: Gulf (23.67, N=7,350); Said (73.53, N=22,833); Foreign (12.81, N=3,977); Officials (13.59, N=4,221); Baghdad (9.42, N=2,926); Persian (9.26, N=2,876).

	*Key word “U” includes U.S. (approx. 80% of total hits), U.N. and U.A.E.
Reported frequencies normalized per 10,000 words (N=raw frequencies). All key words listed have a keyness value of 2,000 or more.



Kuwait is often associated with its wealth (assets, banks, accounts), its people (refugees, exiles, resistance) and its land (border, territory). By contrast, Iraq’s collocates are connected to its leader, Saddam Hussein, its military (forces, army, air force, troops) and its actions (attack, aggression, threat, control). To a lesser extent, Iraqi civilians (children, citizens) also appear. Iraqi and Kuwaiti oil is often referenced, and oil is among the most prominent key words overall, though it is not a theme covered in more detail in this study.

The very high frequency of the past tense of the verb “say” in the GW corpus demonstrates the frequency of neutral reporting verbs and the prevalent journalistic practice of relying on the words, statements, publications, and other texts. In the GW corpus, a common collocate for the key word “said” includes another key word “official”, which is examined in Step 3 of the analysis. 

Step 2: Terms of reference

As the analysis of key words showed, individuals such as Presidents Saddam Hussein and George Bush were among the most prominent key words in the corpus. This part of the analysis focuses on terms referencing Iraqi, Kuwaiti, and U.S. leaders and the changes observed in their usage between sub-corpora, discussing the implications that these changes have for the ways these leaders are discursively represented, evaluated, and (de)legitimized. Table 4 lists the frequencies for the three nations and their leaders, as well as various referential terms used to denote them, in each sub-corpus. The frequencies for the category of “Honorific + Hussein/Bush” (a high-prestige term of reference) include a combination of either “Mr” or “President” followed by last name. For Saddam Hussein and George Bush, each sub-corpus was searched both for the full name (mid-prestige term of reference3) and, for Saddam Hussein, first name only (low-prestige term of reference). For Kuwaiti leadership, terms searched included “Emir”, “ruling family” (with hits referring to other such families, such as the Saudis, excluded), and “Sabah”, the Emir’s family name. 

	Table 4: Terms of reference for Iraqi, Kuwaiti, and U.S. leaders in GW corpus

	

	Leader by country
	July-90
	Aug-90
	Sept-90
	Oct-90
	Nov-90
	Dec-90

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Iraq/i/s
	152.39
(495)
	92.89
(9634)
	90.39
(6150)
	81.02
(3907)
	83.36
(3664)
	79.72
(3829)

	   Saddam + Hussein
	23.09
(75)
	11.38
(1127)
	10.76
(732)
	13.11
(632)
	11.99
(527)
	13.57
(652)

	   Honorific + 
   Hussein
	16.62
(54)
	4.62
(458)
	3.33
(227)
	6.35
(306)
	4.89
(215)
	5.27
(253)

	   Saddam
	5.85
(19)
	13.10
(1297)
	10.49
(714)
	11.82
(570)
	10.86
(478)
	13.16
(632)

	   Iraqi leader/s/hip
	5.54
(18)
	1.30
(128)
	1.23
(84)
	2.36
(114)
	1.93
(85)
	1.17
(56)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kuwait/i/s
	99.13
(322)
	54.22
(5370)
	48.83
(3322)
	48.22
(2325)
	40.93
(1799)
	38.54
(1851)

	   Emir (of Kuwait)
	0.92
(3)
	1.25
(124)
	1.15
(78)
	1.12
(54)
	0.43
(19)
	0.12
(6)

	   Kuwaiti leader/s/hip
	0
(0)
	0.09
(9)
	0.12
(8)
	0.06
(3)
	0.07
(3)
	0.08
(4)

	   Ruling family (of 
   Kuwait)
	0
(0)
	0.25
(25)
	0.19
(13)
	0.15
(7)
	0.07
(3)
	0.02
(1)

	   Sabah2
	2.15
(7)
	1.55
(154)
	1.40
(95)
	1.29
(62)
	0.32
(14)
	0.29
(14)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	United States (U.S.)
	44.33
(144)
	46.71
(4626)
	43.36
(2950)
	37.74
(1820)
	41.96
(1844)
	43.27
(2078)

	   George + Bush
	0
(0)
	0.72
(71)
	0.53
(36)
	0.81
(39)
	0.84
(37)
	0.71
(34)

	   Honorific + Bush
	2.15
(7)
	8.44
(836)
	9.99
(680)
	9.27
(447)
	13.85
(609)
	15.05
(723)

	   Bush 
   Administration
	4.31
(15)
	2.14
(216)
	2.48
(172)
	2.43
(117)
	2.91
(128)
	2.96
(142)

	   White House
	0.92
(3)
	2.51
(249)
	2.40
(163)
	3.84
(185)
	3.05
(134)
	3.27
(157)

	Reported frequencies normalized per 10,000 words. (Raw frequencies in parenthesis).



Iraq and Kuwait appear more frequently than the United States as nations, peoples, modifiers of events, actions and actors. However, there are significant differences and changes in both the visibility of and terms of reference used for their respective leaders, suggesting that the development of the conflict has a concrete and observable impact even in terms of specific terms of reference used by newspaper reporters.

While Kuwait as a nation appears frequently, its leaders are strikingly absent. The Emir and the Sabah family name (which can refer to several individuals within Kuwaiti leadership) appear at best infrequently (1) and even the relative frequency of Kuwait (2), Kuwaitis and its leaders decrease after the country is invaded by Iraq (“Sabah”, for example, from 2.15 to 0.29 per 10,000 words). 
(1) Saudi Arabia’s King Fahd telephoned Saddam Hussein and Kuwait's ruling emir, Sheik Jabir Ahmed Sabah, to cool emotions… (WP, 20 July 1990)
(2) … war will come sooner rather than later if Iraq does not withdraw from Kuwait. (NYT, 1 Dec 1990)
By contrast, while the United States maintains a comparatively steady presence, references to its leader move from institutional references (3) to personalized and high-prestige references (4, 5). In comparison to the Iraqi leader, references to President Bush are more frequently accompanied by an honorific in all three newspapers (the frequency for the honorific term rises from 2.15 to 15.05).
(3) The Bush Administration had opposed the ending of the loan guarantees… (NYT, 28 July 1990)
(4) President Bush addresses the United Nations today to urge the world to persevere against Iraq. (WSJ, 1 Oct 1990)
(5) President Bush ordered the second-stage buildup on Nov. 8. (WP, 18 Dec 1990)
Of the three countries, Iraq is most frequently evoked and its leader, President Saddam Hussein, displays the most varied changes. While the frequencies for Saddam Hussein are consistently notably higher than for either President Bush or the Kuwaiti Emir, there is also a shift following the invasion from higher-prestige terms of reference (6, 7) to lower-prestige terms (8, 9). The honorific term of reference falls from 16.62 to 4.89, while “Saddam” rises from 5.85 to 13.16. While this trend reverses somewhat between September and November 1990, a time when international diplomatic efforts were underway to solve the conflict without armed confrontation, it again resumes for December 1990 – corresponding with times when military confrontation has either recently occurred, as in the aftermath of the Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, or as U.S. military action is increasingly likely, as in December 1990.
(6) President Hussein said, “Iraqis will not forget…” (NYT, 18 July 1990)
(7) … [I]t could rally all Middle East oil producers behind the conspiracy theories woven by the region's radicals, most notably Mr. Hussein of Iraq. (WSJ, 30 July 1990)
(8) Recently, Saddam offered to free all foreign hostages if the Soviet Union and France adopted nonaggression pacts with Iraq. (WP, 13 Nov 1990)
(9) Israel and its U.S. supporters constitute a potentially valuable source of political and material backing for Bush's hard line against Saddam. (WP, 22 Dec 1990)
Drawing all these findings together, several observations arise. Firstly, while the U.S. newspapers are focused on Iraqi actions against Kuwait, this focus does not extend to Kuwaiti leadership.  “Kuwaiti” is used as a pre-modifier for many kinds of Kuwaiti ‘things’ – oil, assets, banks, army, territory – as much as if not more so than its people. Secondly, increased media attention on the crisis brings the focus to President Bush personally. Bush is typically represented as taking action, meeting leaders, issuing orders, making decisions, and offering proposals. By contrast, Saddam Hussein is referred to with lower-prestige terms after Iraq invades Kuwait and is subsequently referred to more frequently as a dangerous individual rather than a political leader. He threatens, invades, attacks, and demands, and his actions, reactions, and intents are the subject of speculation by governmental sources and commentators. Thus, while Peer and Chestnut (1995) found that newspaper reports on the conflict are comparatively more receptive to critical viewpoints, the juxtaposition of George Bush and Saddam Hussein is evidenced not only through assertions but by the systematic use of specific terms of reference for these two leaders. 

A closer examination of the frequencies in the three categories for President Saddam Hussein shows more dramatic shifts in each newspaper. Differing editorial practices do result in different usage between these categories; NYT, for example, emphasizes honorifics. However, a closer examination of the three most frequent categories for the Iraqi leader and newspaper-specific frequencies per each sub-corpus shows that NYT initially uses high-prestige honorifics for President Hussein (67% of calculated total for July sub-corpus), then moves to using mid-prestige (“Saddam Hussein”, averaging 40-50% between August and December) and, to a lesser extent, low-prestige (“Saddam”, 5-15%) terms. WP initially favors the mid-prestige term (73% in July) but subsequently makes a strong and consistent shift to the low-prestige term (on average 70% from August to December, with the remaining 30% for the mid-prestige term). WSJ makes a dramatic shift from high-prestige terms (59% in July) initially to low-prestige term (72% in August) and continues using low and mid-prestige terms from September to December, with high-prestige terms nearly non-existent. While these changes to some extent balance each other in the overall corpus, each newspaper demonstrates clear changes in its reporting throughout the fall of 1990. 

Thus, even accounting for different editorial practices, all three newspapers show clear changes in the way they use terms of reference for the Iraqi leader. Due to the size and consistency of the shift, the change cannot be attributed to individual journalists. The newspapers are thus already adjusting their reporting practices at a time when the United States is not in an armed confrontation with Iraq or even at a time when a confrontation is likely, and implicitly delegitimizing Saddam Hussein as a leader. In terms of war reporting, this means that certain ways of speaking about adversaries-to-be such as Saddam Hussein can be established in the media already prior to the U.S. action against Iraq in January 1991.

Step 3: Officials

The third and final part of the analysis focuses on another central actor and key word in the corpus: a specific kind of source employed in newspaper articles. These sources are referred to as “officials” and typically identified by affiliation rather than name. On average, 68% of finite verbs associated with official-as-subject in the GW corpus can be categorized as providing information: saying, warning, predicting expressing, explaining, describing. They are typically quoted as anonymous insiders who can provide insight into and evaluations of the ongoing situation and predictions about its future developments – and who therefore also can influence public perceptions of events. The analysis in this section will specifically examine how officials – U.S. administration, Iraqi, military, and more – appear throughout the corpus and how they are identified.
For the analysis, a search was made in the GW corpus using Sketch Engine in each sub-corpus for “official(s)” (noun) in a subject position. Table 5 shows the frequency of “official” (noun) in each sub-corpus of the GW corpus, as well as the most frequent associated pre-modifiers and their frequencies. Officials are also strongly associated with the reporting verb “say”, a reporting verb favored by the print media (Lee, 2017) and in line with the preference for neutral reporting verbs that Piazza (2009) identified in U.S. broadcast reporting in the Iraq war. While Piazza also found a preference for coalition voices, the analysis below will take a more detailed look at officials’ affiliation using pre-modifiers.

	Table 5: “Official” (noun) and associated pre-modifiers

	

	Sub-corpus
	Freq*
	Top Pre-Modifiers (*)

	Jul-90
	21.98
N=81
	Senior (3.80, N=14); administration (3.53, N=13); U.S. (2.71, N=10); Arab (2.17, N=8), Iraqi (1.63, N=6); department (1.09, N=4); OPEC (1.09, N=4); State (1.09, N=4)

	Aug-90
	17.80
N=2,015
	Administration (1.63, N=184); senior (1.56, N=176); U.S. (1.35, N=153); department (0.82, N=93); government (0.70, N=79); Pentagon (0.69, N=78); State (0.63, N=71); Military (0.58, N=66)

	Sep-90
	17.30
N=1,343
	Administration (1.70, N=132); senior (1.35, N=105); U.S. (1.25, N=97); government (0.64, N=50); department (0.57, N=44); American (0.53, N=41); Saudi (0.46, N=36); Iraqi (0.43, N=33)

	Oct-90
	18.37
N=1,005
	Administration (1.79, N=98); senior (1.67, N=91); U.S. (1.39, N=76); French (0.66, N=36); Saudi (0.60, N=33); department (0.59, N=32); Soviet (0.59, N=32); American (0.59, N=32)

	Nov-90
	17.67
N=882
	Senior (2.02, N=101); administration (1.72, N=86); U.S. (1.50, N=75); government (0.72, N=36); American (0.68, N=34); Iraqi (0.62, N=31); department (0.60, N=30); Pentagon (0.52, N=26)

	Dec-90
	16.24
N=872
	Senior (1.71, N=92); U.S. (1.62, N=87); administration (1.34, N=72); Iraqi (1.01, N=54); American (0.71, N=38); Pentagon (0.54, N=29); Israeli (0.50, N=27); military (0.47, N=25)


*Reported frequencies normalized per 10,000 words

Firstly, regarding frequencies in Table 5, it should be noted that while the articles do include officials from other countries and international organizations, most of the officials in the analyzed material are identified as American either explicitly (as belonging to the Bush administration, State Department, Pentagon, and so forth) or implicitly (for example “senior officials” who are not explicitly identified as non-American). As also mentioned in previous sections, throughout the fall of 1990 there were ongoing efforts both by the Bush administration and Kuwaiti interest groups to gather U.S. public support for a military intervention. As officials in the corpus are often referenced anonymously, it is difficult to investigate their motivations. For the purposes of this study, it can be assumed that at least some of the officials providing their assessments are doing so with the intent to promote policies favorable to the Bush administration, but identifying specific instances is not possible.

Prior to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in July 1990, the articles refer to officials from the State Department (10) and administration officials or officials from OPEC (11) and the Arab member countries. At this stage, the conflict is still localized and relevant to the United States only in terms of global oil markets and regional foreign policy interests.
(10) But officials in the State Department, White House and higher levels of the Pentagon cautioned that the United States should protect the free flow of oil… (WP, 26 July 1990)
(11) Arab diplomats and OPEC officials said the situation was further complicated because Saudi Arabia, which has been a close ally of Kuwait, has complained… (NYT, 25 July 1990)
However, immediately following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in August as well as December 1990, journalists turn increasingly to U.S. sources and – in contrast to July – also military and Pentagon officials (12, 13). 
(12) One Pentagon official said Iraq could only mount a quick attack if its army was prepared to operate… (NYT, 04 Aug 1990)
(13) One military official said that the classified rules do not authorize lethal or disabling fire against any ship… (WP, 17 Aug 1990)
Throughout the fall of 1990, particularly in September and October, there is a period of international mediation during which journalists also refer to Saudi Arabian, French and Soviet officials (14, 15). However, starting in November and increasingly in December, the focus shifts back to Pentagon and military officials, as well as Israel, which strongly favors military action against Iraq (16, 17, 18).
(14) The call for a democratic choice in Kuwait, the senior French official said, is necessary to provide a proper rationale for the Western military effort. (WP, 2 Oct 1990)
(15) Saudi officials say that they had extensive discussions with Iraq about its actions… (NYT, 4 Oct 1990)
(16) A senior Israeli military intelligence official said Israel likely would respond to a conventional Iraqi missile attack… (WSJ, 9 Dec 1990)
(17) However, U.S. military and intelligence officials have said they do not believe an Iraqi attack with biological weapons is likely… (WP, 29 Dec 1990)
(18) Without congressional action, Pentagon officials are concerned that many reserve units now in the Gulf will have to start returning to the U.S…. (WSJ, 26 Dec 1990)
Thus, towards the end of 1990, journalists increasingly turned to officials from U.S. military and intelligence sources for assessments of the developing conflict. This highlighted militaristic viewpoints and interests instead of sources that may have stressed a diplomatic solution (such as the foreign nations engaged in diplomatic efforts or the U.S. State Department). Similarly to the delegitimization of Saddam Hussein, this also served to frame the developing conflict for both the press and the public in terms favorable for the Bush administration. 

Conclusion

Previous studies have shown both a public relations campaign to influence public opinion through the media (Kellner, 2004) and media coverage that included a theme of good versus evil – with evil personified by Saddam Hussein (Peer & Chestnut, 1995). This study examined terms used to refer to specific central actors to investigate how three U.S. newspapers used these terms throughout the fall of 1990. As Page (2003), for example, showed, naming practices in the media can be used to represent the same individual in very different ways. With an extensive corpus of newspaper articles, the changes in the usage of these terms could be tracked over time.

As the findings demonstrate, the coverage of the conflict in the newspaper reports centered on a juxtaposition of Iraq and the United States more than Iraq and Kuwait. Kuwait was relegated to the role of a context, setting and victim. Leaders in Kuwait, a country with human rights issues of its own, was largely overlooked despite its importance in justifying the Bush administration’s response against Iraq (Ballard, 2010: 1-2). Saddam Hussein was delegitimized as a political leader, especially at times when the military threat posed by Iraq was a heightened concern (particularly in August and December 1990). At those same times, journalists also turned to officials with more militaristic viewpoints, prioritizing discourses that framed the conflict in terms of armed confrontation. This established certain ways of speaking about the conflict and the individuals involved that anticipated U.S. military action against Iraq. 

The changes in the use of terms of reference and officials as sources show a pattern: a developing conflict overseas can affect not only the assertions made in the newspaper articles, but journalistic practices that seek to maintain standards of objectivity. Saddam Hussein, for example, was delegitimized as a political leader not only through explicit reported assertions but implicitly through changing terms of reference – a subtle shift on the level of an individual news report but observable as a broader trend with the tools of corpus analysis. 

It is difficult to estimate to what extent this is the result of conscious editorial decisions or a reaction to external forces, as reporters both influence and are influenced by the developments in the crisis. While the Bush administration did feed misrepresentations of Iraq and its leader as well as other misinformation to reporters (as detailed by Kellner, 2004), all three newspapers show systematic changes that cannot be attributed only to deliberate external influence. The Washington Post was initially used by the Bush administration in its influence campaign (Kellner, 2004: 138), explaining why it showed a particularly early and strong shift towards using the informal term “Saddam”. Overall, the changes in how both leaders and officials are referred to show a shift towards U.S.-centric, militaristic viewpoints that were favorable to the Bush administration’s goals, but it is also important to note that this shift was gradual and that different newspapers adjusted their reporting in different ways. 

The analysis here focuses on a specific case study, but also provides a blueprint that can be applied to other events. This study has demonstrated that in a developing conflict reporting practices can be affected on a fundamental level (including names used for specific individuals) even when at other levels neutral reporting is realized. Applying this blueprint of analysis to studies on other conflicts would help ascertain whether similar trends can be found elsewhere. 

Endnotes
1On average, approximately 9% of scanned articles from The Wall Street Journal showed significant quality issues, while the comparative number for The New York Times and The Washington Post was approximately 1%. Most error could be corrected manually, but approximately a dozen articles were at least partly illegible.
2The house of Sabah is the ruling family of Kuwait, and search result for the name in the corpus include several members of the country’s top political figures, including the ruling emir, Sheik Jabir Ahmed Sabah, Prime Minister and Crown Prince Saad Abdullah Sabah, and Foreign Minister Ahmed Sabah.
3A subset of instances in this category is “President Saddam Hussein”, often used when introducing the Iraqi president in the article for the first time. This subset can be classified as high-prestige (frequency 3.42 per 10,000 words, N=1070 in the overall corpus).
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