University of Algiers2
Faculty of Letters and Foreign Languages
Department of English

A Rhetorical Analysis of the Persuasive

Strategies in Political Discourse

The Case of Barack Obama’s Campaign Speeches

A dissertation submitted in partial tultillment of the requirements for the

degree of the Magisterin Linguistics/ Didactics

Submitted by Supervised by

Rima MEDJEDOUB Prof. Fatiha HAMITOUCHE

Academic Year

2014




Examining Board

- Chairman: Professor Zoulikha BENSAFI, University of Algiers 2.
- Supervisor: Professor Fatiha HAMITOUCHE, University of Algiers 2.

- Internal Examiner: Professor Mokhtar MEHAMSADJI, University of Algiers 2.

g



Declaration

| hereby declare that this dissertation is entirely the result of my investigation, and

that due reference or acknowledgement is made, whenever necessary, to the work of
other researchers.

Date: 06 May, 2014
Signed: Miss Rima MEDJEDOUB




Acknowledgements

Frst, my sincere gratitude goes to my supervisor Professor Hamitouche for her
invaluable help, wise guidance, immeasurable devotion, unconditioned encouragement
and lasting patience. | would like to deeply thank her in particular for allotting time to
give me comments and suggestions along the way whenever an appointment was a
must. The support | received on her part will always be remembered and forever

appreciated.

Special thanks are also due to the examining board members who have accepted to

devote their precious time to read this dissertation and function as an advisory panel

who would give advice and recommend amendments.

I'am here to note my profound indebt to all the authors whose works are cited or
discussed in the present thesis for no academic work can boast if not having drawn on

previous works on the subject.

Lastly, completing the current work would not have been possible without the
generous unending support of my family members. They tirelessly and enthusiastically
pushed me to work hard all the way through. I really owe special debt to all of them.
Frankly, the memory of my father has also been an important force accompanying me

along the process of writing.




Dedication

v For my mother,

v For my late father,

v For all my family members:



Abstract

The present dissertation is the outcome of a long interest in politics, an outstanding
importance bestowed on Rhetoric as it aids an individual to improve one’s use and
knowledge of language, and a high regard for persuasive strategies as they are critical
in many spheres. In this dissertation, | analyzed persuasive political discourse applying
a rhetorical framework so as to answer the following questions: what are the employed
persuasive devices? how are they used? and what are their effects? The contribution of
this research lies in (i) providing answers to these questions and (ii) suggesting an
inductive perspective to carry out rhetorical analyses. This new perspective is
grounded in Burke’s cluster analysis method which has originally been proposed to
discern the rhetors’ motives. The data are comprised of three 2012 campaign speeches

of Barack Obama.

In spite of the fact that the newly suggested method cannot account for all the
persuasive techniques, including the paralinguistic and prosodic features; the results
proved its efficiency as it permitted the identification of a combination of strategies
Obama utilized. They are: arguments (reasoning, statistics, and authorities), emotional
arousals (hope, needs, fear, humour, values and ideals), credibility, scapegoating,
attack, and metaphor. They work mutually to guarantee persuasion albeit the existence

of a heavy reliance on pathos.

The findings of such a work can be a source for both teachers and students of
discourse analysis, literature and written expression. Similar future studies applying
cluster analysis and incorporating a larger corpus could form a basis to formulate a
theory on persuasive discourse. Furthermore, the current dissertation can be regarded
as an initial step towards conducting research on the degree of benefit the English

students will gain if rhetoric is introduced in their curriculum.
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General Introduction



General Introduction

Oratory depends upon more than making a collection of statements worthy of belief,
because speech is directed to listeners whose minds are different from the mind of the
speaker and who are already flooded daily with thousands of statements demanding
assent. If one’s speech is to get through to them — or to be listened to at all — it must be
interesting and persuasive. To fulfill these requirements successfully, a rhetor’s
address must contain some strategies; these so-called persuasive strategies are the

subject matter of rhetoric.

So, it is the task of the rhetorical theory to pave the way for a successful persuasive
endeavor. The most common use of the rhetorical theory is within political speeches.
The study of persuasion has a long and illustrious history in the rhetorical tradition.
Born of the need to educate for citizenship, rhetoric traditionally has been concerned

with the techniques of persuasion.

In point of fact, political scientists, linguists and discourse analysts focus on
different aspects when they discuss the relationship between language and politics; in
doing so, they apply different theories and methods (Schaffner & Kelly-Holmes, eds.,
1996). When speaking of methodologies, linguists have, until fairly recently, focused
in their analyses of discourse on the way discourse is structured, style is employed, and
semantic meanings are used. They were not very much interested in how language is
utilized for effective communication only after rhetorical analysis has seen a sort of
revival, after a long period of disuse. Now political oratory has been — and is being—
investigated byrhetoricianswhohaveanalyzed the argumentation and the other different

strategiesused by political figuresfrom Ciceroto Martin Luther King Jr. (Leibold, 1993).

Following their model, the current thesis will analyse a sample of the US 2012
campaign speeches delivered by Obama applying the cluster analysis method. | will
investigate Obama'’s use of rhetorical strategies as part of his struggle to gain and

maintain his position in the White House.




Rationale

The current enterprise is an analysis of political persuasive discourse carried out
within the framework of the cluster analysis rhetorical method. In fact, this topic
reveals my deep interest in rhetoric and politics. This is attributed to some factors.
First, recently, there has been a revival in rhetorical studies which has focused
attention on communication and discourse. As LaCapra (1985) puts it: “The study of
rhetoric is once again on the agenda of humanistic studies” (as cited in Moberg, 1990:
15). This renewed interest in rhetoric is evident through its inclusion in English
Departments in American universities because of its importance in writing.
Internationally, “scholars in English and communication are making serious efforts to
include and study the rhetorical theories and practices of Europe, Africa, and Asia”
(Lunsford et al. eds, 2009: xii). All this means that the rhetorical theory and practice
are becoming ‘fashionable’ and it is not uncommon for me to get attracted to new
trends and approaches. Yet, not anything new is attractive. My decision to carry out
this research is based on the belief that a discourse analysis using a rhetorical frame is
a step towards understanding how language is used not only correctly and
appropriately but, equally important, effectively. Enkvist (1985) describes rhetoric as
“existing across word, sentence, and discourse level which ignores the borders that are

created by grammar and syntax which linguists are used to” (14).

Moreover, | deemed rhetoric important for its association with persuasion — since
rhetoric is defined as the art of persuasion. For me, persuasive skills are valuable
because they are highly employed in social and work situations; persuasive discourse
can be found in various disciplines: media, advertising, and politics; it also goes on in
courtrooms, universities, and the business world. LaCapra (1985 as cited in Moberg,
1990: 15) notes that rhetoric is “not a ‘skill,” like carpentry, but the motor for engaging
in social life.” Raymond (1982: 781), on his part, remarks: “Rhetoric, applied to the
humanities or any other field is even less certain than science, but also more useful.”
Therefore, we, as language learners, need to know these persuasive strategies and how

theyare used in order thento benefit from them inwriting effectively, getting empowered




for rigorous and constructive debates, and even protecting ourselves from intellectual
despotism. In other terms, rhetoric equips us with the ability to transform our thoughts

and ideas into words so as to efficiently persuade others to adopt them.

It is my contention that in order to know how various persuasive strategies are used,
we need to extract them from and examine their use in a discourse. It is not enough to
highlight only one rhetorical technique such as Saarikangas (2010) who concentrated
only on argumentation using Perelmane and Olbrekhts-Tyteka in her study of
recession rhetoric in Finnish budget presentations and Smith and Voth (2002) who

studied just the role of humor in political campaigns.

Although persuasive discourse is encountered in diverse disciplines, | have opted for
the discipline of politics. This choice is not made randomly. First, | have always been
interested in the field of politics and wondered about how politicians use language to
fulfil their ends and win public consensus. Second, political discourse is primarily
focused on persuading people to take specified political actions, to make crucial
political decisions, or to convince the potential electorate. Third, though persuasion is
one of the major aims of a political discourse, rhetorical analyses have received scant
attention; most of the previous studies on political discourse have been done with the
application of Critical Discourse Analysis to analyze ideology and power (e.g.
Fairclough, 1989 and van Dijk, 1993), and frames (e.g. Rhee, 1997). | think,
politicians, and specialists in other fields, need to be provided with descriptions of the
persuasive tools necessary to succeed in their job, a task to be assigned to linguists
especially that we know that the study of language in use is the principal concern of

applied linguistics, indeed its raison d’étre.

Another motive behind my choice to conduct this research is that | came across
rhetorical analyses which turn to be mere descriptions or summaries of a text but they
do not tell of the effects of each rhetorical factor in the passage. In this work, I am
going to avoid such a deficiency by analyzing the speeches, identifying the rhetorical

strategies and say how they are used to create an impact on the audience. To be sure, it




will not be a psychological analysis. That is to say, there is no interest in the writer's
psychology, neither his thoughts nor in his feelings when he was jotting them
down. Instead, | will be interested in how the writer strategically used the language to
affect the reader in some way. Emphasis will be placed on how the text is trying to

control, influence, or affect the reader.

What pushed me to work on this topic, moreover, is the belief that such an analysis
may attract the language teachers’ and students’ attention to the persuasive strategies.
On the one hand, this research might help teachers become more aware of and make
use of them in teaching writing and analyzing written texts. On the other hand,

students may, via practice, learn how to use them in their writings.

Last but not least, | opted for campaign speeches for: (a) they are rarely analysed in
the English departments and (b) the rhetor is in a situation where he has all the motives
to make use of diverse techniques to gain the maximum of electorate votes. The
selection of Obama’s speeches is due to the fact that media has ranked him among the
world best orators in the modern era — a black of Muslim roots who managed to

persuade his countrymen to vote for him.

Research Question

Considering the above motives, the present research has addressed the following set

of questions:

I. What persuasive strategies are used in Barack Obama’s 2012 electoral campaign
speeches?

ii. How does he use them?

iii. What are the possible effects of these rhetorical persuasive strategies on the

audience?




Aims of the Study
Hence, this research has been carried out with the aim to:

I. identify and analyse specific rhetorical persuasive devices of a political discourse-in
our case, the 2012 US electoral campaign speeches of Barack Obama;

Ii. describe how the identified strategies are used,;

iii. discuss the possible effects the identified persuasive strategies may have on the
audience;

iv. show how various rhetorical strategies are revealed in the most innocent-seeming
terms and expressions; and

v. look for those persuasive strategies using, for the first time in rhetorical theory, an

inductive approach.

Corpus

The corpus of analysis is made up of three speeches on economy from Barack
Obama’s 2012 electoral campaign. It is crystal clear that these addresses belong to the
same speaker, period, event and issue. This is just for the sake of keeping the analysis
focused. If | had chosen other candidates in other periods, | would have ended up with
a superficial work. 1 would like to call attention to the fact that the speeches have the

characteristics of a written text. They were prepared and rehearsed for delivery.

Method of Analysis

To undertake a discourse analysis, | undoubtedly need a framework, a method. Foss
(1989) gives three possibilities when selecting a method: use of an existing method,
creation of a method from an existing concept, or creation of a new method. In this
dissertation, | decided on the second option in that I draw on Burke’s cluster analysis

to provide a framework for this research.

Cluster analysis was initially formulated by Burke (1969) to study a writer’s

motives. Later on, it was used to discern a rhetor’s ideology and to detect a text type




but | redirected its use towards the identification of a writer’s persuasive strategies.
With this completely novel use of Burke's cluster analysis, | will supply a new
approach to analysing persuasive discourse, an approach which will help identify a
speaker’s persuasive strategies on the grounds of key linguistic items and items
surrounding them. One can wonder if there is really a need to a new perspective of
analysis. It is true that rhetoricians have provided different approaches to the analysis
of persuasive texts such as the traditional theory of Aristotle (1991), the identification
theory of Burke (1969), and the argumentation theory of Perelmane and Olbrechts-
Tyteca (1969); nonetheless, most such work, if not all of it, can be considered top-
down in orientation (this will be proved through the survey about the most prominent
rhetorical theories in the second chapter of the thesis). Thus, any analysis will be
confined to the lenses of the selected rhetorical theories. Such approaches to rhetorical
criticism risks imposing theoretical structures on a text that may resist them. The
ready-made framework permits looking for elements discussed in the theories and
present within the texts whilst ignoring other devices that might be missing from the
theories yet existent in the texts. However, an inductive approach to research, where
one lets the texts guide the findings, would rather prevent predetermined results and
could help achieve a thorough investigation of a variety of the persuasive devices

included in a discourse.

Additionally, within the deductive paradigm, the same results are most likely to
emerge from the analysis of any texts that falls under the persuasive category;
however, not all texts are similar in their linguistic forms. Such approaches must,
therefore, be complemented by bottom-up approaches whereby analyses depart from

features internal to the language of the texts.

Furthermore, the use of the traditional deductive rationale have customarily
necessitated searching an artifact before deciding on a method so as to consider
suitable methodological approaches to reduce the likelihood that an artifact will be
‘forced to fit’ into a method that is inappropriate for that discourse. A bottom-up

procedure will open room for either choosing a method first or an artifact first because,




surely, such a perspective is capable of closely capturing the persuasive elements

embedded in a text.

In sum, what | will bring to the field of Discourse Analysis is an alternative
inductive systematic method for analyzing persuasive strategies in a discourse. | will,
besides, demonstrate the utility of this method by applying it for the ultimate goal of

identifyingtherhetorical strategiesdeployed inBarack Obama’s 2012 campaignrhetoric.

Significance of the Study

The high significance of the current research is displayed via the invaluable
theoretical and practical contributions it is supposed to bring. Theoretically, this thesis
will, on the one hand, demonstrate that cluster analysis, a method generated just to
identify a rhetor’s motives, can be used as a tool to analyse persuasive strategies. On
the other hand, this deeply implies that it is an occasion to integrate theory and practice
since we need theory to do analysis and analysis to contribute to the modification and
application of theory (Campbell, 1996). In other terms, a broadened application of
cluster analysis, which is a bottom-top approach, can permit to see gaps in the already
laid rhetorical theories. The information my analysis generates, together with other
information by more future similar analyses, could be exploited to lay out a rhetorical
theory informed by practice. By so doing, | am following Hart (1986) who claims that
critics do not have to choose between studying texts and contributing to theory;

productive criticism can do both, regardless of the critic’s intention.

The thesis findings, besides, are expected to be a source in discourse studies; they
would give insights on how persuasive choices are made in the political speech genre
and tell what effects these choices could have on the receivers. Through this work, it
would be apparent that not only word choice and sentence form can combine to create

an effective discourse but rhetorical strategies also contribute to doing so.




Practically, this dissertation is expected to be an additional material for teachers
who deliver discourse analysis courses. It is also supposed to offer students a step-by-
step procedure on how to conduct a discourse analysis with the application of the
cluster method. Thus, they would learn how to analyze discourse, how to read texts
and understand them thoroughly, how to reflect on their readings, and how to expand
their critical thinking abilities. Students, in addition, will be in a better position to
develop and put into practice tools and techniques to communicate more clearly and
effectively. Undeniably, developing one’s rhetorical abilities aids to enhance
intellectual abilities. Moreover, this research results could constitute a contribution to
future researchers who are interested in conducting research on similar topics. More
affirmatively, they possess practical applicability in the sense that they are expected to
be a reference for students who might become speech writers as they may guide them
in how to use language artfully to persuade the intended audience. Furthermore, the
study of key symbols and their clusters could offer an effective working vocabulary

for those would-be speech writers.

Organization of the Dissertation

Now, it is time to present the skeleton of the current dissertation. It is a total of four
chapters. The first chapter spells out the meanings of key terms in the thesis. In so
doing, | would illuminate these concepts and avoid confusion as well. Chapter tow
sketches the rhetorical heritage in the classical and modern periods. It traces also the
development of the rhetorical theory and rhetorical methods of analysis in the
contemporary era. This chapter ends with an adapted version of the cluster analysis
method, borrowed from Burke to be the theoretical premise that has guided my
analysis. As it would be too ambitious, and maybe irrelevant, an enterprise to include
all the theories ever since the rise of rhetoric, |1 have considered but those that can be
used to study a persuasive discourse. Using the previous material as a backdrop, the
third chapter is dedicated to the analysis of the corpus. Its results are presented and
discussed in the final chapter so as to answer the research questions. It is to be noted

that persuasion is omnipresent throughout the whole research.




Chapter One:
On Discourse, Rhetoric and

Persuasion



Chapter One. On Discourse, Rhetoric and Persuasion

1.0. Introduction

The present thesis is concerned with the analysis of the rhetorical persuasive
strategies in Barack Obama’s discourse. The key terms in this endeavour are discourse,
discourse analysis, rhetoric and persuasion. Undoubtedly, we cannot proceed without
shedding some light on them. Besides, it is common for one concept to have slightly
different definitions and interpretations. Inconsistency in the use of concepts may
cause problems; therefore, one should aim at precision via this chapter which is
divided into six sections. It commences with an exploration of the term discourse,
briefly maps out its history and discusses some of its major definitions. Then, it throws
light on particular issues which are of interest to discourse analysis such as the
relationship between language and social context. In the third and fourth sections, it
addresses the notions of political discourse and political speech as they are,
respectively, a type and a genre of persuasive discourse. The fifth section incorporates
a definition of persuasion and some of the previous studies dealing with persuasive
strategies and rhetoric. Lastly, the concept of rhetoric will be dealt with in the sixth
section where the definitional and historical debate vis-a-vis the extension of the term
is highlighted. The section also provides an explanation of the sameness, in terms of

purpose and uses, of rhetorical analysis and rhetorical criticism.

1.1. Discourse

For several decades, ‘discourse’ has been a fashionable term. It is often used in
various debates without being defined. The concept has become vague and acquired
different meanings in different contexts (Jargensen & Phillips, 2002). | will try, in
what follows, to delimit its meaning in this dissertation along with outlining its types

and discussing its relationship with rhetoric.




1.1.1. Definition of Discourse

The notion of discourse is employed across a range of disciplines, including
linguistics, to mean “something as specific as spoken language, or something as
general as the social process of communication” (Lemke, 1995: 6). As a matter of fact,
there is no precise succinct and all-embracing definition of discourse. The multiplicity
of disciplines and approaches that study written or spoken communication makes any
attempt to define discourse a difficult task; it is not my aim, here, to provide a
comprehensive overview of all the approaches. The objective is to present central
ideas that have influenced the development of the concept of discourse and its most

significant definitions in linguistics.

In fact, | found it inconvenient not to allude to Harris (1952), the first linguist to
introduce the term discourse analysis. After that traditional linguistics had
concentrated on sentence-centered analysis (Paltridge, 2012), Harris investigated the
connectedness of sentences and noted that the most complete unit of language is
discourse, not a sentence. He claimed explicitly that discourse is the next level in a
hierarchy of morphemes, clauses and sentences. Structuralism was so central to
Harris’s view of discourse in that he opposed discourse to a random sequence of
sentences on the basis that the former has structure: a pattern by which its segments

occur (and recur) relative to each other.

It appeared that many properties of the sentence, not only morphophonological and
syntactical, but above all semantic and pragmatic, cannot adequately account for
language use without taking into account structures of other sentences in the discourse
and other features as context and culture i.e. the unit of analysis has to be more
embracing: discourse as a whole. It was shown that sentence sequences have important
linguistic characteristics of their own, such as connection, coherence, topics and
changes of topics, turn taking systems in conversation, and so forth. So, not all
dimensions of discourse belong solely to linguistics or grammar, they should be

described in terms of theories of narrative, style, conversation, rhetoric, to name but




these. This is because the true meaning of a sentence cannot be assigned only by its
linguistic construction but it largely depends on the internal context, the situational
context and the exterior world as a whole, that is the sociopolitical and historical
contexts (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001: 41). Chomsky (2002: 103-104) states it this way,

To understand a sentence we must know more than the analysis of this sentence
on each linguistic level . . . . naturally, grammar cannot be expected to be of

much help here.

The totality of these ideas pushed linguists to be much more concerned with the way

language is used than what its components are.

Once discourse has been developed as an object of investigation, research in this
area has started to flow from different academic fields and the term discourse has
began to be conceptualized in quite different ways depending on the theoretical
affiliations of and views adopted by the analyst. Schiffrin (1994) contends that all the
definitions of discourse fall into three main categories. To start with, discourse is
regarded as a unit of language beyond the sentence, a definition derived from the
formalist paradigm whose focus is on the way different units function in relation to
each other (van Dijk, 1985). The functional paradigm, by contrast, defines discourse as
language use; functionalists observe the relationship discourse has with context and
they give much importance to the purposes and functions of language. They are
interested in the way in which people use language to achieve certain communicative
goals. An attempt to bridge the formalist-functionalist dichotomy resulted in viewing
discourse as utterances where the relationship between form (structure) and function is
an important issue. Utterances, here, are the smaller units of which discourse is
comprised and discourse “arises as a collection of inherently contextualized units of
language use” Schiffrin (1994: 39). As a whole, there is now a shift of focus from
sentences in isolation to utterances in context: to study language in use is to study it as
discourse. In this connection, Nunan (1993) says that discourse forms a complete
meaningful unit conveying a complete message. In the light of this, larger units such as

conversations, interviews and speeches all seem to fall under the rubric of discourse




since they are linguistic performances complete in themselves. In a nutshell, discourse
cannot be confined to sentential boundaries. Any series of speech events or any
combination of sentences wherein successive sentences or utterances hang together is

discourse.

Before closing this subsection, | want to shed some light on different points.
Matthews (2005: 100) defines discourse as “any coherent succession of sentences,
spoken or written.” Such a definition implies that the term discourse might refer only
to the spoken and written forms of language. This is obvious. What is not that obvious
Is that this is a narrow definition of discourse. A broader sense of the term draws more
on the shared ways in which people make sense of things within a given culture or
context. Such a view is grounded on Crystal’s (1997) conceptualization of discourse as
a stretch of language, spoken or written, in context. It is the definition I shall follow in
this thesis for though there are features which characterize written language in contrast
with the spoken language (like absence of incomplete sentences) (Brown and Yule
1983), | do not want to make a distinction between spoken and written discourse since
| intend to analyse campaign speeches and we know that most of them are written,

either prior to — or following — delivery.

| will, further, consider the term text in its broad sense that could place it on a par
with the term discourse. For, Nunan (1993) these two terms are sometimes used
interchangeably. Certain discussions among linguists about the issue of substituting
one term with another have occurred, yet most of them do not pay any attention to the
difference. Chafe, forinstance, claims, “Bothterms may refer to a unit of language larger
than the sentence: one may speak of ‘a discourse’ or ‘a text’ (1992 as cited in
Widdowson, 2007: 86). He admits that placing the term ‘discourse’ and the term ‘text’

on the same level is common in linguistics and in no case is perceived to be a mistake.




1.1.2. Discourse types

Purpose, genre, form, or subject are all criteria upon which the categorization of
discourse is based. The peculiarities of a given discourse type can govern the
typicalities of language (as form and strategies) used and determine a text’s success or
failure (Beal, 1987), hence the importance of the identification of text types. Since
“purpose 1s the strongest of the defining features” (95), a taxonomy of discourse
according to its aims bears inclusion in this dissertation as we are dealing with
discourse whose aim is to persuade. Beal (1987) suggests four types of discourse

whose definitions follow.

a. Instrumental Discourse: it is a discourse whose aim is to govern, guide, controle
order or even execute; it is an instrumental discourse. Examples of such a type include:

contracts, constitutions, laws, reports, recipes, and manuals of operation.

b. Scientific Discourse: its purpose is the discovery, construction, and organization of
knowledge. Reports of investigations and theoretical treaties are genres within the

scientific discourse.

c. Poetic Discourse: its primary aim is to instill enjoyment and reflection, through

poems, stories and novels, and the like, in the spirits of its recipients.

d. Rhetorical Discourse: it aims at influencing the understanding and behaviour of the
human being. It includes a wide range of types from commercial promotions, to trials,
to public addresses. From the meaning assigned to rhetorical discourse, we understand

that Bale was certainly speaking of persuasive discourse.

1.1.3. Discourse and Rhetoric

Traditional rhetorical theory defines rhetoric as art: “the art of discovering the
means of persuasion” (Aristotle, 1991). At the same time, Aristotle, Cicero and
Quintilian, view rhetoric as “a kind of discourse, a particular sphere of discourse

activity defined... on topics that are generally subject to diversities of opinion, and on




occasion such as those provided by legislative assemblies , law courts, and public
ceremonies” (Beal, 1987: 31).

What has traditionally been called rhetoric, that is, the practice and study of good
public speaking and writing in parliament, in court, or literature, is often referred to in
contemporary times as discourse studies. Today sometimes the new rhetoric is defined
as a subdiscipline in the humanities that overlaps with discourse studies. Rhetoric, in

this case, is associated with the study of discourse in general.

A more precise explanation of what makes rhetoric a subdiscipline of discourse
studies relies on the fact that special rhetorical structures can be used in any discourse
to convey or produce specific effects, persuasion for instance. Their role is to
emphasize or deemphasize meaning to influence the recipients. A study of such a
discourse could involve an analysis of these rhetorical structures. Strictly speaking,
such analyses cannot be limited to those structures only, they also deal with the
cognitive effects of language use on listeners or readers as well as on the whole

communicative context.

1.2. Discourse Analysis

Discourse analysis is both an old and a new discipline. Its origins can be traced back
to classical rhetoric (van Dijk, 1985). Indeed, the emergence of discourse analysis can
be rendered to the decline of rhetoric as an independent academic discipline paralleled
with the emergence of historical and comparative linguistics and the birth of the

structural analysis of language along with new developments in other disciplines.

At the outset, Harris (1952) viewed discourse analysis procedurally as a formal
methodology, derived from structural methods of linguistic analysis: such a
methodology could break a text down into relationships (such as equivalence,

substitution) among its lower-level constituents.




Discourse analysis has been defined in multiple ways. In Brown and Yule’s (1983)
terms, discourse analysis is committed to an investigation of what and how language is
used for. Put another way, discourse analysis is concerned with the language used for
communication, how the language user employs texts to convey their intended
meaning and how the addressee works on linguistic messages in order to interpret
them (Brown & Yule, 1983: 1). Trudgill (1992) notes that discourse analysis
investigates linguistic units at levels above the sentence. It follows that discourse
analysis shifts the focus from the intra-sentential relations and takes it one step further
to examine the interplay of language items and the way they merge with the external
world to get their real communicative intent. In the same vein, Stubbs (1983: 131)
contends that: “Any study which is not dealing with (a) single sentences, (b) contrived
by the linguist, (¢) out of context, may be called discourse analysis.” Nunan (1993)
specifies the components of extra-linguistic context as follows: (1) the type of the
communicative event (joke, story, lecture, greeting, conversation, etc); (2) the topic;
(3) the purpose of the event; (4) the setting including both location and time; (5) the
participants and the relationships between them; and (6) the background knowledge

and assumption underlying the communicative event.

We understand that the objective of discourse analysis has become to examine and
explain how stretches of language considered in their full contextual, social, and
psychological factors become meaningful and unified for their users (Cook, 1989).
Along the same line of thought, Schiffrin (1994: 419) says that:

To understand the language of discourse, then, we need to understand the world
in which it resides: and to understand the world in which language resides, we

need to go outside of linguistics.

This provides the most basic reason for the interdisciplinary basis of discourse
analysis. The construction of discourse itself involves several processes that operate
simultaneously. Probing into this construction requires analytical tools that derive

from linguistics, sociology, psychology, anthropology, philosophy, communication,




semiotics and rhetoric. The selection of one of these tools depends on the aspect of

language being emphasized.

As for the object of study, discourse analysis has been used to understand a wide
range of texts including natural speech, conversations, written stories, description of
medical procedures, sermons, professional documentation, political speeches,
interview or focus group material, internet communication, journals and news reports,
TV advertisements, broadcast media, etc. Discourse analysts, in their study of this
wide range of objects, notice patterns of language in use and the circumstances
(participants, situations, purposes, outcomes) with which these are typically
associated. The discourse analyst’s particular contribution to this otherwise mundane
activity is to do the task consciously, deliberately, systematically, and, as far as
possible, objectively, and to produce their investigations results in the form of

descriptions, interpretations, and explanations.

Finally, a distinction is to be made between analysing discourse as an end in itself
and analysing it as a means to some other end. The first is the purpose of those whose
disciplinary affiliation is to linguistics — they are primarily concerned with the
description and understanding of the complex structures and mechanisms of socially
situated language-use. Here, discourse analysis is an area of study relevant to
linguistics. The second one, however, is the case where discourse analysis is a
methodology of research; many of the researchers in other fields — including linguists —
“are more interested in this idea that ‘life is in many ways a series of conversations’,
which implies that people’s talk can be a source of evidence about other aspects of

their lives” (Cameron, 2001: 8-9).

1.3. Political Discourse

To begin with, political discourse, a sub-category of discourse in general, can be
based on two criteria: functional and thematic (Schaffner, 1996). Its function varies

according to the nature of political activities and its topics are primarily related to




politics such as political activities, political ideas and political relations. Perhaps a
more accurate definition will be that of van Dijk (1995). He is away from such a
simplification that names any discourse about politics or by politicians a political
discourse; rather, he identifies political discourse by its participants (actors,
recipients), nature of the activities or practices, and context. The following example
fulfills the requirements of this definition and illustrates it: a speech delivered in an
electoral campaign by a candidate trying to persuade the audience to vote for them in a
place appropriate for such a meeting and during the period dedicated for the electoral
campaign. For van Dijk (1995), politicians talk politically only if they themselves and

their talk are contextualized® in such political communicative events like parliamentary
sessions or interviews with the media, that take place mostly in institutional settings.
Examples of political discourse include: cabinet meetings, government deliberations,
election campaigns, bills and laws, party programs, bureaucratic documents, media
interviews, protests by opposition parties and organizations, and political speeches.
We notice that political discourse is not a genre, but a class of genres defined by the

domain of politics (van Dijk, 1998).

Drawing on van Dijk’s definition, we can understand that the integration of political
texts and contexts in political events may result in accomplishing specific political
goals such as making or influencing political decisions, distributing social resources,
enacting regulations and laws, and the like. To reach these goals, every participant
would attempt to persuade the others in the direction of his/her own views, values or
plans (van Dijk, 1995). This brings us to conclude that political discourse is, by nature,

persuasive.

Once political discourse is confined to the institutionally bound text and talk

of politicians and its function is delimited by persuasion, our next task is to

1- The distinguishing properties of political discourse are largely contextual; otherwise, private talks on political issues, the
use of lexical and stylistic linguistic instruments characterizing discussions about political matters, and political media
language would be part of political discourse but they are not. The phrase ‘political language’ has been proposed as the

generic term to comprise all of those types including institutional discourse.




systematically describe the genres that belong to that domain. First, any description of
political discourse should not privilege text and neglect context since this latter is a
defining factor. Second, on the whole, political discourse is characterized by a general
formality at the levels of lexis, syntax, topics, rhetoric, strategies, and so on. The sides
that can be studied include: topics, coherence, arguments, lexical choices, style,
disclaimers and many rhetorical features (metaphors, euphemisms, hyperboles, etc.).
An analysis of a political discourse may of course reveal much about the unique
character of such a type, and also allows inferences about its cognitive, social and

especially linguistic functions (Dedaic”, 2005).

According to Jones and Peccei (2004), the success of politicians throughout ages
has been attributed to their skilful use of rhetoric by which they aim to persuade their
audience of the validity of their views. Historically, the study of political discourse
has been motivated by an interest in improving discourse and maximizing its societal
effects. For this sake, its investigation has long been carried out from a rhetorical

perspective.

Rhetorical scholars have been interested in studying the internal dynamics of
political discourse not via summarizing it but by describing how a speech works as a
rhetorical appeal. This process permits the examination of the content, strategies and
effects of the discourse, which in turn allows the comprehension of how the speaker
seeks to influence an audience. It also aids to evaluate both the effectiveness of the
speech as a rhetorical appeal and its and political implications. Rhetorical approaches
to political discourse usually highlight the dynamic relationships among speaker, text
and audience which are considered to be elements of the rhetorical situation. Speeches
by world leaders especially American political leaders have usually been subjected to
rhetorical criticism. For instance, Calderwood (2012) analysed rhetorically President
Barack Obama's speeches on climate change using Bitzer’s rhetorotical situation and

Burke’s cluster analysis to determine the motives and ideologies of the rhetor.




1.4. Political Speech

Political speeches are a genre of political discourse produced orally by politicians in
front of an audience; they are usually carefully crafted by professional speechwriters,
the fact that leaves no room for improvisations on the part of the speaker. Their
purpose is primarily persuasion rather than information or entertainment. So, such a
speech is produced with the aim to convince the audience to decide according to the
orator’s proposal or, at least, to persuade them that the orator’s opinions, advice or
decisions are correct or plausible (Dedaic”, 2005). This is because politics involves
concepts and contexts that are often essentially contested (Freeden, 1998). It goes
without saying that each party in the contest seeks to convince the other of the merits
of its policies by means of, among others, language. In this case, the political speech
becomes an argument of some kind. It represents an attempt: to provide others with
reasons for thinking, feeling or acting in some particular way; to motivate them; to
invite them to trust one in uncertain conditions; and to get them to see situations in a
certain light. Such speeches must, in some measure, adapt to audiences, confirming
their expectations and respecting their boundaries, even when they try to transform

them. They must develop images of the situation that is intrinsically persuasive.

As a matter of fact, public speeches are a vital pan of political campaigns because
they are used to introduce politicians to the public, to present issue positions, and to
motivate their audience to take action to their advantage. Shaw (1999) stresses the fact
that speeches by candidates and presidents can influence the public opinion. He lists a
number of studies showing that campaign speeches do influence voters and the
conclusion of his own research does confirm this belief. In an extensive literature
review, Rottinghaus (2006) finds evidence that presidents use rhetoric as a governing
mechanism to arouse public support for their policies. While in office, politicians
continually utilize campaign-like speechmaking tactics to keep the public focused on
issues they judge important and to maintain a positive image in the media. Since
presidents' and candidates' speeches aim mostly at maintaining or altering opinions and
attitudes, they are rich in persuasive techniques and they are worth examining in
academic studies.




As for the approaches to analyzing political speeches, they generally look at the
ways to relate the details of linguistic behavior to political behavior. Linguists are
interested in the linguistic structures used to get politically relevant messages across to
the addressees to achieve a specific function or goal. This can be done from two
perspectives. The first one implies starting from the linguistic micro-level and asking
which strategic functions word choice or specific structures help to fulfill. With regard
to word choice one can investigate: vague or imprecise words and phrases,
euphemisms, metaphors, and pronominal choices. Specific syntactic structure of the
sort of rhetorical questions, speech acts, textual complexity, and validity claims
(Dedaic’, 2005) can also be dealt with. The second perspective suggests starting from a
macro-level (the communicative situation and the function of a text) and asking which

linguistic structures have been chosen to fulfill this function (Dedaic’, 2005).

To end this discussion, a word should be said about the types of political speeches.
They can be categorized by occasion (commemorative, inaugural, farewell, victory,
proposing a bill, disputing a bill), speaker (national leader, parliamentarian, political
candidate, leader of a national or international political organization), and audience
(local, national, international; immediate, TV, or a mixture of some of them). Among
these, presidential along with parliamentary and campaign speeches have attracted

the most attention from linguists (Dedaic’, 2005).

1.5. Persuasion

Persuasion is a form of influence that achieves its goal by guiding people toward the
adoption of an idea, attitude, belief, viewpoint, behavior, intention, feeling and/or
action through appeals to reason, emotions, or some other means rather than force
(Seiter & Gass, 2004). Persuasion is defined as a process in which listeners change
their opinions under the influence of some discourse (van Dijk, 1998). The very fact
that this discourse can influence listeners and their reasoning means that the speaker
can influence their subsequent activities and participation in society (van Dijk, 2003).
O’Keefe (2002) argues that there are requirements for the sender, the means, and the

recipient to consider something persuasive. First, a persuasive message must involve a




goal and the intent to achieve that goal on the part of the message sender. Second,
communication is the means to achieve that goal. Third, the message recipient must
have free will (i.e., threatening or physical harm if the recipient doesn’t comply are
usually considered force, not persuasion). Accordingly, persuasion is not accidental,
nor is it coercive. It is inherently communicational. As a last note in this defining
paragraph, Lakoff (1981) considers unidirectionality in communication as a sufficient

requisite for a discourse to be regarded persuasive.

Advertising, propaganda, political rhetoric, campaigns and religious sermons are
obvious examples of persuasive discourse; however, persuasion may also occur in
conversation. In the classical tradition, only two types of persuasive discourse have

been identified: political or deliberative discourse and forensic or judicial discourse.

Sometimes persuasion is defined as an art of speaking or writing. The idea of art is
connected to rhetorical studies in that rhetoric is the art of persuasion. Indeed, the idea
of art entails also the mastery of complex skills because it is not that facile to provoke
an adequate reaction — acceptance by the audience. Aristotle (2010) claims that
persuasion requires three fundamental techniques: appeal to logic, emotion and to the
speakers’ character. Many subsequent rhetoricians have drawn on Aristotle in
identifying the strategies employed when persuading others; Makau (1990), for
example, listed: logical explanations, emotional appeals, truthful statements and

manipulative strategies.

Studies on persuasive speaking within the frame of rhetoric have received much
interest in the recent decades. Lauritzen (2009), for instance, combines old rhetoric,
new rhetoric and Critical Discourse Analysis to analyse the 2008 presidential debates
between Obama and Clinton. Furthermore, persuasive strategies have been studied
using, most of the time, the traditional Aristotelian method; Metsdmaki (2012), for

example, applied it in his investigation of EFL debates.




One final remark must be made prior to wrapping up this talk. It concerns the
analysis of persuasive discourse which has been impeded by confusion that has existed
since the nineteenth century over the nature of persuasive discourse in relation to
argumentative discourse due to the classification of discourse into only description,
narration, exposition and argumentation discarding persuasion as a discourse type by
American text writers such as Genung (1894). Ever since, argumentation has
substituted, subsumed or equalled persuasion. This confounding of argumentation and
persuasion has been challenged by rhetoritians like Kinneavy (1971) who argues that
such a confusion reduces persuasion to the logical appeal. Following Kinneavy, whose
approach is similar to that of Aristotle (2010), I will consider, in this research,
persuasive discourse to be that which integrates the rational, credibility, and affective

appeals. | will also consider argumentation to be restricted to reason.

1.6. Rhetoric

The English word rhetoric originally stems from the classical Greek phrase
rhétoriké which is usually translated as ‘the art of rhetoric’. One of the central most
debated components of rhetoric has been its definition. Over the course of 2500 years,
there has been a wide range of uses of and numerous definitions for the term rhetoric.
It has long been used in the context of public speech and “especially legal and civic
speech .... Spoken words attempt to convert listeners to a particular opinion, usually
one that will influence direct and immediate action...” (Bogost, 2007: 15). Bearing in
mind Bogost’s words, we can say that rhetoric has been utilized to mean public speech
designed for persuasion. This meaning was first adopted by Aristotle and has been
widespread ever since. Aristotle defines rhetoric as “the art of discovering all the
available means of persuasion in any given case” (Bizzell & Herzberg eds. 1990: 160).
Following Aristotle, several subsequent rhetoritians have associated rhetoric with
persuasion. The neo-Aristotelianism (cf. 2.4.1.) also emphasizes the rhetoric’s concern

with effect i.e. persuasion, rather than with permanence or beauty i.e. literature.

As articulated above, rhetoric is often seen as the art of persuasion but sometimes it

is understood as the abuse of language to exploit specious arguments, diffuse half-




truths, insinuate wrong ideas, move the passions, and thereby mislead the judgment
and deceive audience. Pieper (2000: 8) feared that rhetoric would be used to mislead
people because of his “conviction that everything can be justified if we look hard

enough for reasons.”

Besides associating it with persuasion and fraud, some rhetoricians combine
rhetoric with oratory. Mack (1993: 339) contends that: “rhetoric is the art of speaking
well, not about this or that, but about all subjects”. In general usage, rhetoric and
oratory are virtually synonymous. However, a distinction can be made: rhetoric is
taken to denote the theoretical art of speaking, and oratory is its practical application.
At Athens, a rhetor was originally, a public speaker in the ecclesia *, what we would
call a politician. Later, at Athens and Rome, a rhetor was a teacher of public speaking,

a rhetorician; rhetoric was the art they taught.

According to this latter definition that equates rhetoric to oratory, rhetoric is an art.
Hill (1877 as cited in Bizzell & Herzberg eds., 1990), presents it as an art: “It is
an art, not a science” (881). Day (in Bizzell & Herzberg eds. 1990), however,
advocates two uses for the term: rhetoric as an art and as a science. He differentiates

between them as follows:

Rhetoric has been correctly defined to be the Art of Discourse.... An art directly
and immediately concerns itself with the faculty of discoursing as its proper
subject....A science, on the other hand, regards rather the product of this faculty;

and, keeping its view directly upon that, proceeds to unfold its nature and proper

characteristics. ...the method of Art is synthetic, constructive;, while that of

Science is analytic and critical (864).

The term rhetoric has, moreover, been used to mean the theory of rhetoric. Kennedy

proposes the following general definition:

1 - The ecclesia was the assembly and sovereign body at Athens, comprising all the adult male citizens over the age of

eighteen, all equally entitled to address the assembly and to vote.



http://earlymusic.dikmans.net/rhetoric.html#endnote2

[Classical rhetoric] is that theory of discourse developed by the Greeks and
Romans of the classical period, applied in both oratory and in literary genres,
and taught in schools in antiquity, in the Greek and western Middle Ages, and

throughout the Renaissance and early modern period (Kennedy, 1999: 3).

This definition appears clear but Kennedy notes that problems do arise when we try to
define the characteristic contents of such a theory (Kennedy, 1999). Indeed, Kennedy
attempts to “define classical rhetoric and its tradition by examining the various strands

of thought which are woven together in different ways in different times” (Kennedy,
1999: 3).

The connotations of the term rhetoric have started to widen with the coming of the
‘new rhetoric’ in the 1960’s as philosophers and theorists declared that rhetoric did not
just refer to oratory or speeches; many other forms of communication have become
part of the rhetorical realm. It was argued that all acts whose intent or function is
persuasion are regarded as rhetorical acts. Usually, speeches have a clear persuasive
intent; so, they were easily conceived as rhetoric. Other actions or phenomena may
have a persuasive intent, but that intent is carried out through means other than
oratory, such as a stop light that influences motorists to stop or go. Still other
phenomena were not created to be persuasive but end up persuading: they have a
rhetorical function. They function as if their objective is to persuade in spite of the fact
that this was not the intent of their creators just like a reader who becomes motivated
by the main characters in a novel and acts as they did. According to the contemporary

understanding, both the stop light and the novel are rhetorical objects.

Foss (1989: 4) claims that rhetoric is “the use of symbols to influence thought and
action; it is simply an old term for what is now commonly called communication.” The
word symbols here does not refer only to a system of linguistic signs, but would also
incorporate virtually any humanly created symbols from which audiences derive
meaning  “sources including architecture, painting, performances, films,

advertisements, conversations, debates, speeches, books” (Foss et al., 1999). Booth
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(1978) also expands rhetoric to include novels, plays, editorials, songs and even non
verbal gestures. Nowadays web sites are reckoned as rhetorical artifacts. Of the more
recent critics who support such claims is Cathcart (1991) who says “rhetoric is used ...
to refer to a communicator’s intentional use of language and other symbols to
influence or persuade selected receivers to act, believe, or feel the way the
communicator desires in problematic situations” (2). So, any symbol deployed to

influence people has become a legitimate subject for rhetorical criticism.

Bryant (1973), arguing against some of the overly broad extensions of the scope of
rhetoric that have been advanced in his day, maintains that rhetoric should not be
identified with anything that persuades — such as guns, gold, pictures, colors, traffic
lights, elephants, donkeys, illuminated bottles of whiskey, or animated packs of
cigarettes —but rather limited to this traditional province of (spoken) discourse. Despite
Bryant's resistance, the field today addresses all contexts in which symbol use occurs
and includes almost any form of verbal or nonverbal communication but it still

maintains its interest in persuasion.

Another turning point in the development of rhetoric has been its liberation from the
classical definition that confines it to the art of persuasion and oratory. The
contemporary rhetoricians have extended it to include changing reality. In this sense,
Bitzer (1968, p.4) contends that rhetoric is “a mode of altering reality by the creation of
discourse which changes reality through the mediation of thought and action.” More
recent perspectives have gone beyond this and assumed that rhetoric constructs,
through interaction, a shared understanding of the world, by which individuals can
come to truth (Foss et al., 1999). According to this conceptualization, exchanges in the
form of dialogues can be the object of rhetoric. Broadly defined in this way, rhetoric
would seem to comprehend every kind of verbal expression that people engage in. In
other terms, the concept of rhetoric has been expanded by claiming that everyday-
conversation is a form of rhetoric — not only composition in prose. All the same,
rhetoricians customarily have excluded from their province such informal modes of

speech as “small talk”, jokes, greetings, exclamations, gossip, simple explanations and




directions albeit they express informative, directive and persuasive objectives (Corbett
& Connors, 1999). So, rhetoric is, as it has always been, concerned mostly with those
instances of formal, premeditated, sustained monologue in which a person seeks to

exert an effect on an audience (Corbett & Connors, 1999).

To cut the long story short, definitions of rhetoric are abundant and varied; Scolt
(1972) rightly argues that “any fixing definition of rhetoric will be inadequate to the
wide range of uses of the term.” Therefore, for the purposes of the present dissertation,
I would opt for one operational definition, that of Aristotle: “[rhetoric is]the art of

discovering all the available means of persuasion in any given case” (Bizzell, and

Herzberg eds. 1990: 160).

1.7. Rhetorical Criticism and Analysis

The terms ‘critic’ and ‘analyst’ will be used interchangeably in this research. This is
justified as follows. To begin with, Collins English Dictionary (2003) defines the word
criticism as “the analysis or evaluation of a work of art, literature, etc.” In much the
same way, the Concise Oxford English Dictionary (2006) states that ‘criticism’ is “the
analysis and judgment of the merits and faults of a literary or artistic work
successfully”. If, on the basis of these two definitions someone opposes my idea of
equating ‘rhetorical analysis’ to ‘rhetorical criticism’ claiming that criticism entails
analysis and/or evaluation, | would admit it. However, the purpose of the present
thesis is far from evaluating Obama’s speeches, it is just an investigation of them. For
this reason, the term criticism, in our context, does not entail the meaning of judgment
— in the sense of giving praise or condemnation — but is confined to that of breaking
down a text into pieces and studying how those parts work to create a certain effect. In
addition, Foss (2004: 3) determines a critic’s task as “ask[ing] a question about a
rhetorical process or phenomenon and how it works.” This is also the task of a
rhetorical analyst. In the same vein, Morgan (1982: 15) states that “theory, analysis
and criticism....would be joined together under the encompassing heading of criticism

and those working in the field would be critics whether their concern were primarily




theoretical, analytical or evaluative...the three areas are inseparable, that one cannot

pursue one without . . . pursuing the others.”

Above all, in the literature, the two phrases ‘rhetorical criticism’ and ‘rhetorical
analysis’ are generally employed to mean almost the same thing. Maybe this 1s due to
the fact that since the 1960°s and beyond the critical purpose has been expanded in
several ways so critics no longer need to evaluate the quality of rhetoric. Now, one
purpose of criticism or analysis is to illuminate the rhetoric, or provide insight about it
(Zarefsky, 1980). When people encounter rhetoric, they usually do so quickly and
superficially, giving it some thought but not much reflection. The illuminating critic or
analyst is able to examine the rhetoric to discover what is not obvious to the casual
observer and what properties used to achieve a particular effect. Through the process
of rhetorical criticism, “we can understand and explain why we like (get influenced)

why we don’t like (don’t get influenced by) something” (Foss, 2004: 7).

| should also make a hint to the fact that the objects of study of either rhetorical
analysis or criticism are symbolic acts and artifacts. An act is executed in the presence
of a rhetor’s intended audience — the delivery of a speech. Because “an act tends to be
fleeting and ephemeral, making its analysis difficult” (Foss, 2004: 7), rhetorical critics
study almost just “the artifact of an act — the text, trace, or tangible evidence of the
act” (Foss). When a rhetorical act is transcribed, printed and preserved, it becomes a
rhetorical artifact that then is accessible to an audience wider than the one that
witnessed the rhetorical act. So, the term artifact, along with the terms text and
discourse, will be used to refer to the corpus, the object of analysis in the present

dissertation.

1.8.Conclusion

We notice that all the terms dealt with all throughout the entire chapter integrate a
whole palette of meanings and have generated a lot of debate among scholars about

what they mean and how they should be used (excepted from this generalization are




the political speech and persuasion). We have seen that the meanings of some terms
like discourse, discourse analysis and rhetoric tend to vary quite significantly
depending on the theoretical preferences of those who use them. | have, therefore,

specified the meaning each term has in this academic enterprise.

To sum up, discourse is a combination of sentences in context. Discourse analysis
has different views from which I discarded the “more textually-oriented views which
concentrate mostly on language features of texts” (Paltridge, 2012: 1) and | adopted
the “more socially-oriented views which consider what the text is doing in the social
and cultural setting in which it occurs” (Paltridge, 2012: 1). A political discourse,
furthermore, is a one held by a politician in an institutional context whereas a political
speech is a speech presented to a live audience. Concerning persuasion, it is the art of
influencing others. With regard to the term rhetoric, | endorsed the idea that it is the art

of persuasion.
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Introduction

Rhetoric is the art of persuasion. The rhetorical theory offers a method for
discovering the means of persuasion in discourse. Since the classical period up to the
introduction of the new rhetoric, the views and perceptions have altered immensely in
a myriad of ways. Consequently, | suggest, in order to overcome the complexity of
understanding the rhetorical theory and its application, to go through the rhetoric’s

history with special focus on the areas pertinent to persuasion.

The practice of rhetoric began in the Greek period. The main theories, practices and
teachings of the art of the Greeks (500-400 BCE)' and the Romans (507 BC - 476
AD)? all constitute the classical rhetoric. In the Middle Ages (500-1400), rhetoric was
devalued in Europe but was flourishing in the Arab world. The Renaissance and Early
Modern scholarships (1500-1750), though contributed little to the rhetorical theory,
have a share, here, to trace the continuity of the traditional work. In the turn of the
twentieth century, the new rhetoric broke down with the old tradition that confines
rhetoric to persuasion. New theories have promulgated in a quantity and audacity
unprecedented in the history of rhetoric. Brock et al. (1990), for instance, identify
twelve methods of rhetorical criticism. However, | will give snapshots only on the
ones germane to the analysis of a persuasive discourse. This chapter will end up by a
revised version of Burke’s cluster analysis method by which the analysis of the corpus

is informed.

1- Solway, A. (2001).
2- Mackay, C.S. (2004).
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2.1. Rhetoric in Ancient Times
Dixon (1971) claimed that “Presumably the oldest reference to rhetoric can be found
in Homer’s epic poem”. Undeniably, several Greek and Roman philosophers

contributed to the classical rhetoric.

2.1.1. Rhetoric in Ancient Greek

Though the practice of rhetoric began much earlier, many historians credit the
ancient city state of Athens as the birthplace of classical rhetoric arose in 5th century
BC. Because of the rise of democracy, every free man had to speak in the Assembly
and persuade his countrymen to vote for or against a particular piece of legislation;
they were also expected to speak on their own courts of law (Kennedy, 1994). The
ability to do this successfully depended on one’s rhetorical skills. With time rhetoric
became essential to gain success in public life and schools began to be established by
the sophists to teach this art. We will begin our tour in Ancient Greece with the
Sophists, Plato, and Aristotle—who have come to be regarded as the forefathers of

rhetoric.

2.1.1.1. The Sophists

The Sophists were itinerant groups of teachers who traveled from polis to polis and
taught young men in public places how to go through communication effectively. As
Hunt (1965 as cited in Hogan, 2013: 4) notes, “the original sophists were professional
teachers who helped meet the need for rhetorical training in Athens.” Their paid
services included: public performance, speech writing, instruction in argumentation
and style, and clever word play even at the expensive of truth. Thus, to become a
persuasive public speaker necessitated training in the manipulation of language,
because, for them, language could never be objective since it was too culturally
symbolic and emotionally charged. Over time, however, the sophists acquired a

negative reputation as greedy, deceiving and arrogant instructors.




2.1.1.2. Plato

Plato was very critical of the Sophists for they used fallacious reasoning concealed
in decorated language to deceive others. He did not regard rhetoric asanartbutasaform
of flattery because some people used it to escape punishment in trials. Indeed, Plato’s
central argument against rhetoric is “hinged on his conviction that the emotions are

irrational inthe sense that they undermine the rule of reason ...” (Carroll, 1998: 250).

Later in his life, Plato realized that he had always made use of rhetorical techniques;
therefore, he wrote Phaedrus (360 BC) in which he showed a positive role of rhetoric
and laid down a fairly complete system for a proper, perhaps ideal, rhetoric. Plato’s
model stressed the role of audience when creating a rhetorical discourse. He did so by
calling rhetoricians to understand the souls of all men, of those of one’s audience, and
know what would move those souls toward the acceptance of what would a rhetorician

bring.

2.1.1.3. Aristotle

If 1 went quickly through the Greek contributions to rhetoric, the case will be
different with Aristotle. 1 will present his theory with some explicitness because
Aristotle “provided the first comprehensive theory of rhetorical discourse” (Dillard &
Pfau, 2002: ix) in the fifth century BC and persuasion was central to his theory. Gross
& Walzer (2000, p. ix) note that "all subsequent rhetorical theory is but a series of

responses to issues raised" by Aristotle's rhetoric.

Aristotle defined rhetoric within a persuasive framework: “[rhetoric is] the faculty
of discovering the possible means of persuasion in reference to any subject whatever”
(Aristotle, 1991, para. 1355 b). Persuasion, for him, can be achieved via a trichotomy
of appeals: ethos (the character of the speaker), pathos (the emotional state of the
hearer), and logos (the argument) (Covino & Jolliffe, 1995). It seems that these

elements are respectively relevant to the three components of a speech: the speaker,




the listener to whom the speech is addressed, and the subject that is treated in the
speech (Aristotle, 1991).

One mode of persuasion is ethos, a Greek word meaning ‘character’. According to
Aristotle, speakers must establish ethos through: (1) practical intelligence, (2) virtuous
character, and (3) good will (Aristotle, 1991). The concept includes also morals,
expertise and knowledge. To influence the audience, it is not necessary to be actually
virtuous nor does a preexisting good character be part of the technical means of
persuasion. Aristotle stresses the idea that appeal to ethos comes from a person's use of
language i.e. any speaker who is well versed in his or her subject and well spoken

about it can gain credibility.

The Greek word pathos stands for suffering and experience. It represents an appeal
to the audience's emotions. The success of any persuasive effort depends on the
emotional dispositions of the audience for we do not react in the same way when we
grieve or rejoice. Thus, the orator arouses emotions because they have the power to

modify the people’s reactions (Aristotle, 1991).

Logos is also “a Greek term which means word or reason” (Ramage & John, 1998:
81). It refers to persuasion by logical reasoning. Aristotle was the first to analyze an
argument in a systematic manner. He did this by dividing arguments into two types:
inductions and deductions. Induction is defined as the move “from one or more similar
cases, [to] arrive at a general proposition” (Aristotle, 2010: 147). The inductive
argument in rhetoric is the example. Unlike other inductive arguments, the example
does not proceed from many particular cases to one universal case, but from one
particular to a similar particular to form a general proposition. A deduction is an
argument which departs from one or more general premises to reach logical certain
conclusion. For instance, human beings are mortal (major premise); Plato is a human
being (minor premise); so, Plato is mortal (conclusion). The deductive argument in
rhetoric is called the enthymeme. An enthymeme has the function of a proof. More

precisely, it is a rhetorical syllogism whose premises are based either on “probabilities




or signs” (Aristotle, 1991, para. 1357b). Signs “... are propositions that are necessarily

. true” (para. 1357b). An example of sign-enthymemes could be: “Though
unexperienced, he always manages crises successfully; so, he must be gifted.” Here,
the person’s success in managing crises is a sign of his giftedness. Regarding
probabilities, they ... are propositions that are generally ... true” (para. 1357b). For
instance, “Most migrant workers on the Estate were unemployed. We met David who

had lived on the Estate for two years. David was Unemployed.”

We notice, however, that the concept of enthymeme is problematic at two levels:
form and influence on the audience. Concerning form, Aristotle fails to give a clear
definition to this concept; he states: “an enthymeme is a rhetorical syllogism” (1991,
para. 1356b). A syllogism, by definition, comprises three divisions: major premise,
secondary premise and a conclusion. In modern times, there exist three conventional
orders of enthymemes. The first-order enthymeme suppresses the major premise. The
second-order enthymeme suppresses the minor premise. The third-order enthymeme
suppresses the conclusion. Other orders of enthymemes, in which two elements of the
syllogism are suppressed, could be postulated (Edward & Robert, 1999). The question
that | pose here concerns whether there is always an implicit premise or a conclusion.
If yes, a pragmatic level must be distinguished for the unsaid is estimated to be so
obvious but it may also be open to different interpretations on the part of the audience.
For instance, a politician may say: “we are witnessing a terrible economic crisis” and
stops or moves to something else. The implied conclusion from this premise could be:
“we must keep united”, “we will suffer from hunger”, or “we have taken the necessary

steps to rise as soon as possible”, etc.

Still with form, the other point | wonder about is whether all enthymemes take the

form of a syllogism. Unfortunately, a clear-cut answer in the literature is not available.

Following Aristotle’s model of an argument structure, the premise(s) of an
enthymeme can be wrong; nevertheless, they can lead to a wrong, albeit logical,

conclusion as in this example: wise men are just, since Socrates is just. Thus, this




model helps us to analyze only the internal consistency of arguments and to be on the
lookout for errors in reasoning. It appears that Aristotle's attention was directed toward

types of substantial relations between premises and conclusions.

Generally speaking, Aristotle's approach to the enthymeme seems to shift from
argumentation to logic, and it has a limited capacity in the analysis of arguments. The
term argument, here, is taken to mean a reason given in support or dismissal of an
idea. This reason could be given in the form of statistics, comparisons, laws, etc. These
do not always suit the structured argument i.e. a conclusion deduced from premises.
Even in everyday life, real arguments tend to be so messy and complicated that it is
difficult, if not impossible, to analyse all of them according to the structure of a
syllogism. Finally, Aristotle tends to focus almost exclusively on the form(s)
arguments take, and this often requires the abstraction of context and content. Yet,
context and content are deemed crucial when one comes to analyse arguments used in

a discourse.

With regard to the enthymeme’s impact on the audience, in an enthymeme whose
one or two elements are omitted, the rhetor assumes that they are self-evident and that
the listeners are active participants since they supply the missing part. Aristotle (2010)
suggests that the enthymeme is particularly interesting given its relationship to its
audience. He remarks: “enthymemes excite more favorable audience reaction” (p. 40).
However, it seems that Aristotle is talking solely about the case when a speech is
perfectly tailored to obtain a specific reaction from a particular audience. What he may
not have accounted for is the possibility that an unintended audience encounters the
rhetorical piece especially in the age of mass media now. As a result, enthymemes can
undergo a variety of interpretations because of shift in their original context. I think, in
this case, the use of an enthymeme can turn away from its original purpose of
persuasion. The other point regarding enthymemes is that the audience of a public
speech is generally characterized by an intellectual insufficiency; therefore,
enthymemes must not be as precise as a scientific demonstration and should be shorter

than ordinary dialectical arguments.




All in all, Aristotle restricts logos to enthymemes and examples. The concept of
enthymeme is obscure and problematic which makes it hard and fruitless to engage in
identifying and analysing them. Because of these limitations, it becomes difficult for
one to give a comprehensive analysis of arguments with the sole reliance on
Aristotle’s theory. The advantage of Aristotle's rhetoric is that it covers non-
argumentative tools of persuasion. He makes orators aware of the need to stimulate

emotions and make themselves credible.

2.1.2. Rhetoric in Ancient Rome

After the decline of the Greek Empire, the Romans inherited the rhetorical flavor
but added just little to the Greeks’ repertoire of persuasive techniques. For the Roman
rhetoricians, the ideal orator was not merely one with exceptional gifts of speech, but
also a “good man” with “all the excellences of character” (Butler, 1969: 9 — 11). They
considered the principles of moral conduct an integral part of the rhetorical art, not
something to be left to the ethicists or philosophers. It was only about 300 years after
Aristotle that the Roman rhetoricians started contributing works on the art of rhetoric.

Among the most famous ones were Cicero and Quintilian.

2.1.2.1. Cicero

Cicero defines rhetoric as “speech designed to persuade” (Bizzell & Herzberg eds.,
1990: 203). For him, to be persuasive, a man needs knowledge in all fields:
philosophy, politics, literature, ethics, law, medicines, and so on. He emphasizes the
notion of ‘audience analysis’ by which he means that the speaker must adjust the
speech to the social background and the intellectual level of the audience.
Cicero’s De Inventione (2004) provides a tripartite division of public speech:

deliberative, forensic and epideictic.

Deliberative rhetoric refers to speeches or pieces of writing that attempt to persuade
an audience to take (or not to take) some action. A speech taking place in the

legislative assembly or political debates in general falls under the category of




deliberative rhetoric. This kind of rhetoric is usually associated with politics and is
concerned with decisions about future actions. Deliberative topics might include:
taxes, education, legislation, health insurance, personal wellness, war and peace, and
the defense of the country. Deliberative speakers would first raise interest in these
topics; once interest is peaked, they might find that listeners have become more prone

to being persuaded.

Forensic or judicial rhetoric is the type of rhetoric relevant to legal arguments
advanced before a court; it requires decisions about whether a past event was
according or contrary to the law. The purpose of the speaker is to accuse somebody or
defend oneself or someone else. In the modern era, judicial discourse is primarily

employed by lawyers in trials, in courtrooms.

The Epideictic oratory is also called ceremonial discourse; itisused to praise or blame
during ceremonies. While the deliberative and judicial species have their context ina
controversial situation in which the listener has to decide in favor of one of two
opposing parties, ceremonial speaking does not aim at such a decision: it relates
somebody’s ideals and values to those of a diverse audience so as to praise or blame
them for their deeds as being honorable or shameful. Ben Witherington (2006)
contends that, in general, epideictic rhetoric is highly emotional and meant to inspire
the audience to appreciate something or someone, or at the other end of the spectrum,
despise somethingor someone. This type of rhetoric includes funeral orations, eulogies,
letters of recommendation, the language of openings and closings in addresses,
speeches delivered in retirement or graduation occasions, in festivals, or in state visits,
and the like. Interpreted more broadly, epideictic rhetoric may also include works of

literature.

There is little doubt that these three categories do not exhaust the kinds of discourse
possible. These three have persisted and still prove useful in rhetorical analysis, partly
because they focus on common social situations where persuasion is important and on

broad categories of intention. It might seem like these kinds are based upon where they




take place, but it is rather a matter of what arguments are being used and whether the
audience must take a stand or not. It is not uncommon to find two of the three types

utilized in one single speech.

Another major contribution of Cicero is his establishment of the five canons of
rhetoric: invention, arrangement, style, memory and delivery (Cicero, 2001). Eluci-
dated from the perspective of a practicing orator, these categories supply a
systematized way of analysis of rhetoric. They serve both analytical and generative
purposes. That is to say, they provide a template for the criticism of discourse (and

orations in particular), and they give a pattern for rhetorical education.

The first canon is invention (inventio). It is concerned with finding arguments and
amassing materials. So, the critic would analyze a speech to examine how the speaker
established his ethos, how he stimulated the passions and whether or not his arguments
were strong. Succinctly, in invention, elements that might have affected the speaker’s

choice of material are examined to identify the available means of persuasion.

The second classical canon of rhetoric is disposition (dispositio) which is concerned
with the arrangement and organization of the material gathered. In the analysis of the
speech, the task is to explain how the appeals within each part were organized and why

that organization was genius for the purposes of the discourse.

Elocution (elocutio), also referred to as style, is the third classical canon of rhetoric.
This canon permits the investigation of the use of language in discourse. The question
is how the speaker made stylistic choices to achieve his/her purpose and how he/she
adapted his language style to particular audience and subject. Cicero divided style into
three types: the plain style for arguments, the middle style for charm and the
passionate style for persuasion. Under the canon of style the critic ought to consider
the orator’s use of tropes and figures. The basic question for the critic is how well the

style fits the audience and the occasion.




The other rhetorical canon is memory (memoria) by which is meant the study of the

devices used to aid remember the speech during its delivery.

Delivery (pronuntiatio) is the fifth canon and is relevant to vocal utterances and
body movements. Critics may want to know how the speaker presented the message,
addressing both the effective use of voice and physical dynamics. It should be noted
that memory and delivery have always been the least important of the five as they are

not often addressed in rhetorical criticisms.

Although these categories have lost their specific labels and the boundaries have
been blurred somewhat, they still form the basis for contemporary discussions that can
be termed “neo-Aristotelian” (Baird, 1965: 16).

2.1.2.2. Quintilian

Oratory for Quintilian is the art of speaking well with the purpose of persuasion
(Bizzell & Herzberg, eds., 1990). He claims that rhetoric is an amoral activity but
engagement in it needs to be done in a proper way which necessitates men of virtues
so that they use rhetoric to tell but the truth. He embraced Cicero’s classification of

rhetorical discourse into forensic, deliberative, and epideictic.

In much the same way as Cicero who laid forth the five canons which have been
used in education, Quintilian also was mostly interested in training, a fact which is
demonstrated by his monumental four-volume work, Institutio Oratoria, the “most
ambitious single treatise on education produced by the ancient world” (Murphy, 1965
as cited in Hogan, 2013: 5). It was more than a mere handbook of rhetoric; rather, it set

out a program for educating the citizen-orator.

2.2. Rhetoric in the Middle Ages

Europe did not make significant contributions to the art of rhetoric during the dark

ages and midieval works were mere compilations of the Greeko-Roman tradition.




However, at the same period, rhetoric was evolving in other parts in the world namely
in the Middle East.

To begin with, the Arab rhetoric is rooted in the pagan era that preceded the advent
of Islam, termed Aldjahiliyyah. Outstanding poems and speeches stood as the
preeminent forms of rhetoric. The more eloquent® a poet or an orator was, the higher
their social status became. Interestingly, the ultimate purpose of those practitioners and
recipients of rhetoric was to guarantee and examine the smooth and harmonious
aesthetic dimension of the rhetorical text which used to come loaded with diverse

rhetorical figures (not clearly delimited nor categorized at the time).

In short, pre-Islamic Arab rhetoric necessitated the development of taste, critical
acumen and beautiful style with the goal of pursuing personal grace, leisure enjoyment

and social advancement.

With the coming of Islam, people, astonished at the unsurpassable beauty of the
Qur’an, embarked on studying the miracle of Muhammed’s prophethood by looking
for elements of beauty, then, describing, classifying and codifying them. As a matter
of fact, the compilation of those aesthetic aspects was based on not only the Qur’anic
text but also the pre-Islamic poems which both embody far-fetched rhetorical devices

that adorn language.

As such rhetoric continued to evolve until it reached its peak in the Abbasid period
(750-1258) when Abdu Allah Ibnu Almu’tazz and Aldjurdjani wrote, respectively,
Albadi’ and The Secrets of Rhetoric, two books which laid, among others, the

foundations for the Arab rhetoric.

Regarding the definition of rhetoric, the Muslim rhetoricians generally agreed that

it is the transmission of meaning utilizing correct, clear, appropriate utterances in

1- The terms eloquence and rhetoric were synonymous.




a way to leave an impact on the audience. Al-Jahiz (2008) stated that ““A speech cannot

be said to be rhetorical only if its meaning outruns its linguistic items” (115).

Undoubtfully, the most distinguished contribution of the Arabs is their division of
rhetoric into three branches: (1) word order or Ilm Almaani which embodies repetition,
propositions (Alkhabar), non-propositions (Alinchaa), etc; (2) figures of speech or IIm
Albayan that includes devices such as metaphor and analogy; and (3) embellishment or

Ilm Albadi’ which covers elements like metonymy and alliteration.

Up until the twentieth century, the Arab rhetoric has not been influenced by the
persuasion-based Aristotelian heritage and kept focused on taste, style decorum and
clarity. Yet, we can assume that a beautiful and comprehensible text is meant to affect
readers or listeners, thus, can also participate in a persuasive endeavor. It is this idea
that made me think the present section on the Arab rhetoric is not irrelevant in this

thesis.

Furthermore, the theoretical and practical Western views that rhetoric should be
adapted to an audience, responsive to a situation and persuasion seeking barely exist in
the Arab rhetorical studies. Still, the latter stress, more or less, the appropriateness (a

hint to the audience and the situation) of a piece of rhetoric.

2.3. Rhetoric in the Renaissance and Early Modern Periods

The early modern period has been characterized by what Garsten (2006) calls “attack
on rhetoric” (10). The beginnings of this attack can be traced to the rise of political and
religious fanaticism in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Fearing the effects of
demagoguery on public opinion, the classical tradition was undermined to downplay
the role of persuasion. Such an attack contributed to an aestheticization of rhetoric that

transformed it into “a literary enterprise rather than a political one” (11-12).

The shift of emphasis in rhetorical theory from persuasion to the aesthetic was most

obvious in the belletristic movement led by Hugh Blair and George Campbell in the




late eighteenth century. That movement represented the first real alternative to the
classical tradition as it radically expanded the scope of the discipline by combining the
study of rhetoric, other arts (poetry, drama, and even biography and history), and
literature into acommon discipline, with an emphasis on taste, style, culture, and critical
analysis of the most distinguished compositions. Put differently, rhetoric started to
include the written forms while classically it was confined to oratory (Blair, 1965).
The belletristic rhetoricians did, then, appreciate “the potentialities of persuasion as a
force in a democracy and in a Christian society” (Golden & Corbett, 1968 as cited in
Hogan, 2013: 6). In this area, they emphasized emotion over reason, distinguishing

between “conviction”and “persuasion”and associating the latter withthe human passions.

In all of these developments there was, clearly, something “new”, hence, called
“new rhetorics.” They were not the only novel changes, yet. A new theory of rhetoric,
another more “scientific” alternative paradigm to the classical emphasis on persuasion,
was elaborated by George Campbell on the basis of the eighteenth century theory of
psychology and the classical rules of discourse. His Resemblance Theory of rhetoric
implies that the audience belief in a rhetor’s claim is dependent on the extent to which
the audience’s response to the verbal stimuli of the rhetor “resembles the mind’s
ordinary response to actual experience” (Walzer, 1999: 79). In order to achieve this,
the speakers must consider appeal to emotions. For Campbell, emotions are also stirred
using flourished style (Walzer, 2003).

2.4. Rhetoric in Contemporary Times

In the twentieth century, the rhetorical theory has undertaken paths other than the
ornamental conceptions of the late Middle Ages. The shift in rhetorical studies is
attributed to the renewed importance of language and persuasion in an age that was
witnessing a proliferation of mass media and advertising. It is also due to the rise of
cultural studies. The resurrection of rhetoric gave birth to diverse theories, only seven
of them will be treated for they serve the purposes of the present thesis i.e. they are

applicable to persuasive discourse. All in all, | will a snapshot of the theoretical bases




of each perspective followed, when possible, by a procedural part in which | lay out
steps for the application of the method, ending by the criticism(s) that approach has

received.

2.4.1. The Social Movement Approach

A social movement is an organized collectivity that promotes or opposes changes in
societal norms and values. Since their aim is to shape society, persuasion is pervasive

in the rhetoric of social movements’ actors.

By launching the investigation of social movement criticism, Griffin (1952) has
shifted the purview of rhetorical criticism away from the study of single pieces of
oratory and attempted to lay out questions about how to study a mass of discourses of
orators belonging to the same movement to discover the rhetorical structures peculiar
to that movement. Griffin does not provide a method with which to analyze social
movements’ rhetoric: he simply presents a series of questions to be considered by the
analyst like “what rhetorical criteria should the student use in evaluating the public
address of the movement?” and “how should the student go about the process of
synthesis involved in reporting the movement?” (Griffin, 1952: 187), and the like. His
answers to such questions incorporate three imprecise steps to criticism: (a) an
overview of the historical background of a movement, (b) a summary of the studies
describing, analysing, or criticizing several periods of the movement, and (c) an
attempt to set a matrix of the history of the movement that will summarize the
rhetorical pattern (Griffin, 1952).

In contrast with Griffin, Simons (1970) regards movement studies as a separate
genre that requires a separate treatment. He thinks that the uniqueness of the rhetorical
situation of movement discourse calls for the necessity of a new theory of persuasion
apart from the “standard tools of rhetorical criticism” (2). Yet, Simons does not set out
a specific methodology for movement discourse criticism except his proposition of a

“leader-centered concept of persuasion” (2), which outlines the rhetorical




requirements, problems and strategies faced by leaders. Simons admits that approaches

to social movement rhetoric do not yet have enough theory to draw on.

While Griffin and Simons consider social movement discourse as “a distinct domain
of rhetorical behavior” (Zarefsky, 2006: 137), Zarefsky argues that it cannot be
recognized as a genre because he does not believe in its distinctiveness since the
“propositions which describe or explain social movements might easily apply to other
rhetorical behavior as well” (129). The rhetorical forms of social discourse, for
example, resemble those of campaigns. For this reason Zarefsky says that the study of
social movement texts contributes neither to rhetorical theory nor to the identification

of a new genre of rhetorical studies.

Obviously, social movement criticism is still facing theoretical hurdles: there is no
single method appropriate only to the rhetorical analyses of social movementdiscourse. It
IS noteworthy that generic criticism (Gustainis, 1982) and fantasy theme analysis

(Foss, 1977) are among the methods that have been used to study this kind of rhetoric.

2.4.2. The ldentification Approach

According to Burke’s philosophy, rhetoric is viewed as the use of words by human
agents to form attitudes or to induce actions in human agents (Burke, 1969).
Whereas the key term in old rhetoric is persuasion, Burke’s new rhetoric emphasizes
identification, which he regarded both as a means and an end of rhetoric.
Identification, a Latin term meaning ‘the same’, is used by Burke to refer to that
strategy when the speaker uses linguistic signs to show that his properties (interests,
values, beliefs, views, perspectives, attitudes, etc.) are similar to or identical with the
listeners’ properties, so as to achieve persuasion. Identification occurs via emphasis on
the margin of overlap between the rhetor’s and the audience’s experiences (Heath,
2001). It is essential to know how one can identify with the other. Burke provides an
explanation of this by noting: “You persuade a man only insofar as you can talk his

language by speech, gesture, tonality, order, image, attitude, idea, identifying your




ways with his” (1969, p. 55). Cheney (1983: 145) mentions two less direct types of

identification strategies discussed by Burke:

identification by antithesis, whereby a speaker promotes identification with a
listener by virtue of an ‘enemy’ both speaker and listener have in common,; and
identification by an ‘assumed we’ whereby a speaker uses references such as
‘we,” in a way that is largely unnoticed but allows the speaker to group together

parties who have little in common.

A Burkian example on deliberate attempts at identification would be a politician who,
when speaking to farmers says, “I was a farm boy myself” (Burke, 1969: xiv).

In fact, what worried me about Burke’s theory is that he perhaps fails to mention if
the similarities between the rhetor and the audience are real or fake. In case of using
‘fake identification’ (for instance, when politicians on the campaign trail tend to
downplay their wealth and privilege to claim a common-man identity), | may wonder
whether or not it would increase the persuasiveness of an address. My other concern is
with Burke’s emphasis that a rhetor can identify with his listeners semi-consciously. A
speaker, for example, may use symbols associated with wealth or class to identify with
such nuances without being fully aware of doing so i.e. he/she does so not wholly
deliberately yet not unconsciously (Burke, 1969). In such cases, an analyst of this
speaker’s message might mistakingly consider some processes as strategies for
persuasion while they are genuinely unintended messages but mere unconscious

processes of the human mind (Day, 1960).

2.4.3. The New Rhetoric Approach

Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s argumentation theory (1969) connects rhetoric to
the traditional Aristotelian works on public addresses; therefore, it is called the New
Rhetoric theory — a name that was also given to the Renaissance rhetoric. In this
theory, the term rhetoric covers argumentation on all levels from personal

deliberations to public discourse (Hairston, 1976).




This theory does not focus on rhetoric as having one particular audience; instead, it
is concerned with any kind of audience regardless of its size or level of knowledge
(Hairston, 1976). Perelman defines audience as: “the gathering of those whom the
speaker wants to influence by his or her argument” (Perelman, 1982: 14). When
tackling a controversial point, the speaker should begin with an argument’ that is built
on a premise that the audience already adheres to, in order not to falter. Perelman puts
it this way: “To adapt to an audience is, above all, to choose as premises of

argumentation theses the audience already holds” (23).

As mentioned above, at the start of the activity of argumentation, the orator should
choose propositions the audience already accepts (Perelman, 1982). In case of absence
of any shared values between the speaker and the listeners, the former must establish a
presence with the latter in order to make the arguments seem closer to them. This
rhetor’s effort to connect the starting point of the argument to the desired conclusion is
the effort to create liaison. Liaison is a type of argument that forms an association
between the accepted premise and the conclusion that the speaker wishes to gain
adherence to (Perelman). An example on liaison could be the use of quasi-logical
arguments which look logical but with closer examination, they become
distinguishable from logical reasoning although they are based on a premise that the
audience supposedly adheres to. There are numerous types of argumentation that fall
under the subcategory of quasi-logical arguments like reciprocity, transitivity, and

probabilities, etc. (c.f. Perelmane, 1969).

Perelman’s theory has also been subject to criticism on the basis that it does not
include all the different modes of persuasion. It centers entirely on the structures of
arguments; it seems to be too preoccupied with logos; and it neglects the apathetic and
ethical appeals. However, in a reply to this criticism, Perelman (1982) states that since

rhetoric addresses man in his entirety, he must necessarily utilize all three modes of

1- The word ‘argument’ is used here to imply more than just the way a point is arrived at logically or the steps by which the
reader is persuaded to agree with it. It means something more like how the material is organised rhetorically.




persuasion. To conclude in a positive note, Frank (2003) considers that the positive

reception of New Rhetoric far outweighs its criticism.

2.3.4. Toulmin’s Approach

As articulated previously, a persuasive discourse is, without doubt, about
convincing others of one’s views; consequently, the ability to form an argument is a
critical factor for a discourse builder. A widely used model for analysing the validity
and form of an argument is that of Toulmin. At the outset, Toulmin’s model was
purely a theory of argumentation. His objective was “to criticize the assumption . . .
that any significant argument can be put in formal terms” (Toulmin, 2003: 3). He
aimed at setting forth a practical structure of arguments that is composed of a claim
followed by the justification for that claim. In fact, Toulmin’s work opposed the
theoretical arguments which arrive at a claim by making inferences from a set of
principles. Later on, this model was adopted by scholars of rhetoric as a tool for
developing and analysing arguments. It allows us to break an argument into its diverse
parts so as to make judgment about how well the parts work together, and how they

influence us to respond in the way we do.

To analyse an argument, Toulmin (2003) proposes a schema of six interrelated
components: the claim, the evidence, the warrant, the backing, the rebuttal, and the

qualifier.

The claim is the main point of the argument; it is the conclusion whose merit must
be established, be it explicitly stated or implied. For example, if a lawyer tries to
convince the judges that his client, Jones, is the president of a committee in a

company, the claim would be “Mr. Jones is the president of the committee™ (1).

As its name suggests, the evidence is what the writer/speaker uses to back up their
claim. It takes the form of causal reasoning, definitions, examples, factual examples,

comparisons, opinions of authorities, appeal to audience needs and values, addressing




the counterargument, to name but these. For instance, the lawyer introduced in (1) can

support his claim with the data “the committee members elected Mr. Jones” (2).

The implicit understanding that relates (1) to (2) is called the warrant; it is not stated
in most arguments. In our example the warrant would be “If a committee elected Mr.

Jones, the elected man will be the president of that committee”.

The fourth component is the backing which is designed to certify and support the
warrant so that to make it more acceptable to the audience. The backing is introduced
when the warrant itself is not convincing enough to the recipients. If the judges do not
deem (3) credible, the lawyer will supply additional information like “If a committee

elects a man by the majority, that man will be the president of that committee™ (4).

Words or phrases that modify the argument such as ‘probably’, ‘certainly’,
‘presumably’ or ‘always’ are the qualifiers as in “Mr. Jones is necessarily the president

of the committee as he is elected by the majority”(5).

The final component is the rebuttal which is a statement(s) that recognize(s) the
restrictions that may be applied to the claim. They may even stand for new arguments
which represent different points of view or possible objections to strengthen the claim.
The rebuttal can be exemplified as follows: “Mr. Jones is necessarily the president of
the committee as he is elected by the majority unless he has betrayed and has become a

spy for another committee in the rival company” (6).

It goes without saying that the first three elements claim, evidence and warrant are
essential in a practical argument, whereas the second triad (qualifier, backing and

rebuttal) is not necessary.

Since it is a theory of argumentation, Toulmin’s work lacks the perspective of
audience, an essential feature of contemporary rhetoric. Despite that, | think that the

audience is not completely ignored because the rebuttal component takes into




consideration the adversaries in the argumentation which implies that the listeners are
not really regarded as passive spectators. In addition, this theory, like that of Perelman
and Olbrechts-Tyteka, is too focused on logos and must be used jointly with other

theories to account for the various modes of persuasion.

2.3.5. The Metaphoric Approach

First and foremost, a definition of metaphor is necessary. Wilkinson (2008) defines
metaphor as “a means of expressing one thing in terms of something else” (ix). Two
parts form the basic structure of a metaphor: the tenor which designates the compared
entity and the vehicle which: (a) represents the entity to which the tenor is compared,
(b) acts as the lens through which the tenor is viewed, and (c) gives the metaphor its
figurative power (Ullmann, 1972). For instance, in ‘time is life’, time is the tenor and

life is the vehicle.

To speak of metaphoric criticism is to speak of a form of rhetorical analysis which
allows the location and evaluation of metaphors within texts in an effort to better
understand ways in which authors appeal to their audiences. In fact, metaphors are not
used only as ornamental tools but also as part of the argumentation process and a

means to arouse audience’s emotions as well.

Burgchardt (2010) notes that metaphors are: “[a] means by which arguments are
expressed” (305). This is inevitably true because “metaphors are capable of both
highlighting and hiding aspects of a phenomenon” (Lakoff & Johsnson, 2003: 10). As
such, rhetors use metaphors to emphasize and further their own take on the issue so
that to move the audience to be in line with the thoughts they seek to inculcate. For
example, a politician trying to persuade parliament members of voting for a bill to
protect the environment may say: “Once problems are recognized ahead of time, they
can be easily cured. If, by contrast, we wait their appearance, the medicine we will

prescribe, will come too late for the disease will have been incurable.” The use of the




medicine metaphor here shows that it is better to react sooner than later against this

issue but masks, at the same time, the economic losses this suggestion might cost.

In addition to its use in argumentation, the metaphor’s persuasive power may rely
in its ability to evoke emotion. To explicate this point we resort to Aristotle’s ideas. He
states that: “Men feel toward language as they feel toward strangers (xenouns) and
fellow citizens, and we must introduce an element of strangeness into our diction
because people marvel at what is far away and to marvel is pleasant” (Aristotle, 1991,
para. 1404 b). So, the metaphor, by comparing two seemingly unrelated entities, can
arouse astonishment and create pleasure and an audience who is pleased is one who is

more open to persuasion.

As for the way of conducting metaphoric criticism, Foss (1995) outlines a four-step
procedure: (a) reading the artifact as a whole with particular attention to its context, (b)
looking for metaphors with an attempt to examine ways in which the tenor and vehicle
share similar features, (c) classifying metaphors according to the tenors or vehicles,
and (d) revealing their possible effects on the intended audience. These steps could be
applied to carry out analyses whose aim is to answer various types of questions as:
how does a rhetor use metaphors as persuasive tools in a given text? how familiar and
recurring metaphors create persuasive appeal across time and/or across cultures? and
do metaphors which are adapted to local culture and values have more persuasive

power than those which are not?

In fact, studies of metaphor are rooted deeply in history and they ... have multiplied
astronomically in the past 50 years” (Booth, 1978: 49). However, there is no rhetorical
theory of metaphor which is grounded in rhetorical studies; it is really needful to (i)
provide an explanation of how the rhetorical metaphor can serve as a device for
persuading the audience of the speaker’s or writer’s argument and (i1) identify the

qualities of a metaphor that help it achieve its function of persuasion successfully.




2.3.6. The Fantasy Theme Approach

The phrase fantasy theme was first coined by Bales (1970) to refer to the stories and
talk exchanged by group members. Bormann (1972) borrows the concept and defines a
fantasy theme as a telling of an incident with plot and characters. Fantasy, here, does
not mean unreal but it refers to the dramatization of genuine or fictional events. Put
another way, it is a term that refers to the way we see our world and cast it into
dramatic form. Bormann also utilizes Bale’s concept of ‘chaining out’ to explain that a
fantasy theme is widely accepted when it signifies group values. As Bormann (1972)
puts it, “when group members respond emotionally to the dramatic situation, they
publically proclaim some commitment to an attitude” (397). This is to say that
studying fantasy themes enables learning about a group’s values, the values which can
be exploited to persuade them. Indeed, when a group shares a fantasy theme, its
members come to symbolic convergence on the matter and they envision that part of
their world in similar ways. Thus, they create some symbolic common ground and

others can, then, use that shared basis to convince them.

Fantasy theme analysis is applicable to subject matters ranging from television
programs to political speeches. In order to apply this method, the analyst must identify
the fantasies, the elements within them (values presented by a story line, characters,
setting, resolution of a plot), and the themes which chain out as they represent the
shared individual experiences, dreams and meanings. Since we assume that listeners
would not accept a narration only if it implies their values, the detection of the
fantasies will permit revealing particular values in a drama that have motivated the
audience to accept it, to do some action, or to hold certain beliefs. That is, we can
deduce what motivates the recipients and we can, in this case, predict what will move
them i.e. predict persuasive factors which we can insert in a discourse aimed at

persuading that particular audience as in campaign speeches, for example.

We know also that the audience would accept a given dramatic narrative if it
contains a character with whom the message receivers identify (a protagonist) and

other characters whom they oppose (a negative persona). The fact of identifying with




some elements in the drama may push the audience to do certain actions or embrace
certain beliefs in their own lives. The dreams embodied in the fantasizing can have a
persuasive power in that they may drive the audience toward particular actions to

realize them. So we can say that fantasies are accompanied by emotional arousal.

Fantasy analysis, though largely influential, has been a subject for many critics
among them Mohrmann. He charges Bormann with providing a new and confusing
language “a hierarchy extending from fantasy themes to fantasy types of rhetorical
visions is far from inviting” (Mohrmann, 1982: 119) for doing rhetorical criticism.
Mohrmann vehemently argues that “basic definitions lack precision”; for example,
what Bormann means by ‘motivation’ in “sharing fantasies is closely connected with
motivation” (Bormann, 1982: 289) is unclear. Thus, ambiguity of basic terms “invites
mechanical application” (Mohrmann, 1982: 119) of the theory. All that fantasy theme
analysis seems to achieve, claims Mohrmann, is “the discovery of themes, types, and
visions” as a “self-contained exercise, not signaling that life is drama, only that it can
be described in dramatic terms” (Mohrmann, 1982: 119-120). Therefore, criticism,
within the fantasy theme framework, turns to a descriptive enterprise that goes
nowhere. For him, knowing and being able to describe a fantasy does not mean that
one can predict behaviors or divine motives (119); these could not be discerned on the

basis of surface texts and apparent fantasies.

2.3.7. The Narrative Approach

To begin with, narration, the key concept in this paradigm, includes any verbal or
nonverbal account with a sequence of events to which listeners assign a meaning
Fisher (1987). This paradigm is based on the assumption that human beings are
naturally story tellers and that story telling is an effective means of persuasion (Fisher,
1987). The most persuasive messages are generally void of rational facts; they are
rather based on stories which express “ideas that cannot be verified or proved in any

absolute way” (19). Narratives are loaded in “metaphor, values” (19) and they boost




persuasion by tapping into the listeners’ values, emotions, aesthetic preferences and by

awakening dormant experiences and feelings.

Individuals need a way to judge which stories are believable and which are not. For
this reason Fisher (1987) proposes narrative rationality as a logical method of
reasoning by which to evaluate the quality of a story. Narrative rationality operates on
the basis of two different principles: coherence and fidelity. First, coherence refers to
the internal consistency of a narrative in terms of its structure, the amount of important
detail, reliability of characters (do they behave or think consistently?). Second, fidelity
is a principle judging the credibility of a story. Stories with fidelity are reliable: they
ring true to a listener, provide good reasons to guide the listeners’ future actions, and

are imbued with values.

The narrative paradigm has been criticized on the basis that the concept of narrative
as encompassing all communication seems to be too broad. Moreover, almost anyone
can see the point of a good story and judge its merits; thus, anyone, not only analysts,
can evaluate the quality of a narrative or rhetoric. The paradigm does not also specify
how values are recognized in narratives by an audience. Furthermore, it is not clear

that it leaves room for texts that attempt to lead rather than reflect audience values.

2.3.8. A Revised Version of Cluster Analysis

Originally, cluster analysis is a method developed by Burke (1969) to help disclose
the motives of a rhetor. In analyzing a persuasive discourse, the motive is already
known, persuasion; so no need to use this method to know the motive. In the current
dissertation, | suggest using it as a tool to investigate the persuasive strategies in a
persuasive discourse. In what follows, | will first argue that this method is suitable to
uncover persuasive strategies in a discourse; then, | will outline steps on how to use it

to conduct a discourse analysis wrapping up my talk with criticism.




2.3.8.1. The Theory

According to Burke (1969), the first two steps in cluster analysis involve spotting
the key symbols (or their synonyms) and the symbols that cluster around them in an
artifact. In the third and fourth steps, the clusters are grouped into patterns from which
the motives are deduced. It goes without saying that since this method is based on key
symbols, they have sets of meanings in the mind of the rhetor. The discovery of these

meanings allows the recognition of the rhetor’s motives.

To start with, a writer, especially one whose purpose is persuasion, is normally
conscious of the act of writing and conscious of selecting specific kinds of images to
reinforce a certain kind of mood, feeling or reaction. Rhetoric requires primarily an
awareness of the language choices we make. It would be illogical to say that a speaker,
while trying to persuade others, would randomly choose key linguistic items (or their
synonyms) and their clusters (also called equations). It is my belief that since
keywords are generated non-arbitrarily, we have in turn a non-arbitrary basis for
claiming that they form part of the writer’s strategy to achieve his/her objective.
Because the aim is to persuade, the options for particular items in a discourse represent
a strategy to reach that aim. Furthermore, I consider the linguistic selections of a rhetor
as part of his/her persuasive strategies as he/she would, purposefully, I think, associate
some acts, images, colors, personalities or situations with specific notions and beliefs
so as to direct the audience attention towards a specific way of perceiving something;
of thinking, positively or negatively, about something; of seeing a way of doing things;
and/ or of appreciating something. For these reasons, the whole endeavour of selecting
key terms and their equations in a discourse is done for the sake of persuasion.
Certainly, then, the whole endeavour of extracting key terms and the clusters of terms
around them by an analyst could be a means to denote a writer’s persuasive strategies.
For instance, a cluster analysis of a speech encouraging people to get insurance on
their houses otherwise they will remain unsheltered in case of a disaster, may reveal
that the speech is based on such terms as ‘whole life’, ‘family’, ‘best’ and ‘disaster’
and their associated clusters of terms. The study of those key terms and their clusters

will probably end up by suggesting that the persuasive strategies here are fear and




desire: instilling fear from sudden threats and tapping into one’s desire for protecting

family and leading a decent life.

To signal a final point, one would probably rush to compare this innovative
application of cluster analysis to an analysis of the use of diction in a discourse and
conclude that both processes are akin. | would say, here, that an analysis of diction is
an examination of the choice of vocabulary items (whether or not appropriate,
ambitious, strong, etc.); however, my suggestion involves noting what subjects cluster

around other subjects to transmit particular meanings to and effects on the audience.

2.3.8.2. The Analysis Steps

First, let it be noted that four steps form the essence of a cluster analysis:
identification of key terms, charting the clusters around the key terms, discovering the
patterns in the clusters, and naming the rhetor’s persuasive strategies. The four of them
will be explained separately below, but this does not mean that they must always be

made explicit during an analysis.

a. ldentification of the key terms

The first step in the cluster analysis method is to select key terms in the rhetorical
discourse. They are about four, five or six terms that appear to be the most significant
for the rhetor. The significance of the terms is determined on the basis of frequency

and intensity.

Repetition of a term is taken as a criterion for selection of key terms because it,
undoubtedly, has effects on cognitive and emotional responses. If a term is used over
and over, this signifies that a speaker wants to transmit and anchor that symbol into the
listeners’ memories more deeply, and to make it so familiar to them that it becomes
difficult for their minds to resist it. Thus, repetition turns to an instrument of changing
attitudes or of keeping an idea — which is of interest and concern for the audience — in

the forefront of the listeners’ minds. Repetition also increases the persuasiveness and




the validity of weak and strong arguments when little processing of message

content occurs (Moons & Mackie, 2009).

The second criterion on which to base the selection of key terms is intensity. A term
may not be consistently repeated but it may be extreme in degree, size, strength or
depth of feeling conveyed. It may be, for example, a term that is used as the starting
point for some of the rhetor’s arguments and/ or the focus of some conclusions. They
are naturally charged or particularly significant in the works being studied. Those
strong words can describe an effective action or a state of being. The intensity of a
term suggests that the speaker wants to influence his audience using the meanings

associated with that term.

b. Charting the clusters around the key terms

After the identification of the key terms in a discourse, it is time to chart the terms
that cluster around those key terms. A close reading of the discourse would facilitate
the detection of the clustering terms in diverse contexts. They simply appear in close
proximity to the term, or a conjunction such as ‘and’ may connect a term to a key
term. In some cases, the rhetor may show a cause-and-effect relationship between the
key term and other terms suggesting that one depends on the other or that one is the

cause of the other.

c. Discovering patterns in the clusters

In this step, the analyst will discover patterns in the clusters. All clusters which
seem to have a shared purpose or theme form one pattern from which a persuasive
technique could be inferred after a process of close reading and interpretation of the
whole pattern. When a key term ‘industry’, for instance, usually appears with a cluster
of terms such as ‘employment’, ‘development’, and ‘trade’ in a leader’s speech; those
three terms form a pattern in that they all show the benefits of industry and that this
latter is the basis on which the three outcomes rest. In short, this step helps

demonstrate how the rhetor associates certain linguistic items with others to convey




specific meanings that he judges will be welcomed by the audience. The analyst ought
also not to neglect any terms in the surrounding context that seem to oppose or

contradict the key terms; this could also help in finding out more strategies.

d. Naming the rhetor’s persuasive strategies

The final step entails making use of the patterns that have emerged from the analysis
to give names to the possible persuasive strategies. In the previous example about
industry, we can understand that the leader wants to convince his people that the major
concern of his agenda is industrial development, the means to guarantee the nation’s
prosperity. The strategies utilized here are: appeal to people’s needs to win their
adherence and causal reasoning for industry leads to economic flourishment. The
persuasive strategies, obviously, will not pop out and make themselves known for the
analyst; rather, he/she will embark on a process of speculation and interpretation
before deducing the persuasive strategies used in a text. The analyst could consider
the context, events and circumstances in which the artifact was delivered to help
explain the possible reasons behind the associations and the techniques, the way they

are used and the way they function.

2.3.8.3. Criticism

Cluster analysis is a method that shows how, in a persuasive discourse, appeals to
interests, feelings, rational thinking and the like are revealed in perhaps the most
innocent-seeming terms and their clusters. It fails, however, to account for the role of
the aesthetic dimension of language in persuasion. It cannot examine the ordinariness
or elegance of style as an element that has its effect on the audience. Aristotle claimed
that a writer’s ethos is created largely by word choice and style (Bruss & Graff , 2005).
By style here is meant correctness, clarity, propriety and ornateness. Organization of
ideas is also a way to affect the persuasiveness of a piece of writing but untreated by
cluster analysis. Last but in no way least, the analyst needs some background
knowledge of diverse persuasive strategies without which he/she remains paralyzed in

front of the clusters he/she charts from a discourse.




2.4. Conclusion

By way of concluding this chapter, the great Greek and Roman rhetoricians no
doubt, contributed a lot to the rhetorical tradition. It is important to recognize that no
single paradigm defines the classical rhetorical tradition. Rather, that tradition consists
of ongoing debates over the best methods of rhetorical practices and training, and the
aims, scope, and power of rhetoric — indeed, over the very definition of ‘rhetoric’
itself. Yet, we can identify two emphases in the classical rhetoric that have distin-
guished the rhetorical perspective ever since: (1) an emphasis on the
interconnectedness between rhetoric and persuasion and (2) an overriding concern

with the optimum techniques that persuasive efforts to be crowned with success.

Whilst the rhetorical tradition emphasized on persuasion, the modern scholarship
brought several new perspectives to the field that ranged from an embellishment of
rhetoric to inclusion of the written acts, to a more scientific perspective under the

name of the Resemblance Theory.

During the contemporary era, theories of rhetoric applicable to persuasive discourse
have multiplied. From the supplied overview, we notice that all theories have yielded
deductive methods of analysis and that none is perfect: the debate over rhetoric is still

to continue.

Strikingly, the classical tradition, however, has never been supplanted entirely by
the new rhetoric of the twentieth century. Most of the modern rhetoricians continue to
acknowledge their debt to the ancients, and most still embrace the ancient three

appeals of rhetoric.




Chapter three:

Methodology and Analysis



Chapter three. Methodology and Analysis
3.0. Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the practical part of the current thesis. The methodology
section describes in some detail the type of this research, the research tool, the way
this tool was put into practice, and the data on which it was applied. As far as the
second section is concerned, it provides a description of the rhetorical situation. The

analysis and the results obtained from the substance of the third section.

3.1. Methodology

Methodology implies more than simply the method and considerations used to
collect data. It also offers the systematic theoretical underpinning for understanding
which best practices have been applied in this research so as to end up with the most

adequate results.

3.1.1. Research Design

The present research seems to be essentially descriptive, qualitative and
interpretive. On the one hand, it is descriptive because it describes, analyses and
interprets the persuasive strategies deployed in political discourse, in our case
Obama’s political speeches. On the other hand, it can be deemed qualitative for it aims
at understanding what strategies are employed for what reasons and it generates ideas
for later research. | do not think that reliance on numbers and statistics in identifying
the key terms, on which the analysis is based, would make it quasi-qualitative for the
whole work is centered on terms, not numbers. The descriptions, explanations and
interpretations were conducted personally; therefore, this analysis is going to be
subjective: another researcher may interpret the data differently. Given the nature of
the method adopted, the research was carried out inductively i.e. supporting arguments

precede the standpoints.

.



3.1.2. Research Tool

Cluster analysis method was applied to provide the central framework for the
analysis of Obama’s discourse. I decided on it because of its ability to conduct an

analysis inductively and to reveal as a wide range of persuasive techniques as possible.

3.1.3. Procedure

First, discourse analysis required data whose choice was a time consuming process
followed by a period during which the researcher immersed in the materials via
thorough reading and rereading — a process that has never ended until the termination
of the whole enterprise. Very soon, the frequencies of the most repeated words were
counted; then, those terms were ranked to select the most recurrent ones. Counting on
close readings, background knowledge and broader sociopolitical context helped
determine the rest of the intense key terms. After that, | commenced charting the terms
neighbouring each key term and tried to group them into patterns. It is the examination
of these patterns that enabled me to identify the persuasive strategies. In the presentation
of the patterns, some words or phrases are written in bold type; they are the words
which show perfectly how | deduced the persuasive tactics. When extracting the
patterns, quotes from the corpus illustrating each pattern are supplied. To facilitate the
referencing of the quotes, | assigned the letters A, B, and C to the first, second and
third speeches, respectively. Furthermore, every fifth line in each speech is numbered.
As a result, a quote followed by such a parenthesis (A: 15-16) means that the quote is
taken from speech (A) in the appendix, and is situated in lines fifteen and line sixteen;

obviously,the example whose parenthesisis (A: 15) impliesthatitislocatedin line fifteen.

3.1.4. Data

In order to find out what persuasive strategies are employed in campaign speeches, |
have chosen as a sample for analysis transcripts of three speeches delivered by Barack
Obama during the 2012 presidential elections campaign. The three speeches focus on
the issue of economy. | preferred to relate all of them to a single event and topic

because every period has its specifications. In addition, the theme itself can be used to




the advantage of the speaker; hence, the choice of this particular issue is not made
randomly. Because of the economic recession America has undergone since 2008, the
sluggish growth and the high unemployment, the economy has emerged as the central
issue of the 2012 presidential campaign. Consequently, getting the economy growing
again was many voters' top priority. So, the candidates would exploit their rhetorical
skills to the fullest so as to persuade the potential electorate of the efficiency of their
economic plans. For this reason, | deem this selection appropriate for the purposes of

the present enterprise.

| also strongly believe that the speeches embody a number of persuasive techniques
for they were crowned with success which could be visible through the polls, the

media and the elections results.

Polls results conducted just before and after a speech delivery are, | suppose, a
major witness on the effectiveness of a speech. The rasmussen poll conducted on 11
June 2012 (one day before the delivery of speech (B) showed that only 48% of the
Americans support Barack Obama while 49% of them are with Mitt Romney. Two
days after the broadcast of speech (B) the results reversed in favor of Obama who

outran Romney with a margin of 1% (46% for Obama against 45% for Romney).

Actually, media did not supply but mere summaries of the speeches with few
descriptions of their impact on the audience. Paul Harris, for instance, a journalist from

The Guardian who assisted the campaign event of 05 November 2012, noted:

“The crowd seemed fired up and ready to go .... It was a reminder of how good
a campaigner Obama can be .... There was also a lot of anger at Romney (I
heard one member of the crowd shout ‘traitor” when his name was mentioned ”
(Williams).

Finally, The results of the general elections prove the efficiency of Obama’s
addresses in the swing states in that he won the close race in Ohio (50.67% for Obama
vs. 47.69% for Rmney) and Virginia (51.16% for Obama vs. 47.28% for Romney).

.



3.1.4.1. Sample Speech (A): Remarks by the President on Manufacturing and the

Economy

On March 09, 2012, this typically economic speech was delivered by Obama in
Petersburg, Virginia. In fact, after having gone through Obama’s campaign speeches,
| found that this one is full of numerous persuasive techniques. This is also due to the
fact that Virginia was a swing state’ of fundamental importance. Obama said: “if we

win Virginia we win the elections” (cbsnews, 2012).

3.1.4.2. Sample Speech (B): Obama’s Speech on The Economy in Cleveland, Ohio

The candidate Obama delivered this speech on the economy on 14 June, 2012 in
Cleveland. It was selected particularly because Ohio was a battlefield state where
Obama would logically exploit all his persuasive strategies to win the elections. Thus,

it is a speech in which I would find the maximum use of persuasive devices.

3.1.4.3. Sample Speech (C): Remarks by the President at a Campaign Event in
Columbus, Ohio

This is Obama’s final campaign speech that was delivered in Ohio on November 05,
2012, the elections eve. It is mostly the place and time of this speech that pushed me to
select it for the analysis. First, Ohio, as mentioned above, is a key swing state. Second,
| thought the eve of the elections day was so crucial that he would maximize his
persuasive efforts in a last chance to maintain his supporters consent and gain that of

those undecided yet.

3.1.4.4. Data Source

The full transcripts of the speeches are provided in the appendix. They have been
downloaded from this site: http://www.whitehouse.gov. Though the source is credible,
since it is the white house official website, | have compared the transcripts with other

ones from other several sites to verify texts authenticity.

1- In the United States politics, a swing state can also be referred to as battleground state or purple state. It is a state in which
no single candidate has an overwhelming support in securing that state's electoral college votes.



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Politics_of_the_United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U.S._state
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U.S._Electoral_College

3.1.5. Triangulation

This research is dependent on insights from three speeches by the candidate Obama.
This is to say that | will consider triangulation of data for the sake of getting more
valid credible results that would deepen our understanding of the persuasive strategies

utilized in Obama’s speeches inparticular and in persuasive discourse in general.

3.2. The Analysis of the Rhetorical Situation

Up until now, | have not yet accounted for the rhetorical situation which is quite
illuminating for the analysis. The section at hand will, | hope, do this satisfactorily.
The rhetorical situation refers to any set of circumstances that involves at least one
person using some sort of communication to modify the perspective of at least one
other person. Being aware of the rhetorical situation elements helps understand the
rhetorical choices a rhetor makes and guides the interpretations an analyst gives. Bitzer
(1968) highlights the importance of the context within which rhetoric arises as a major
factor in shaping it claiming that, “it is the situation which calls the discourse into
existence” (2). In order to analyse the rhetorical situation, | used the rhetorical triangle
(Aristotle, 2010). It is composed of: the rhetor (their background help identify their
attitudes), subject or issue (i.e. evidence or proofs), and audience (their knowledge and
expectations with regard to the subject). The triangle, however, needs to be modified
so as to reflect the vital element of context — a convergence of time, place where the
writing or reading occurs (Roskelly & Jolliffe, 2009). All in all, the rhetorical situation
will be analysed in terms of the context, the audience, and the orator while the subject

Is suppressed for it forms the content of section (c.f.3.3.2.).

3.2.1. Context

The speeches are part of 2012 general elections campaign in which President Obama
ran against the candidate Mitt Romney from the Republican Party. Obama’s speeches
(A), (B) and (C) took place respectively on March 09, June 14 and November 05, 2012
with the intent to persuade audiences to vote for him. Throughout this period, the US

was experiencing a terrible economic crisis that had started back in 2008.

.



As we will explain, the venues chosen for the speeches are of particular interest. The
venue of speech (A) was located at the Rolls—Royce Crosspoint plant in Prince George
County, Virginia. The rhetor chose speaking from the floor of a new aircraft engine-
parts factory, in this election battleground state, because this latter stands as an
exemplar of a manufacturing jobs source. Speech (B) took place at Cuyahoga
Community College, Cleveland, Ohio. The venue chosen in Cleveland has a potential
influence on discourse because it is a manufacturing center and to deliver an economic
speech in such a place entails that the audience are likely to be familiar with what the
speaker would say and be interested in that. Besides, the Cuyahoga Community
College offers classes in dozens of disciplines relevant to technology and business; so,
the listeners are supposed to easily grasp the message. As for speech (C), it was
delivered in a Nationwide Arena at Columbus, Ohio. Columbus has a generally strong
and diverse economy based on education, insurance, banking, fashion, defense,
aviation, steel, energy, medical research, health care, retail, and technology. It could
not be a coincidence that this was the venue of Obama’s final rally in which he
emphasized the various economic activities on which his plan is grounded to aid his
country prosper again. Perhaps an audience which is accustomed to a diversified

economy would be more open to the addressor’s vision.

3.2.2. Audience

Certainly, the candidate’s communication is directed at an audience. The term
audience implies both the specific audience, the spectators who are physically present
or watching the speeches on TV, and the general audience, whom the speaker wants to
reach later on via YouTube, websites, media i.e. the ‘mass-mediated’ audience by the
technology of electronic communication. The rhetorical audience, here, is one
consisting of every American — legal or otherwise. Although the estimated specific
audience is about 200 in speech (A), few thousands in speech (B) and more than 20000

in speech (C), the candidate seems to address the nation as a whole.

An audience as wide as the American nation varies definitely in knowledge, values,

age, gender, intellectual capacity, social status, ethnic group, party affiliation —among




other qualities. The effectiveness of a discourse could be influenced by any or all of
these variables; for example, a speaker, in front of non-experts, might just pitch their
comments avoiding details that can be reckoned necessary when facing intellectual
recipients. In addition, audiences carry different expectations to a speaking occasion.
Americans, in 2012, were expecting a candidate that would resolve their economic

problems. These expectations did, | assume, shape the speeches.

3.2.3. The Orator Barack Obama

Barack Hussein Obama (August 4, 1961) was born to a black Kenyan father and a
white Kansasian mother to become the current forty fourth President of the United
States. Obama is a graduate of Colombia University, in political science, in 1983, and
of Harvard Law School in 1992. He worked as a civil rights attorney in Chicago and
taught constitutional law at Chicago University from 1992 to 2004 before serving three
terms in the Illinois State Senate from 1997 to 2004. In 2008, he defeated the
Republican John McCain and was nominated as the first African American President
on January 20, 2009. In the same year he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. Three
years later, he ran against Romney for the general elections and beat him to hold the

office for a second term.

It is noteworthy that Barack Obama splashed onto the political scene with an
inspirational, rousing speech at the Democratic National Convention in July 2004
(Price, 2008). In fact, Obama has not writen all of his own speeches by himself. Some
of his best speeches during his political career as a senator were his creations; but he
has not written them all exclusively any more since. From 2008 until early 2013, Mr.
Obama's chief speechwriter was a young man named Jon Favreau. Throughout his
political career, the President has virtually always collaborated with his speechwriter,
offered his own revisions, made changes where necessary and provided considerable

input.

.



3.3. Data Analysis

As stated before, the framework of the analysis is the cluster analysis method.
Accordingly, the analysis passed by four stages. The identification of the key terms
formed the first stage. After that, the clusters that emerged around the key terms were
charted, a process that was done on draft and is excluded from this part just for the
sake of not sounding repetitive. Then, the clusters were examined in turn and grouped
into patterns in a way that each pattern stands for a persuasive strategy. That is, steps
three and four overlap in the section entitled ‘the analysis of the speeches’. Each

inferred persuasive strategy appears in bold type.

3.3.1. The ldentification of the Key Terms

In an attempt to understand the persuasive strategies in political discourse, |
examined three samples of Obama’s 2012 campaign speeches employing cluster
analysis method. | looked for terms that cluster around fifteen key terms in the whole
corpus. Before going any further, | have to detail how the key terms were identified
even if we already know that this is done on the basis of their repetition rate and

intensity.

3.3.1.1. The Frequency Criterion

As necessitated by the cluster analysis method, | identified the key terms in each

speech according to their frequency of appearance in a speech.

i. Speech (A)
Key terms Frequency
job 24
manufacturing 18
American 17

Table 3.1. The frequency of the most repeated words in speech (A)

.



The words that appear at the top list in speech (A) are: jobs, manufacturing and

American with a frequency of 24, 18, and 17 respectively.

ii. Speech (B)
Key terms Frequency
tax(es) 40
job 37
plan 36
grow 33
middle class 23

Table 3.2. The frequency of the most repeated words in speech (B)

Clearly the terms ‘task’, ‘job’, ‘plan’ ‘grow’, and ‘middle class’ seize the first ranks.
What is striking, here, is that the term ‘job’ already exists in the list of the key terms in
speech (A). It goes without saying that in an electoral campaign the candidate has one
sole plan to present in different places in the country, so the same themes are likely to
reoccur in various occasions. Bearing in mind this fact, | expect that my results of the
analysis built around the key term ‘job’ in speech (B) could be identical to those
around the same key term in speech (A). As a consequence, the term ‘job’ is discarded
from the list of the key terms relevant to speech (B) for | wanted to end up with richer
results based on a variety of key terms. One may claim that the analysis of the word
‘job’ in the different artifacts can illustrate the way Obama uses it differently in two
separate contexts. My answer is that | had tried to see the terms clustering around the
term ‘job’ in both speeches (A) and (B), approximately the meanings of the clusters
cropped up were alike. Hence, I decided on the subsequent term in the list, ‘middle
class’, which could aid in revealing more persuasive techniques. In sum, four key
terms from speech (B) are selected on the basis of the frequency criterion. They are:

‘tax’, ‘plan’, ‘grow’ and ‘middle class’.

-



iii. Speech (C)

Key terms frequency
fight 18
change 17
country 13

Table 3.3. The frequency of the most repeated words in speech (C)

From table 3.3., it is apparent that ‘fight’, ‘change’ and ‘country’ are the most

recurrent ones in speech (C).

3.3.1.2. The Intensity Criterion

With regard to the intensity criterion, I selected as key terms: ‘future’ in speech (A),
‘voices’ and ‘nation’ in speech (B) and ‘opportunity’ and ‘storm’ in speech (C). These

selections were made on the grounds stated hereafter.

For the term ‘future’, it seems to suggest hope, something that people, normally,
aspire for while expecting a new head of the state and after experiencing a terrible
economic crisis. The term ‘voices’ can have some persuasive effectiveness in the sense
that it is surrounded by terms that are likely to portray Obama as a man of the people
who understands their needs and is prepared to work hard for them. As far as the term
‘nation’ is concerned, it appears to transmit a sense of unity and evoke patriotic
feelings. Regarding the term ‘storm’, it was chosen as a key term because the speech
was given a week after hurricane Sandy, one of the strongest tempests that have ever
hit America. At this moment, people were still affected by the storm and | wanted to
see how the candidate seized the incident to appeal in some way to the audience
especially that personalities like Bill Clinton declared that the hurricane and its
aftermath ended up helping Obama in that it affected the voter turnout for the
Democratic Party (Camia, 2012). Finally, the term ‘opportunity’ brings to our minds

the ideal of the American Dream which makes success available for Americans as long




as they work hard. It was my belief that this word is loaded in meaning and emotion as
long as all Americans long for prosperity (especially after a crisis) and endorse this
ideal. Of course, appeal to something shared, rather than something new, facilitates the

persuasion process.

If the frequency criterion leads to an objective identification of the key terms, the
intensity criterion does not seem so. The reason behind choosing some terms as intense
instead of others is just my sense or, say, my estimations. After several close readings
of the speeches accompanied by some hesitation, | deemed that those particular words,
their meanings and the ways they were used could have an impact on the audience. At
any rate, | tried to make my judgments as reasoned as possible. The above explanation
is a proof of this and the fact that these terms helped reach the persuasive strategies

beneath them is also an evidence on the appropriateness of those choices.

It is to be noted that the intensity-based selections are fewer in number in
comparison with repetition-based ones. This is partly because the nowadays American
speeches tend to be plain, void of strong charged words and rather full of ordinary
ones. It is also due to the fact that repetition is more telling in that the reappearance of

a term indicates that that particular term was the focus of the speaker.

All in all, the analysis is concerned with a totality of fifteen terms. In speech (A),
three terms were selected on the basis of repetition (‘jobs’, ‘infrastructure’, and
‘American’) and one on the grounds of intensity (‘future’). Four of the most recurrent
termsinspeech (B) have been identified (‘tax’, ‘plan’, ‘grow’, and ‘middle class’) along
with two intense terms (‘voice’ and ‘nation’). The selection in speech (C) rested on
three of the most repeated words (‘fight’, ‘change’, and ‘country’) and two other terms

whose identification was built on the intensity condition (‘opportunity’ and ‘storm’).




3.3.2. The Analysis of the Speeches

In fact, | did not proceed in the analysis of the three speeches together in one block;

rather, | analysed them one by one.

3.3.2.1. The Analysis of Speech (A)

The key terms ‘job, ‘manufacturing’, ‘American’ and ‘future’ were the ones which

along with their clusters, were analysed.

I. The Key Term ¢job’

‘Job’ is the most prominent term throughout the whole speech. The first cluster of
words around this term reflects the loss of jobs in America: “economy was already
shedding jobs” (A: 21-22), “jobs had vanished” (A: 23), “We were losing 700.000 to
800.000 jobs a month” (A: 24). Obama’s mention of the loss in jobs is to approach a

reality from which Americans suffer.

The second major group of terms surrounding ‘job’ is concerned with the creation
of jobs as a response to the existing problem. This group comprises terms such as
‘added’ (A: 31), ‘adding’ (A: 34, 36) and ‘bringing jobs back’ (A: 33). Such terms
indicate that Obama has already started to solve the problem of unemployment in his

first term in presidency, an achievement that promotes his credibility.

Closely connected with the second cluster entailing the meaning of ‘adding jobs’ is
a cluster of terms referring to ‘manufacturing’. Manufacturing is the route to adding
jobs. Just for the sake of illustration from the text, we find: “it will create jobs and it
will keep America in the manufacturing game” (A: 147-148), “you’re creating jobs

here, manufacturing components for jet engines” (A: 91-92).

Another cluster of terms through which Obama seeks to provide a solution to

joblessness emphasizes the importance of bringing jobs from abroad by encouraging

-



investment in America. Such an idea is found in “invest in America and bring jobs back
from overseas” (A: 152), “stop rewarding businesses that ship jobs overseas” (A: 160-
161), and “reward companies that create good jobs right here inthe USA” (A: 161-162).

Also closely associated with the idea of supplying solutions for the problem of
unemployment is the proposition of training so that to get workers who are “qualified
for the jobs of tomorrow” (A: 180-181) and “train 2 million Americans with the skills

that will lead directly to a job” (A: 185-186).

We notice in these extracts (A: 91-92, A: 88-89, A: 64-65 and A: 61-62), the use of
the present tense and past tense markers (last year, the past two and a half years) which
all illustrate Obama’s hints to his accomplishments in the first term. Again this raises

his credibility.

Obama sustains the correlation between manufacturing and job by relying on factual
numbers: last year “Boeing had to hire13.000 workers” (A: 88-89), “over the past two
and a half years, the entire auto industry has added more than 200.000 jobs” (A: 64-
65) and “American manufacturing was at stake and so were more than a million jobs”

(A: 61-62).

The previous analysis shows that Obama tried to give solutions to the problem of
jobs through manufacturing, taxing businesses that transfer jobs to foreign countries,
and training. The cause and effect technique comes into light, here, since the three
solutions cause the problem to disappear. Thus, the persuasive strategies, that we could

identify so far, are the cause and effect technique, credibility and statistics.

Ii. The Key Term ‘manufacturing’

We have already found that ‘manufacturing’ is a term that clusters around the key
term ‘job’. In much a similar way, ‘job’ is a term that appears nearby the key term

‘manufacturing’ to show that this latter is the resort to create jobs. A sample of
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examples on this would be: “manufacturing is adding jobs” (A: 34) and “Boeing had to

hire 13.000 workers” (A: 88-89).

If manufacturing can create jobs, it can also involve America in a thriving business
cycle: “we build it..., the entire world adapts it” (A: 102-103) and “manufacturing ...
to send all around the world” (A: 92-93). Hence, the connection between the term

‘manufacturing’ and economic prosperity.

In order for manufacturing to perform its tasks of creating jobs, perpetuating
business and paving the way for a better future; it needs to be “advanced” (A: 110) and
requires “renaissance” (A: 110), “excellence” (A: 113) and “innovation” (A: 112).
Such an advancement is to be reached through the establishment of “institutes of
manufacturing”(A:113). This cluster of termsillustrates Obama’s attempt to emphasize

education and training as two conditions (solutions) to develop manufacturing.

Another cluster that is directly linked to the previously mentioned one includes
terms dealing with worker training. For Obama, some of those who are “in
manufacturing” (A: 176) “are constantly upgrading their skills and retraining” (A:
176-177), they “gone back to school” (A: 178), they need to “go back to community
college”, (A: 179-180) so that “they are qualified for the jobs of tomorrow” (A: 180-
181). To carry on fulfilling these ends, Obama wanted manufacturing companies to
make partnerships with universities; he gave the example “this plant has [partnership]
with John Tyler Community College” (A: 187-188).

Theother cluster of terms around the key term ‘manufacturing’ is one pointing to the
importance of this latter for a better future. The excerpts “an economy that’s built to last
andthat starts with American manufacturing” (A: 44-45), and “if wehad given up on the

autoindustry...alesser future” (A:98-99) are anillustration of Obama’s futuristicvision.

An allusion to the American work orientation, a course to superiority, is felt via a

cluster around ‘manufacturing’. In what follows is the cluster of terms Obama utilized

-



to tap into the American workaholic syndrome for persuasive purposes: “to make stuff

here and sell it over there” (A:74) and“inventing things and building things”(A:94- 95).

The other cluster of terms around the key term manufacturing is one praising the
United States and its superiority to instill pride in the souls of the audience. Bellow
are chunks from the speech illustrating appeal to the ideal of American
exceptionalism “the stuff we made -- steel and cars and jet engines -- that was the
stuff that made America what it is”(A: 50-51), “we were building more than just
products” (A: 55-56), “America thrives when we build things better than the rest of the
world” (A: 73), “the largest Rolls-Royce facility in the world” (A: 76), “building the
key components of newer, faster, more fuel-efficient jet engines” (A: 76-77), “three
proud words: ‘Made in America’ ”(A: 95-96), “We are builders” (A: 100), “We invent
stuff, we build it” (A: 102), “invented and manufactured here in the United States of
America” (A: 105), “the Advanced Manufacturing Partnership” (A: 111), “institutes of
manufacturing excellence” (A: 113), “our most innovative manufacturers” (A: 114),

“for manufacturing innovation” (A:141), and “making the best products” (A:144-145).

When Obama joined the key term ‘manufacturing’ to the term ‘game’ in “it will
keep America in the manifacturing game” (A: 148), he, in fact, used a game
metaphor which reflects a traditional American view of the world of economics, a
view that embodies a positive evaluation of the competition between America and the
rest of the world. Nearby the key term ‘manufacturing’ is found this cluster
“manufacturing is adding jobs” (A: 34). It has the aim of convincing the American
people that manufacturing is the solution to the economic depression. Manufacturing,

thanks to this image, turned to a person who is capable of bringing jobs.

The analysis of the clusters around the key term manufacturing makes apparent the
persuasive tactics deployed in the speech. They are the cause and effect technique
(manufacturing and training are two factors that may result in economic affluence), the
values of future and hard work orientations, the ideal of American superiority and

metaphor (game metaphor and personification).
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lii. The Key Term ‘American’

The key term ‘American’ is an adjective. Embedded in it are, inter alia, the shared
values and uniqueness which wrap up any word taking this adjective. By examining
thesurroundingsof the key term ‘American’, we notice that it is the term ‘manufacturing’
which crops up most. It bears emphasis, then, that I will not reanalyse the term
‘manufacturing’; this is already done. Rather, I should interpret the extracted chunks in
the light of the connotations or nuances the key term ‘American’ might bring. The

study of this term along with the clusters around it has given rise to three patterns.

As for the first pattern, it seems to be an implicit reference to the American value of
hard work: “[an economy]... starts with American manufacturing” (A: 44-45),
“American workers and American know-how”... (A: 41), “American workers are
manufacturing...” (A: 84), “with one big goal: a renaissance in American
manufacturing” (A: 110), and “to take part in this new renaissance of American
inventiveness” (A: 135) are said to convey the principle of hard work because I
consider that a renaissance in manufacturing and inventiveness cannot be realized

without working hard.

The second pattern evokes a sense of pride and superiority. This sense is transmitted

via the cluster quoted hereafter: “make this another American century” (A: 213).

Finally, the remaining clusters carry a spark of hope. It is felt in: “the American
auto industry is coming back” (A: 62) and “Ford is investing billions in American

plants [to add jobs]” (A: 63).

For a second time values (hard work) and ideals (superiority) emerge as

persuasive techniques along with appeal to hope.

iv. The Key Term ‘future’

Obama placed a cluster of terms around the key term ‘future’ to denote efforts

directed towards realizing a better future. The cluster is composed of the following




elements: ““...the next decade, the cars that are built in America will average nearly 55
miles to the gallon” (A: 68-69) and “foreign oil doesn’t have to be our future” (A: 71).
The futuristic vision is also displayed in the form of a supposition were the speaker
means to describe what the future of the USA is not: “imagine if the plan of the future

was being built someplace else” (A: 97-98).

3.3.2.2. The Analysis of Speech (B)

The analysis of speech (B) was conducted on the basis of the key terms ‘taxes’,

‘plan’, ‘grow’, middle class’, ‘voices’, and ‘nation’.

i. The Key Term ‘Tax(es)’

Examination of the key term ‘tax’ and its surroundings reveals the existence of two

separate clusters and other three pairs of clusters.

Acluster of terms around the key term ‘tax’ reflects the value of equal opportunity
in that the rhetor wants taxing to be given on an equal footing: the rich should not get
richer at the expense of the poor. These ideas are implied in the following excerpts:
“I’ve cut taxes for small businesses 18 times” (B: 246), “our tax code has to ask the
wealthiest Americans to pay a little bit more” (B: 384-385), “Neither of them will
endorse any policy that asks the wealthiest Americans to pay even a nickel more in
taxes. It’s the reason we haven’t reached a grand bargain to bring down our deficit”
(B: 412-413), “they won’t work with us on any plan that would increase taxes on our
wealthiest Americans” (B: 415-416), and “for a tax code that creates jobs in America

and pays down our debt in a way that’s balanced” (B: 449-450).

A very worrying image around ‘tax’ is built up by words such as “without those tax
benefits, tens of millions of middle class families will end up paying higher taxes” (B:
170-171) and that the elimination of tax benefits would“raise middle class taxes even
more” (B: 175). Viathese images, the speaker transfers a sense of fear from the negative

results in case of choosing Romney’s plan, one that dedicates a decrease in taxes.




In the first pair of clusters we find two groups of terms: one referring to cutting
taxes: “tax cuts” (B: 56, B: 59, B: 68), “tax breaks and deductions” (B: 168, B: 165-
166, B: 168), and “tax breaks” (B: 377) and the other one connects this idea of tax
cuts (Romney’s vision) with negative consequences such as “the power of
businesses to create jobs and prosperity will be unleashed” (B: 122-123), “students
would lose an average of 1.000 each in financial aid” (B: 144), “children would lose
the chance to get an early education” (B :145), “fewer medical research grants” (B:
146), “fewer scientific research grants” (B: 147), “cut things like financial aid or
education” (B: 151), “eliminate health insurance” (B: 153), “you would end up paying
lighter taxes to pay for this other tax cut” (B: 171-172), “deficit left by the Bush tax
cuts” (B: 174), “I don’t believe that tax cut is more likely to create jobs” (B: 397) , nor

is it “more likely to spur economic growth” (B: 399).

Obama tried to shape the above probable failures of Romney’s plan with some
credibility by citing evidence from past events. He reminded his audience that the
policy of tax cuts had been tried in the past decade but was unfruitful. He said that the
claims that tax cuts would “faster job growth” (B: 57), lead to “deficits” (B: 69) under

the Bush administration.

The second pair of clusters around the key term ‘taxes’ connects Obama’s plan that
sustains raising taxes “pay a little bit more” (B: 385), “raised taxes” (B: 280),
“increase taxes on our wealthiest”, (B: 416) “tax dollars” (B: 350-351) with positive
images. Barack Obama proved the ability of his plan to reach desirable consequences
using past events when an identical plan had been adopted. The following statements
from the cluster illustrates the point: “research that we funded together through our tax
dollars” (B: 350-351), “tax dollars helped lay the foundation for the internet, and GPS
and Google” (B: 350-351), and Reagan “raised taxes to help pay down an exploding
deficit” (B: 280).

The last pair of elements neighbouring ‘taxes’ is made of the term ‘code’ — meaning
tax code — (B: 168, B: 231, B: 384-385, B: 449) and the other terms such as “job
creation” (B: 231), “creates jobs” (B: 444), “pays down our debt” (B: 449). Close

.



examination of these chunks highlights the candidate’s attempt to explain thoroughly
to his people the necessity of a tax code whose priority is job creation, an aim which
could be reached via a tax code supporting raising taxes and eliminating tax cuts. For
him, it was this that would benefit all Americans.

The afore-mentioned analysis gave rise to four persuasive strategies: the value of
equal opportunity, the fear appeal’, attack, analogy (comparing possible future
consequences to similar past events) and the cause effect technique (job growth can be

a consequence of Obama’s tax code).

ii. The Key Term ‘plan’

Around the key term ‘plan’ clustered several negative terms mostly associated
with Romney’s plans: “their plan eliminate health insurance for 33 million
American” (B: 153), analysts do not believe that “my opponent’s economic plan would
actually reduce the deficit” (B: 194-195), neither would it “create more jobs” (B: 196)
nor would it “help folks looking for work™ (B: 197). The speaker, further, said that “it
1s not a plan to create jobs...to grow the economy... to pay down the debt to revive the

middle class and secure our future” (B: 437-439).

Ironically, Obama, after proving the impossibility of successfully implementing
Romney’s plan, said that: “Mr. Romney is qualified to deliver on that plan” (B: 188)

meaning the contrary.

Conversely to the first cluster where Obama associated a series of potential failures
to Romney’s vision, he presented his own plans as the source of a series of benefits
which the audience was in need to. The positive remarks and details about his plans
are interspersed here and there in the speech: “strengthen Medicare and Medicaid” (B:

255), “reduce our yearly domestic spending to its lowest level as a share of the

1- An appeal is the motive to which a message is directed.




economy” (B: 257-258), “give 2 million more Americans the chance to go to
community colleges” (B: 313-314), “make it easier for people to afford a higher
education” (B: 315-316), “end government subsidies to oil companies that have rarely
been more profitable” (B: 334-335), “encourage innovation” (B: 345), “supporting the
work of our most promising scientists, our most promising researchers and
entrepreneurs” (B: 344-345), “do some nation-building” (B: 364), “get rid of pet
projects and government boondoggles” (B: 366), and it is “a plan for better education
and training, and for energy independence, and for new research and innovation, for
rebuilding our infrastructure, for a tax code that creates jobs in America and pays
down our debt” (B: 447-449).

Obama also tends to personify his plan in positive terms to portray it as the one that
can realize a lot of aspired dreams and hopes. This is evidenced in “plan would
strengthen Medicare ...” (B: 255), “my plan would reduce ... spending” (B: 257), “My
plan for energy doesn’t ignore” (B: 325) “my plan would end the government subsidies”

(B: 334), “My plan would make the R&D tax credit permanent” (B: 348), among others.

Finally, I came across a cluster of terms around the key term ‘plan’ referring to
authorities (an expert and a study) deployed by Obama to bolster his point that
Romney’s plans are fruitless. The authorities are found in: “[no] single independent
analysis that says my opponent’s economic plan would actually reduce the deficit” (B:
194-195), “Even analysts who may agree with parts of his economic theory don’t
believe that his plan would create more jobs” (B: 195-196), “just the other week, one
economist from Moody’s said the following about Mr. Romney’s plan ... ‘On net, all

of these policies would do more harm in the short term...”” (B: 197-199).

Clearly, the persuasive tactics that come out are: attack, humour (irony), causal

reasoning, appeal to audience needs, personification and evidence from authorities.

.



lii. The Key Term ‘Grow’

The clusters that point to the urgent issue of creating jobs do not appear only
around the key terms ‘manufacturing’, ‘tax’, and ‘plan’, the key term ‘grow’ is also

surrounded by clusters emphasizing the same issue: ‘job growth’ (B:57, 67, 97).

The major terms that are found around the key term ‘grow’ are those of ‘economy’,
‘economies’, ‘economic’. In fact, interest in growing the economy is very much

linked to that of increasing jobs in that the first leads necessarily to the second.

Lastly, the key term ‘grow’ is frequently accompanied by the term middle class:
“grow the middle class” (B: 206), “growing middle class” (B: 212, 214) and “a
growing, thriving middle class” (B: 488). This insistence on a growing middle class is

part of Obama’s plan to grow the economy and to ‘add’ jobs.

Once more, it seems that emphasis on people’s needs (jobs and a flourishing
economy) and cause and effect reasoning (a strong middle class to grow the economy)

are basic strategies on which Obama relies to maintain his position as president.

iv. The Key Term ‘voices’

“Voices’ is a key term utilized in a way to show that the rhetor meets laymen, listens
to their complaints, and is always preoccupied by their concerns: “in the morning” (B:
472) and “when I lay down to sleep” (B: 472). Their “voices” remind him of similar
experiences his family, his wife’s family and his grandparents went through: “my
family’s struggles” (B: 473), “Michelle’s family’s struggles” (B: 474), “fears and
dashed hopes our parents and grandparents had to confront” (B: 474-475). The rhetor,
here, seems to speak with sincerity; he might be trying to gain trust. So, appeal to
credibility is another strategy discovered via this cluster. Moreover, the value of hard
work and the ideal of social and economic mobility resonate with this cluster in which

President Obama reminds the audience of his modest upbringing.




Obviously, the persuasive strategies that can be extracted from the above cluster are

appeal to: credibility and values and ideals.

v. The Key Term ‘middle class’

The first group of terms located around the key term ‘middle class’ describes the
relationship between a strong economy and a strong middle class. Evidence on this
1s “you can’t have a strong and growing economy without a strong and growing
middle class” (B: 211-212), a healthy economy is reached by reversing the “profound
erosion of middle class jobs” (B: 108), the economy is built “from a growing middle
class” (B: 214), and “a strong economy is built from a growing, thriving middle class”
(B: 487-488). Now, how a strong middle class purports the economy? The answer is
“— this shared vision — led to the strongest economic growth and the largest middle
class” (B: 288-289). By “shared vision”, the orator means, inter alia, “consumer
protection” (B: 286). So, causal reasoning comes into light: the better people are paid,
the abler they are to buy American goods, the more American factories produce, the

healthier the economy becomes.

The second cluster connects rather negative factors with the key term ‘middle class’.
It is a cluster which is relevant to Romney’s policy which is not, for Obama, a panacea
for the middle class: “middle class families will end up paying higher taxes” (B: 171),
“raise middle class taxes” (B: 175), “placing the entire burden on the middle class” (B:
226-227), “not a plan to revive the middle class” (B: 439). Obama, here, is attacking
Romney and at the same time frightening people of the sufferings that they may

endure in case Romney wins the elections.

The speaker evidenced the above claims building on past experience in that his
opponent’s policies had already been tried but they “did not grow the middle class” (B:
206) and “prosperity never trickled down to the middle class” (B: 66).

Obama rendered the current state of the middle class which “fell further and further

behind” (B: 104-105) to the policy of his predecessor Bush.

.



If truth be told, analogy to past events is not supplied only to support the idea of
Romney’s visions probable failure but also to back the claim that Obama’s plans will
be successful on the grounds that they were beneficial for America at a given time: “ it

is a vision that has worked for the American middle class” (B: 298).

Talking of the ‘middle class’ gave Obama the opportunity to raise explicitly the
issue of social mobility. | could reach this understanding by means of this cluster of
terms: “a growing middle class, that provides ladders of opportunity for folks who
aren't yet in the middle class” (B: 214-215) and “everybody who's striving to get into
the middle class” (B: 298-299).

In “growing middle class, that provides ladders of opportunity for folks who aren’t
yet in the middle class” (B: 214-215), it is noticeable that the rhetor borrowed from the
building and construction domain the term ladder to paint a vivid image about the
possibilities of ascending that could appeal to the people who long for moving from
lower social ranks to higher classes. In addition to this construction metaphor, the
regenerative metaphor appears in “how to generate good, middle class jobs” (B: 31),

“revive the middle class” (B: 439) and “growing, thriving middle class” (B: 488).

Four persuasive devices pop out, here: causal and analogical reasoning, appeal to fear
and to the ideal of American exceptionalism of which social mobility is an ingredient,

and construction and regenerative metaphors.

vi. The Key Term ‘nation’

First and foremost, the following words “our” (B: 359), “let’s” (B: 363), “as a
nation” (B: 424), “as one nation” (B: 459) constitute a cluster of terms around the key
term ‘nation’. This cluster demonstrates togetherness with the audience, that the
speaker and the listeners are under the umbrella of one pursuit, one political policy and
one set of beliefs and values. This cluster can be reckoned as a strategy by Obama to
relate to his audience and build a bond with them. This same cluster can also be a

means utilized by Obama to urge his opponents to see that members of the same




society, and citizens of the same nation, with a common history and common values,
will have the shared goal of nation-building however their visions might differ. It is a

call upon patriotism “you can move this nation forward” (B: 493).

In addition, the rhetor boasted of his country’s superiority: “the wealthiest nation”
(B: 479) and “the greatest nation” (B: 494).

The key term ‘nation’ is not only surrounded by the language of ideals, but also by
the failures of the American previous experiences: “to put two wars on the nation’s
credit card” (B: 59) and “so much deferred maintenance on our nation’s infrastructure”
(B: 359). Those two quotes are an appeal to past events to show the mistakes of the
economic theory adopted a decade before; it is, above all, a way to blame Bush for his

wrong decisions.

Besides, when saying “the path that we take as a nation” (B: 424) and “you can
move this nation forward” (B: 492-493) Obama, is using a journey metaphor. He
draws parallels between traveling toward a destination and the journey of his nation
toward better economic conditions and better life. ‘Forward’ suggests that the
journey’s success depends on the collaboration, probably between Obama his people,

and the other political parties.

Appeals to unity, American superiority, scapegoating and metaphor are the persuasive

strategies that appear from the analysis of the clusters around the term ‘nation’.

3.3.2.3. The Analysis of Speech (C)

Speech (C) was analysed in the light of the clusters surrounding the key terms

‘fight’, ‘country, ‘change’, ‘storm’ and ‘opportunity’.

I. The Key Term ‘fight’

Around ‘fight’ is found a cluster of terms entailing what Obama and his assistants

are and will be fighting for: “a growing thriving middle class” (C: 68-69), children




“languishing in poverty” (C: 67), children “barred from opportunity” (C: 67), “a fair
shot” for everybody (C: 69), “you and your family” (C: 142), “real change” (C: 145),
“train 2 million Americans...with the skills that businesses are looking for now” (C:
159-160), “tax breaks to companies that are investing ...in US” (C: 173-174), “job” for
veterans (C: 181), “you” (C: 210), and for “the future” (C: 249). It is noteworthy that it
is the words ‘what’ and ‘that’ which come near the term ‘fight’ but in the cited
examples | substituted the two pronouns with the phrases they refer to for the sake of
clarity. This cluster embodies most, if not all, the issues the candidate deemed of
highest priority in his plan. The fight for these issues evokes the scene of a battlefield
in which the fighters are Obama and his aids in the government, the weapon is his plan
and the enemy is the circumstances that led or would lead to poverty, lack of equal
opportunities, or a lesser future. It seems that war metaphor is one of the speaker’s
strategies to persuade the addressees of his own agenda. Moreover, when he said “Our
fight goes on” (C: 67), he was depicting life as progression and political life, in

particular, as a journey; hence, the journey metaphor.

Here is another cluster around the key term ‘fight’: “what we need to fight for.” (C:
32), “our fight goes on.” (C: 67, 68, 70), “what we’re fighting for” (C: 161), “what
we're fighting for.” (C: 154) and “things that we’ve got to fight for” (C: 219). Without
doubt, the cluster is an echo of the idea of unity. In fact, it is the appearance of the

pronoun ‘we’ and ‘our’ that led to such a conclusion.

The idea of togetherness with the audience crops up again through this cluster:
“wehave”(C:144),“wecan’tgiveup”(C:148),“that’s what we are fighting for”(C: 161).

Obama, further, mentioned some of his physical features to launch a laughter
among the audience: “the scares” (C: 146) and “the gray hair” (C: 146). This is to
prove to his people that he has made his best to tackle the aforementioned issues, to

fight for change.

The final cluster around the key term ‘fight’ is really inspiring, full of hope and

determination. We feel that in it Obama’s unwillingness “to give up on the fight” (C:

.



228), his possession of “a whole lot of fight left in” him (C: 128) and his wish that his
people have that “lot of fight” in them when he said “I hope you do, too”, (C: 229).
Because of ellipsis, the term fight is implicit: instead of repeating “I hope you have a

whole lot of fight too”, the rhetor used the auxiliary” ‘do’.

The persuasive strategies deduced from all | said above are: war and journey

metaphors, unity, humour and hope.

ii. The Key Term ‘country’

While addressing his people, Obama shows his care of the nation thinking about its
future and about taking it in the direction to attain the goals. Undoubtedly, anybody
can see this in the light of the terms clustered around the key term ‘country’ (or around
the pronoun it referring to ‘country’: “what it should be” (C: 29-30), “what it can be”
(C: 32), “the future I see for this country” (C: 175) and “to move this country forward”
(C: 215), “That’s the future I see for this country” (C: 175).

Upon scrutiny of the surroundings of the key term ‘country’, I could also extract the
American value of hard work orientation. It could be figured out from these sets of
words: “families ... working harder” (C: 65) and “workers here in Ohio and across the

country building long-lasting batteries, building wind turbines.” (C: 168-169).

Another value, that of equal opportunity, sprang from this cluster of terms
neighbouring ‘country’: “As long as there’s a child anywhere in this country who’s
languishing in poverty, and barred from opportunity, our fight goes on” (C: 67), “a
country where every American has a shot at a great education” (C: 151), “if you fought
for this country you shouldn't have to fight for a job when you come home” (C: 181-

182) and “in this country ... you can make it if you try” (C: 258-259).

“This spirit has guided this country along its improbable journey” (C: 52) and “to
move this country forward” (C: 215) are two instances directly quoted from Obama’s

speech. The main idea conveyed, through them, is that political activity and political

.



life, in general, are conceived as a journey in which long distances have already been
walked and other distances will be marched. In addition, as the orator personified the
term ‘country’ in “I spoke for the country” (C: 45), he thought of ‘country’ as standing
for the whole American people. The regenerative metaphor is also present in the
surroundings of the key term ‘country’. An evidence of this would be: “this country’s

legacy of innovation” (C: 162).

Here is another cluster around the key term country: “I spoke for the country” (C:
47), “that spirit has guided this country along” (C: 52), “families anywhere in Ohio,
anywhere in the country” (C: 65), “workers... across the country” (C: 168). Assuredly,
the essence of such a cluster is Obama’s care to address everyone in the nation, not

only a narrow group.

The last cluster around this key term is one denoting unity, a dear ideal for the
Americans. The rhetor could make a hint to such an ideal when he spoke of anti-
partisan politics in “I spoke for the country -- is that we will be with them every step of
the way on the hard road to recovery” (C: 47-48) and “l will work with anybody of
any party to move this country forward” (C: 215).

Drawing on the cluster analysis of ‘country’, it is found that Obama exploited the
values of future orientation, hard work orientation, and equal opportunity, as well as
the ideal of unity and metaphor (the journey metaphor, the regeneration metaphor and

personification) so that his fellow citizens become inspired to adopt his plan.

iii. The Key Term ‘change’

America, for Barack Obama, and perhaps for the audience also, needs change.
Obama, in a kind of an attack, depicts Romney’s plans as not representing change.
Around the key term ‘change’ is spotted a number of clauses which illustrate this:
“more power to the biggest banks is not change” (C: 126), “tax cutting favoring the

wealthy not change” (C: 127), “rubber stamp the sea party’s agenda in Congress not
change” (C: 129-130).




Near the key term change are located also the pronouns ‘them’ and ‘that’ which
alone do not give a clear meaning. Thus, | preferred to write explicitly between
brackets what each pronoun refers to so that the ideas around the clusters are clearer.
The clusters are stated hereafter: “Giving them [old ideas] as change” (C: 123) and
“that’s [refuting to answer questions about the details of your policies until after the
election] definitely not change” (C: 128). When examining all those clusters, we easily
notice that Obama is describing Romney’s plans and ideas as reflecting no change.
This attack, whether justified or not, is reiterated in this sentence implicitly: “we

know what change looks like” (C: 125).

After accusing Romney of not making any change, Obama turned to presenting his
own plans as the ones which embody the real needed change. Such an idea is noted
through some words located in close proximity with the term ‘change’: “every American
has ashot at a great education” (C: 151), “train 2 million Americans” (C: 154) “innovation”
(C: 162), “do some nation building” (C: 176) and “reduce our deficit” (C: 184).

The orator, besides, tried to gain the audience confidence by relying on his first
term deeds: “you’ve seen me fight for it [i.e. for change]” (C: 146) and “you may be

frustrated at the peace of change. So, am I’ (C: 136) in which he exhibits his honesty.

Again personification crops up when the rhetor associated the key term ‘change’
with other terms as in “what real change looks like” (C: 145) and “change comes
when..” (C: 162) in which he compares change to a person whose traits are, perhaps,
not clear and whose arrival is expected and, more than that, needed. However, this
person is walking slowly “you may be frustrated sometimes at the pace of change”
(C: 135-136). In this last quote, we come, once more, across the journey metaphor by

which Obama describes change as movement, or say travel, towards a destination.

The value of equal opportunity surfaces upon studying this cluster around the key
term ‘change’: “Giving more power to the biggest banks is not change” (C: 126), “tax

cut favoring the wealthy -- not change” (C: 127), “change we’re going to... —a country




where every American has a shot at a great education” (C: 151) and “Change is a

future where we have to reduce our deficit, but do it in a balanced way” (C: 184).

Equal opportunity is not the only value stemmed from words surrounding the key
term ‘change’, there is another value, that of honesty, which is conveyed through
these items: “You may be frustrated sometimes at the pace of change. | promise you,
soam I” (C: 136).

All in all, the strategies we have inferred are: attack, appeal to needs, credibility,
the journey metaphor and personification, the values of equal opportunity and honesty,

and unity.

iv. The Key Term ‘storm’

Two clusters appear nearby the key term ‘storm’. The first one contains words like
“worst”” (C: 42) and “bad” (C: 50), just for the sake of introducing the issue and

recognizing the enormity of the storm.

As far as the second cluster is concerned, it conveys a sense of solidarity with and
reassurance of the victims on the part of the speaker: “we will be with them” (C: 47),
“we will help them rebuild” (C: 49) and “We are all in this together” (C: 50-51). It is
to be noted that the term ‘storm’ is implicitly referred to in examples (C: 47) and (C:
49). These clusters may also be an allusion to unity as Obama took a bipartisan
position and his attitude was presidential vis-a-vis providing help to all the victims
during and after the storm. I also notice the presence of the pronoun ‘we’ in the three
extracts above. Fairclough (1989) describes pronouns as encoding certain values. In
this case, ‘we’ might be used to spread responsibility and attempt to involve all the
audience (government, political parties, other people, etc.) in the process of aiding
people in storm damaged areas. In its entirety, Obama’s message about a current issue
helped him probably to grab attention, establish trust, evoke emotion, and promote

unity, a value highly appreciated by the American people.




Going through the clusters around the key term ‘storm’ permits the understanding

that Obama tried to gain credibility and boost unity to expand his peoples’ support.

v. The Key Term ‘opportunity’

Through the key term ‘opportunity’ and the cluster around it, Obama conveys the
message that he wants to promote the value of equal opportunity and to guarantee a
life without barriers for education, prosperity, and success. The speaker relied on the
following fragments to reflect his belief in and pursuit to enhance equal opportunity:
“As long as there’s a child anywhere in this country who’s languishing in poverty, and
barred from opportunity, our fight goes on” (C: 64-65), “paths of opportunity for
everybody” (C: 69), “everybody gets a fair shot” (C: 71), “everybody does their fair
share” (C: 71-72), “everybody plays by the same rules”(C: 72), “opportunity for
everybody” (C: 80-81), “everybody has a chance to get a great education”, (C: 86), and
“everybody has chance to learn the skills...” (C: 86-87) and “broaden opportunity” (C:
256). It bears drawing attention to my consideration of chance as a synonym to the term

‘opportunity’.

3.4. Conclusion

Applying the Cluster Analysis method to the corpus, I have tried, thus far, to discern
the key terms and organize the clusters of terms around them according to patterns that
permit the identification of the persuasive strategies in the speeches. The techniques
the analysis uncovered are grouped into six categories: arguments using logical
reasoning (analogical and causal reasoning) and evidence (statistics and authorities),
emotional arousals (hope; needs; fear; humour; values like future orientation, hard
work orientation, equal opportunity and honesty; and ideals such as unity and
American exceptionalism whose components are American superiority and social
mobility), metaphor (game, construction, regeneration, journey and war metaphors as
well as personification), credibility, scapegoating, and attack. How and why they were
used? What were their probable effects? Was their use effective? The answers to these

questions will make up the content of the next chapter. Before that | would like to




emphasize the dynamic relationships among speaker, text, audience, and context. For
instance, Obama would not have made appeals to, among others, needs, fear or hope if
recipients were not experiencing an economic turmoil. His economic speeches, as
another example, were delivered in a manufacturing plant and a manufacturing state,

Ohio, two avenues that manifest the importance he bestows on economy.
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Chapter four: Discussion and Interpretation of the

Results

4.0. Introduction

The research question concerning what rhetorical devices were used to win the
favour of the listening audience has already been answered. A few questions have yet
to be answered; they are pertinent to the effects of those strategies on the listeners, the
rational lying behind their use, and their effectiveness, if any. The present discussion is
primarily structured around those left research questions. We will explain how the
identified persuasive strategies were used, how they can influence the listeners, and
their efficiency. Each device is taken alone and dealt with in the light of these points.
A general discussion will follow up to draw broader conclusions on the use of these
tactics and the success of the method of cluster analysis. Prior to wrapping up the
whole talk, it is necessary to explain how the results of this thesis can be applied, and
what its restrictions are so as future research may fill the gaps and take other avenues

within this area.

4.1. The Rhetorical Strategies Effects

Unfortunately, throughout the rhetorical history there has never been a method
whereby to identify the effects of a rhetorical device nor a tool to measure its
effectiveness. Ewbank (1931 in Kuypers & King, 2001) tried to fill this gap by
performing "case studies” where the critic wrote from personal experience derived
from witnessing a speech. He looked at the audience's immediate reactions and the
effect of the speech on them. By all means, this method is impossible in our case;
besides, it involves a great deal of subjectivity and the critic may be influenced by
performance not by the language. Given that this is so, | attempted to discuss the
effects relying mainly on recent research in psychology drawing on Ullmann (1972)

who maintains that words may have a strong psychological impact on the audience.

.



4.1.1. Arguments

Given that the term argument has a variety of meanings and can cause confusion, |
have to determine its meaning in our context. By argument is meant the points or the

reasons presented to support or oppose a proposition.

4.1.1.1. Cause-and-Effect Reasoning

To start with, in speech (A), the first cluster around the key term ‘job’ indicates that
America was witnessing a loss in jobs. The other clusters neighbouring the key terms
‘manufacturing’, ‘tax’ and ‘change’ offer ways by which to solve the problem of
joblessness: (a) revitalizing manufacturing, (c) taxing businesses investing in the
overseas, and (c) training millions of Americans in skills needed in manufacturing.
The verification of other clusters around key terms in speeches (B) and (C) revealed
the presence of this pattern i.e. the pattern of presenting solutions to the problem of
unemployment. A cluster around the key term ‘middle class’ suggests that a strong
middle class is the base on which a strong economy rests. Two other solutions also
emerge from the clusters around the key term ‘plan’; accordingly, supporting

education, research and innovation can sustain the economy.

The examination of the above pattern allowed the deduction of one of Obama’s
persuasive strategies. He first presented the challenges people face; then, provided
reasoned logical solutions as to how America will overcome them. The logic of these
solutions can be clearly seen in the causal relationships between the problems and the

suggested solutions.

By definition, causal reasoning involves “an event that happens first and has the
means, power, facilities, and/or desire to produce a second event” (Hube & Smider

2006: 136). This process can be explained by the following diagram.

Event 1 — Event 2
Diagram 4.1. A Diagram Explaining the Causal Reasoning Technique
Adapted from Huber and Smider (2005)
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Causal reasoning is the theoretical explanation of the powerful forces represented by

the arrow in the diagram.

Building on that, we will give a rather detailed account of Obama’s causal
reasoning. First, the decline in manufacturing results automatically in vaporization of
huge numbers of jobs. That is, to create the desired effect, that of generating jobs,
Obama needs just to spur the cause. Put differently, Americans will get rid of
unemployment once manufacturing is rescued. Second, training people in skills needed
then could permit their recruitment in the short term. Third, to tax businesses shipping
jobs overseas means to encourage those businesses to invest inside America. Fourth, a
strong middle class can provide a stable consumer base which, in turn, may drive new
investments, i.e. a source for more jobs. The last solution in which causal reasoning is
apparent is the one that crops up from a cluster surrounding the key term ‘plan’ where
Obama addresses a counterargument of Romney. Romney proposed that cutting taxes
instead of raising them would be the key solution to America’s economic troubles.
Obama, by contrast, contends that tax cuts would lead to students’ loss of financial aid
and an inability to finance research. These would, on the one side, affect middle class
families and the poor and, on the other side, place crippling restrictions on innovation,
thus on future business and investment — again a loss in jobs. To elaborate on this
point, Obama gave an overview of the potential negative results of a plan opposite to

his to persuade the listeners to adopt his own plan and turn away from the adversary’s

policy.

All in all, the orator utilized effective causal reasoning when he talked about the
introduction of new and the healing of the current causal forces (manufacturing,
training, taxes, a strong middle class, education, research and innovation) to improve
conditions. More precisely, whenever he presented a solution he used causal reasoning
(cause to effect or effect to cause) to show that the solution is capable of removing the
existing evils. Huber and Smider (2005) note: “whenever you are developing a
problem solution speech, causal reasoning may be the basic kind of argument that you

are rising” (136). In addition, causal reasoning worked well to develop the proposition




that dangerous consequences would rise should the new opposing plan be adopted. On
the whole, Obama’s reasoning is so cogent and logical that can affect people’s

cognition, thus persuade them he is the best candidate.

4.1.1.2. Reasoning from Analogy

When suggesting that a shredded middle class can cause a slow economic growth,
Barack Obama drew on historical facts to demonstrate the truth of his proposition. He
compared a past American experience when the middle class saw periods of decay and
those periods were accompanied with slow economic growth to Romney’s plan which
advocated a careless vision towards the middle class. After making an analogy with
this past event, Obama induced that Romney’s proposal would negatively affect the
economy because an identical vision did so before. The rhetor tried to turn opinion
against his adversary’s proposal by evidencing its deficiencies. Exactly the same kind
of reasoning was used when he said that tax cuts can lead to a disastrous economy and
that poor manufacturing could engender a decline in jobs because these policies were

tried by the Bush administration but yielded the worst results.

The technique utilized in the three aforementioned cases is reasoning from analogy’.
Via this form, it can be demonstrated that “what occurred in one situation will occur in
a similar situation” (Hube & Smider, 2006: 150). In other terms, it is an argumentation
in which the speaker compares one event, idea, object, person, or situation against
another one to reach a generalization or an inference about them. The most important
characteristic of this technique is that the two items being compared must be similar;
otherwise, the argument sounds weak. If we study Obama’s reasoning, we find that
Romney’s and Bush’s plans are sufficiently comparable: both are similar in premise;
so, they are supposed to be akin in results. The conclusion is that Obama’s reasoning is
so sound that it can fulfil its persuasive task because people do not get persuaded by

irrational promises or ill-conceived ideas.

1- The term analogy, here, does not carry the figurative connotation but the literal one.




4.1.1.3. Appeal to Authorities

At the outset, it should be noted that “authorities in any field are individuals who are

trained in research, have made studies, are free from prejudice and exaggeration, and

are consistent” (Huber and Snider, 2005: 73). The authorities Obama mentioned are
two: analysts in general and an expert opinion. Each of them constitutes an evidence in
that it is supposed to be based on research. Furthermore, the audience would not hesitate
toacceptsuchevidence especiallythat the prestige of the second authority was increased
by stating the novelty of the study (“just the other week’) and uttering its source: an
economist from the corporate Moody’s which is a leading provider of economic data,

research, and analytical tools — a fact that is normally known to many Americans.

4.1.1.4. Statistics

To boost his claims, Obama deploys numbers which are found in clusters around the
key terms ‘job’, ‘tax’ and ‘plan’. No doubt, statistics are powerful pieces of evidence
that can effectively strengthen the argument because they give clear, precise criterion
on which to base decisions. Huber and Smider (2005) say: “statistics constitute

evidence because they are a summary of things that did occur” (72).

The speaker chiefly gave statistics in terms of total number of cases, neither ratios
nor averages were utilized. Interestingly, although he used numbers, he did not
overawe the people with mathematics so as not to overwork the power of statistics.
Even though he gave them in a clear and an unambiguous way, the audience ignored
everything about their freshness and sources reliability. Still people generally accept
numbers as a Holy book without questioning them. They are interesting and

believable, hence their overwhelming effect.




It is true that logic is one of the constituent parts of persuasion; however, “those
who depend on logic alone will be disappointed in their results” (Hube & Smider,
2005: 177) which means that appeal to pathetic proofs is inescapable.

4.1.2. Emotional Appeals

The three speeches exhibit a unique way of arousing the emotional force of the
audience in favour of the speaker. The positive emotions are enthused by employing

carefully crafted appeals.

4.1.2.1. Hope

The other strategy that has came to light after close examination of the clusters is
that of appeal to hope which isembodied in two clusters around the key terms ‘ American’,
‘future’ and ‘fight’. Casting hope on the speeches was Obama’s way to convince
listeners that he can restore the United State to greatness; besides, it promotes
confidence in him and improves morale among the listeners. He embodied the political

myth of hope and projected a sense of an optimizer that was incredibly persuasive.

4.1.2.2. Appeal to needs

One of the patterns that popped out from the close study of the clusters around the
key terms ‘tax’, ‘plan’ and ‘grow’ is that which points to the rhetor’s exploitation of
the audience needs to win it by his side. In these clusters, Barack Obama stresses the
economic and social aspects he intends to address once elected; they are those specific
aspects people need and regard urgent. He responded to the people’s needs to reduce
the deficit, pay down debt, revive the middle class, diminish taxes, obtain jobs, get

education, and benefit from a health care program.

The speaker was aware that his speeches were targeted at an audience made up of
people suffering of many deficiencies and aspiring to get rid of that situation. Because
need is the precipitating factor for all persuasion the speaker tailored his message

according to the audience needs, wants and desires. Chaiken (1999) says that people




analyze the persuasion information for significance and pertinence to their need. Obama
created a vision that shows listeners that their needs and wants are going to be met
once he is in office for another term. By allowing them to feel a focus on their needs,
he captures their interest and sustains their attention throughout the message, and
drives them to think he is their rescuer. That’s how he influences their thinking and
motivates them to accept his ideas. The listeners are involved in and concerned by the
issue, so they would carefully consider the message and are likely to be more

influenced by it.

Concisely, common persuasion techniques include tapping into the audience needs,
wants and wishes and painting a detailed picture on how they will be satisfied.
Undoubtedly, the best persuasive messages are those aligned with the most important

needs of every audience member.

4.1.2.3. Fear

A fear appeal is “a persuasive message that attempts to arouse fear in order to divert
behavior through the threat of impending danger or harm” (Maddux & Rogers, 1983:
469). Obama invoked fear in the audience by identifying the negative results of voting
for Romney whose plan adopted a careless attitude toward the middle class and could
lead to imposing more taxes on both poor and middle class families. It is said that the
fear appeal overrides reason; so, even if Obama’s words are not true, they are still
effective especially when they contain a meaningful threat. Since this fear appeal
focuses on the welfare of the message recipients, it motivates them towards an action
which can reduce the threat depicted in the message. That action is to vote for Obama.
In general, fear appeals are effective in increasing interest, involvement and
persuasiveness (Latour et al., 1996). However, this appeal has been criticized as being

unethical, manipulative, and exploitive. Still, I don’t think so in case the threat is real.
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4.1.2.4. Humour

The word “scars” and the phrase “the gray hair”’(C:146) which are utilized by Obama
to prove he was fighting for change in the first term stand as a cluster that evokes humour.

The same is true for a cluster around the key term ‘plan’ which displays a wry sense.

Whilst not seeming flippant about serious issues, humour can win over the listeners
as it can increase their happiness and “people who are in good mood are less likely to
disagree with a persuasive message” (Freedman, et al. 1978, as cited in Lyttle, 2001:
207). Obama exploited humour also to show how likable he is, to create a bond with
the addressees, to gain attention, to enhance receptivity, and most importantly to
further arguments. For instance, Obama’s humouristic style around the key term
‘fight” appears after a series of factual examples® in an attempt to back the argument
about his fulfilment of his promises of the first campaign. This, besides, let it be noted,
contributes to his credibility. Humour, in addition, has the capacity to divert listeners
from producing counterarguments. Lyttle (2011) suggests that humour may be capable
of “block[ing] systematic central processing by distracting receivers from constructing
counterarguments” (27). This is especially facilitated with the type of humour that
requires greater processing, such as irony — it occurs when the actual meaning of
words turn out to be the opposite. So, the cluster around the key term ‘plan’ (“Mr.
Romney is qualified to deliver on that plan” [B: 188]) is a manifestation of irony

whose recipients may overlook holes in arguments since they are busy processing it.

It is noticeable that the rhetor did not overuse humour; otherwise, people would find
it irrelevant. The rhetorical value of his arguments, moreover, is weakened when the

entertainment value is strengthened.

4.1.2.5. Values and ldeals
Through values and ideals Barack Obama awakes emotions since he, on the one

hand, stirs something dear laid deep in the addresses and, on the other hand, he shows

1- Events or things that actually have happened or existed.
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his craving to protect the current and next generations by maintaining the nations keys

to prosperity, that is its values and ideals.

i. Values

Values are broad, general, and conclusive beliefs about the way people should
behave. They may not be based on reason. Values involve subjective preferences; they
refer to standards of good and bad, right and wrong, desirable and undesirable”
(McClosky & Zaller, 1984: 322). Kohls (1984) throws light on what he believed were
the thirteen core American values; four of them appear in Obama’s addresses: future

orientation, work orientation, equal opportunity, and honesty.

a. Future Orientation

Three clusters relevant to the key terms ‘manufacturing’, ‘future’, and ‘country’
painta picture of the future where the promise of a coming thriving term is realized
through a desirable plan that addresses the concerns of the people: economic recession,
jobs, research, education, health, taxes, etc. The current while is seen as preparatory

for greater events.

b. Work Orientation

Someclustersaround the keyterms ‘manufacturing’, ‘American’,and ‘country’ encode
an action and a work orientation attitudes toward life. In his persuasive endeavour, the
orator raised this value for he was conscious that the majority of his listeners highly
regard labour. A belief that shapes Americans’ lives is that if they work hard, they can

get ahead however the circumstances they were born into (Gingrich, 2011).

c. Equal Opportunity

People in the US do not care of equity of condition as their concern about equality
in opportunity. This means that society should provide everyone with the opportunity
to get ahead. People with varying talents and efforts should end up achieving success.
Obama made a hint to this value through clusters around the key terms ‘tax’, ‘country’

‘change’ and ‘opportunity’.
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d. Honesty

The presence of the value of honesty in expressing the frustration of people and of
Obama himself at the pace of change adds, undoubtedly, to the persuasiveness of the
speech. This is because Americans have always preferred the approach of honesty and
directness in transmitting unpleasant information or delivering negative
uncomplimentary evaluations. Directness is not a matter of losing face. Anything other
than the direct and open way is considered to be a sort of dishonesty, manipulation and

ends in untrustworthiness.

e. Discussion

Like any people, Americans have a number of values to live by. Therefore, loading
a message with their values is more likely to render it attractive and persuasive.
Values stem their persuasive power from the fact of being criteria for many for
selecting the attitudes, actions, goals, and methods they adopt. Values trigger some
specific behaviour and constrain behaviour that contravenes preset ones. In fact, the
results of a study by Nelson and Garst (2005) indicated that: “value matching
promotes close attention to the message” (489). Besides, Seiter and Gass (2004)
describe the “similarity and liking” (209) compliance tactic. They suggest that a
simple mention of a shared similarity to the target recipient may increase the
likeability of the message sender and therefore increase their influence. Similarities
can point to a range of shared characteristics among which are values. While none acts
according to their values at all times and in all places, people nonetheless feel

uncomfortable when their values are touched or not accounted for in a given message.

Appealing to core values is also used as an effective form of argumentation. Obama
did incorporate them when framing solutions to particular issues. No heavy taxing on
the poor and encouraging invention are appeals to equal opportunity and hard work,
respectively. Even Obama’s presentation of his deeds in the first term shows his
commitment to the value of hard work. | argue that these values guarantee
persuasiveness because they are shared with the recipients; they are not merely newly

constructed ones. Americans would like their prospective leader to share their values
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with them. So, for the speaker to have a greater influence, it is primordial that he is
seen acting in accordance with and for the promotion of the people’s values.

Moreover, people tend to trust someone who maintains their values.

ii. Ideals
To gain people’s support, Obama raised two ideals the Americans hold strongly:
their sense of being exceptional and their unity. In what follows, | will first discern

their meanings then explain their effect.

a. American Exceptionalism

American superiority is tied into the ideal of America’s Exceptionalism. Lipset
(1997) contends that: “Although the term [Exceptionalism] does not necessarily imply
superiority, many neoconservative and American conservative writers have promoted
its rise in that sense” (174). At the heart of American Exceptionalism also lies the
concept of social mobility. Tocqueville (2003) invoked the term “American
Exceptionalism” to describe what has been thought of as Exceptionally high rates of

social mobility in the United States.

- Superiority

Clusters around the three key terms ‘manufacturing’, ‘American’, and ‘nation’ are
an approval of Obama’s appeal to American glory and superiority. The strategy of
amplifying American supremacy arouses positive feelings on the part of the recipients.
It is a common human desire to believe and define oneself as special and unique. The
superiority strategy honours the audience. Lim (2002) says that Presidential rhetoric
has become more people-oriented in the past century and especially in the past three

decades.

- Social mobility
Nearby the key terms ‘voices’ and ‘middle class’ is a cluster visibly alluding to the
American value of social mobility. This latter is a term that refers to the movement of

individuals from one social class or economic level to another, in most of the cases, a
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superior one, often due to high education or job change. It is either intergenerational
(change in socio-economic status between children and parents) or intragenerational

(over the course of an individual’s life time).

b. Unity

American political culture contains a number of core ideals. Not all Americans
share the same views, of course, but the vast majority subscribes to these general
ideals among which is their unity. Obama projected his unifying messages by way of

clusters of terms around the key terms: nation, fight, country, change and storm.

c. Discussion

Faith in their own exceptionalism, helps the one who mentions this ideal to inspire
Americans and convince them they can achieve whatever they work for, and can make
initiatives toward realizing great things (innovation, for example). The affirmation of
such an ideal helped Obama establish a separation between the old regime and his new
leadership under which restoring America back to its glory days is of high probability.
Barack Obama was accused of denying the heart and soul of the nation because of
running, not explicitly, on an anti-exeptionalism platform. His adversary Romney
framed his campaign as a defence of America’s exceptional character against an
unpatriotic President who thinks that America is not a special country. The fact that |
found clusters appealing to the American exceptionalism is Obama’s dignified way to
defend himself; it is a less direct way to show people he is proud of and is ready to

preserve their creed.

Besides, the Americans have an unwavering belief in the chance to rise from
humble origins to higher positions as a reward for their efforts. Several recent opinion
polls show that this belief has been stronger in the U.S. than in the past. It was wise of
Obama to draw on people’s strong desire to move to upper social ranks in order to
persuade them that he is the one who will pave the way for their dreams to come true.

At the same time, a numerous studies have revealed that mobility has been witnessing
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low rates and may need to be reinvigorated. Erosion in mobility makes it needed and

more demanded on the part of people.

Unity was Obama’s tactic to rally the country by appealing to common feeling of
patriotism. Unity is a guarantee of cooperation and prosperity which are highly sought
by any people especially at moments of national crisis. | would like to emphasize the
point that unity does not mean uniformity; all citizens cannot agree on everything but
they should be able to agree on the most fundamental aspects of life. Unity refers also
to the cooperation between the republicans and the democrats even if they disagree
with one another about policies. Politicians and leaders frequently appeal to this sense
of unity especially when the country faces challenges bigger than parties’
disagreements. It is this pace of politicians that Obama followed when he launched

calls for bipartisan.

The effectiveness of an ideal is contingent on the context and the predispositions of
the audience. The context here is a country wrecked in a mess and its people desire to
restore its old prosperous state, an aim that could be reached by virtue of, among
others, unity. Those people are likely to vote for someone who would defend and

preserve their unity.

Last but in no way least, the rhetor draws on shared ideals for he knows that people
get moved and change attitude when they find something in common with the other
side. Perhaps this helps them find familiar images, find commonality, build report,
enhance natural understanding, create connectedness, build interest and most of all

give the impression of the ability of the speaker to fulfil their expectations.

4.1.3. Credibility

Several clusters around a number of key terms display Obama’s search for the

transmission of his image as an ethical and trustworthy person. In so doing, he
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consolidates his influence for people are more inclined to listen, accept and believe

someone they trust than a person whose credentials are not lofty.

The credibility pattern is particularly established when he recognized past
occurrences notably the failure of the tax cut policy in the previous decade. This
demonstrates his deep knowledge of the awful circumstances through which his people
had gone. The audience also received evidence that the rhetor understood full well
their present concerns by tackling the social and economic issues pervading the nation
and by showing his will to address them once elected to office. All this is visible via

clusters surrounding the key terms ‘job’, ‘manifacturing’, and ‘tax’.

Obama counted also on his achievements as a president for one term to elevate his
trustworthiness since they function as an evidence of his sincerity. His deeds are
grouped around the key terms ‘grow’ and ‘change’ when he spoke of the beginning of
an economic affluence and job growth in his term and when he indirectly turned his
listeners into witnesses of his fight for change. Indeed, he was in need of several
factors into play to signal his accomplishments: Obama is no longer a blank screen
with little to defend as in 2008. Spending more than three years in office, he had to

defend his record on jobs and the economy.

The speaker, in addition, established his credibility by the use of credible and
reliable sources as the appeal to authorities and statistics (c.f. 4.1.1.3. and 4.1.1.4.) in
building arguments, the thing which shows his utmost respect for the audience. Within
the same line of thought, another proof of not attempting to fool the audience by raising
weak or silly arguments — as some speakers do — is the provision of logical arguments

namely those based on causal and analogical reasoning (c.f.4.1.1.1 and 4.1.1.2.).

The development of Obama’s account of credibility is also ascribed to his
establishment of a common ground with the audience. Most of the time he could do so
when he acknowledged their values and ideals: equal opportunity, future orientation,

hard work, honesty, superiority, upward social mobility, and unity. Evidently, it is
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easier to persuade a person with whom you share something than an individual who is

completely alien with already established firm beliefs.

To extend my discussion of the credibility appeal, | should call attention to the
political candidates’ tendency to frame their lives’ stories as struggles against poverty.
Appeal to populist instincts is meant to augment credibility. This is because recipients
believe that someone who has once endured what they are experiencing would be
more likely capable to feel their pains and would have a genuine interest in their well-
being. Obama’s speeches embody such an appeal in that he reminded his people via a
cluster around the term ‘voices’ that he, along with his family and grandparents, had
gone through the same hard circumstances the Americans were undergoing in 2012.
This technique of identifying with the audience does not only enhance credibility but it
also emphasizes commonality and fosters connection with the listeners. So, personal

experiences are a double-edged sword: they establish trust and trigger feelings.

Undeniably, it is not the speeches alone that help promote credibility but also the
speaker’s entire background. It is my contention that the majority of the audience was
prepared to believe Obama for his reputation, normally, had already been built as an
Illinois Senate, a US Senate, a US President, and a graduate from among the most
distinguished institutions in the world: Colombia University and Harvard Law School.
This can be a proof of his intelligence, knowledge, and talent. What | want to say is
that the perceived credibility of a source can greatly affect a message’s persuasiveness

in the sense that message scrutiny is low when the source is assumed to be honest.

4.1.4. Scapegoating

A quick look at clusters around the key term ‘nation’ allows anyone to realize that
the speaker was indirectly blaming his predecessor Bush for the mistakes of the
previous regime that led to a financial crisis. This technique is called scapegoating. It
is the practice of placing unwarranted blames on a group or an individual for existing
problems, negative experiences or misconducts. As a matter of fact, the scapegoat can

be either innocent or guilty.
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We notice that Obama did not choose as scapegoat someone who is beyond
suspicion or prejudice; he settled on Bush who is popularly accused for the economic
recession. The Gallup poll* estimated that after three and a half years of George
Bush’s departure, 68 percent of Americans still point fingers at their ex-President
blaming him for the lousy economy (Newport, 2012). Therefore, the “blame Bush”
strategy worked in 2012 campaign. However, many Americans still hold Obama
partially responsible for the economy and think he has not done enough to fix the mess
he inherited; as a consequence, a man with limited achievements is unlikely to
persuade the electorate to vote for him again. In this case, Obama had to divert
attention from him and convince people that it was not his incompetence nor his plans
that led to such a situation, rather the deficit created by eight years of Republican
policies was so giant that they were facing unprecedented long-term unemployment at
unparalleled levels. As such, he could polish his image, govern trust, and project
feelings of hostility and frustration onto his predecessor. Girard René (1989) assumes
that scapegoating serves as a psychological relief for groups of people. Once blames
are thrown on Bush, the citizens become contented that they have solved the cause of
their problems by getting rid of that cause and start aspiring for better times to come

with a new presidential portrait.

4.1.5. Attack

After close examination of clusters around the key terms ‘tax’, ‘plan’, and ‘change’,
we could spot a pattern pointing to Obama’s attacks on Romney. The following
discussion will not be that facile to understand unless an explanation of the term attack
is offered. Attack is atechnique used in negative campaigning or smear campaigns
whereby a candidate tries to win advantage by referring to the negative aspects of an

opponent’s opinion or policy rather than emphasising one’s positive attributes.

1- The Gallup is an organization with a global extension that delivers research and analytics to leaders in various fields.
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The attack technique is spotted in a cluster around the key term ‘tax’ which
highlights the negative results (less jobs, fewer research grants, elimination of health
care insurance and tax burdens on middle class and poor families) of the tax cut policy
Romney sought to establish. What is interesting is that his attack is backed with
evidence. The causal and analogical reasoning we discussed previously are the same
devices at hand to block Romney’s influence. The cause and effect technique becomes
visible when we understand that Romney’s suggestion of reducing taxes (cause) means
shrinkage of tax payers (consequence), thus less money to afford research and health
insurance programs and more taxes on middle class and vulnerable families. Second,
attack is launched using reasoning from analogy when Obama announced that the tax

reduction policy had been tried previously but proved unsuccessful.

In addition to logical reasoning, statistics and authorities were Obama’s tools to
sustain his attack. The speaker, through a cluster located around the key term ‘plan’,
pointed out flaws with his opponent’s policy using the power of numbers “climinate
health insurance for 33 million Americans” (B: 153) and appeal to the authority of
analysts “analysts ... don’t believe that his plan would create more jobs in the short
term” (B: 196). By inserting “in the short term” Obama might not have denied
completely the validity of Romney’s argument. He just minimized it and demonstrated

the minuscule worth of his propositions.

Another cluster of terms around the key term ‘plan’ “it’s not a plan to create jobs.
It’s not a plan to grow the economy. It’s not a plan to pay down the debt. And it’s sure
not a plan to revive the middle class and secure our future” (B: 437-439) is a
manifestation of Obama’s attack on Romney. In this context, however, there is no
evidence to boost what he was saying; those propositions are mere conclusions (may

be based on the proofs Obama already advanced to weaken his opponent’s position).

In sum, the orator tried to make his attacks as reasoned as possible to gain
persuasive power, otherwise recipients will not consider his message. Generally

speaking, if attacks are not built on solid grounds, they can jeopardize one’s image.
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The attack technique helps divert attention away from inherent flaws in the speaker’s
policies to issues with an opponent’s policies. Digging more in this device, we
discover that Obama’s depiction of Romney’s plan as an impede to health care
promotion, economic growth and middle class thrive, etc. implies a hint to its
incompatibility with the American value of equal opportunity. People are never ready
to surrender values deeply clinched in their creed. By and large, we notice that Obama
led rather a low intensity attack. It is interesting to note that such a kind of attacks has

a maximized net effect on vote choice.

4.1.6. Metaphor

Persuasive strategies in political rhetoric are found in literal meanings as well as,
often, in figurative. The use of metaphor is abundant in political discourse especially
in discourses produced when a country is experiencing a climate of crisis such as an
economic decline, changes in political system, or a natural disaster (Carver & Picalo,
2008). In such circumstances, rhetors attempt to rely on metaphors as a way to connect
to the audience and push their own agendas to end that crisis situation. When it comes

to Obama’s discourse, it is not an exception; metaphor usage is pervasive.

It should be clarified that, in the analysis, the identification of the metaphorical
expressions was not grounded on any method. The only means | had were previous
knowledge of the language and a close scrutiny of the clusters which, both, enabled the

classification of the detected metaphors into six types.

4.1.6.1. Game metaphor

Lakoff and Johnson (2003) argue that through metaphor we make abstract concepts
easier to understand by thinking of them in terms of situations or concepts from our
experience. At first glance, game metaphor in the corpus appears to fit this description
because most people, if not all, have experienced game in their lives. If we compare
manufacturing to game, we find the following. Both are guided by rules. In each there

is a winner and a loser. However, manufacturing is a serious matter while game is
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entertaining. Moreover, the first requires dedication in terms of time, effort and mental

processing whereas the second is a choice made in leisure time.

Probably, when Obama associated manufacturing to game, something with which
the audience is familiar, he managed to create a metaphor that obscures the complexity
or the grandiose of ‘manufacturing’ and trivializes its importance. This simplification
is rewarding in that recipients feel relief from the tension created by the perception that
something is difficult to reach (Stone, 1988). It is this feeling of pleasure that paves the

way to persuasion. So, metaphor might be designed to stir emotions (Stone).

At the same time, game metaphor intensifies the salient and interesting
characteristics of manufacturing that are shared with game (enjoyment, wining, in case
of losing it is not the end of world) and ignores others (sacrifice with time money and

effort), thereby helps listeners concentrate on the desired aspects that appeal to them.

4.1.6.2. Regenerative metaphor

Regenerative metaphors are signifiers of profound change in diverse political
visions. They provide the frame of the argument that the candidate will bring
something new. The idea of the renewal of the country and the economy would normally
appeal to Americans who were struggling. That is, politicians seek to conform to the
emotions, desires and needs of the audience to make their messages persuasive. We
should also call attention to the fact that the regeneration metaphor embodies the

political myth of hope.

4.1.6.3. Personification

The 2012 electoral campaign was held in a period when the US was fighting one of
the worst economic crises in its history. Obama brought hope and inspired trust in the
American citizens by portraying his solutions (manufacturing, change, his plan) as
persons that will bring refuge. The term ‘country’ also underwent a process of

personification which might result in a captivating metaphor because of its affectionate
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tone. Obama’s address depicts the country as a human being to highlight the need for a
good relationship and cooperation with his people. This is a powerful metaphor for
stressing the need for unity and collaborative effort. The phrase “I spoke for the
country”’(C: 46) also emphasizes the role of the would-be president as a strong
decision taking leader which is likely to appeal to the audience. It has, furthermore, the

aim to get people identify with his beliefs, intentions and actions.

4.1.6.4. Construction metaphor

Charteris-Black (2005) notices that the construction metaphor is quite common in
the American political discourse. In “ladders of opportunity”, the construction
metaphor refers to upward mobility; so, it resonates to underlying values and ideals
which are usually deeply desired by the listeners (Stone, 1988). Moreover, the
metaphor “nation building” (B: 364) taps into people’s beliefs in that it highlights an
essential theme of the American mythology of creation as it is related to the Frontier

myth of building a civilization out of the wilderness (Marienstras, 1996).

4.1.6.5. Journey Metaphor

The journey metaphor is potent in the political arena because it presents policies as
powerful activities which require time and patience so as to persuade people that
getting to their destinations (purposes) necessitates more than one term in presidency.
Time is needed to see concrete achievements. Charteris- Black (2005) maintains that
journey metaphors ‘“conceptualize long-term purposes”. Additionally, when the
candidate thinks of politics as a journey having destinations and paths towards those
destinations, it means that he thinks of political action as purposeful. People are more
persuaded to elect one with purposes than someone who moves aimlessly. To analyse
it from another angle, the journey metaphor also evokes freedom of movement despite
the presence of potential obstacles on the path — for example, one of the obstacles

Obama faced is the Congress.

Charters- Black (2005), further, argues that the journey metaphor has a particular

secondary meaning in the American political discourse because it is rooted in the
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American historical experience of people undertaking voyages across the sea and then
by people undertaking overland journeys Westland. Indeed, the journey metaphor is

abundant in Obama’s addresses and in political speech in general.

4.1.6.6. War metaphor

Due to the frequent use of the war metaphor, I can say that the speaker has the habit
of imagining politics as a battle. Although there is no physical battle, there exist an
abstract one in which the targets are the hardships and the attackers are the president
and his assistants. In reality, aggressive metaphors are common in political discourse
(Charteris-Black, 2005), especially in the American one. Perhaps this is because the
Americans see it as a means of self-defence and of guaranteeing a secured life. Thus,
violence in discourse is something the Americans are probably familiar and
comfortable with. For this reason, politicians use it as a tool of persuasion because it is
viewed positively by a large part of the audience. As Aitchison (1997: 92) puts it:
“Metaphor is often adapted to the culture in which it is uttered in order to be
persuasively effective”. Besides, deeply rooted in the American society is the value of
unity and we should not forget that war metaphor mostly seeks “bonds of union”. In
other terms, Obama did not assume he would fight problems alone but claimed,

indirectly, his people’s cooperation.

Taken as a whole, metaphors play at the emotional and cognitive levels and increase
credibility.

4.3. General Discussion

So far, I have tried to uncover Obama’s basic principles and elements involved in
influencing the electorate in the American 2012 elections. After discussing their
possible effects, we can conclude that the full power of persuasion is derived from the

successful combination of several tactics.

Of the discovered strategies is the use of reasoning in presenting the candidate’s

solutions to current economic challenges, incorporated in his plan. Besides being
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logical, his solutions constitute an appeal to audience needs, hopes, and fears. In other
terms, his reasoning instigates emotion. Sometimes the strongest arguments are based
on strong feelings. At the same time, the kinds of proofs provided are so solid that they

increase the credibility of the speaker for people do not tend to believe illogical ideas.

Reasoning, on the other hand, is utilized in attacking Romney. The attacks
themselves, in addition to being reasoned ones, resonate with values in that Obama’s
message implies that his opponent’s plan does not reflect the American values and
ideals. Not only attack was build on logical pillars but scapegoating also. More
precisely, approximately, the type of evidence employed to defend his own plan is the

samethatisusedinblaming Bushforall the damage the Americaneconomy underwent.

In a nutshell, the rhetor’s arguments constitute at once an appeal to reason, emotion,
and trust and form a basis for scapegoating and attack. I may argue, now, that few

persuasive appeals are purely logical or purely emotional.

Turning to values, it has been demonstrated that their inclusion in a speech do not
only play on the emotional side of the recipients but they also take part in the
argumentation process. To cause emotion to surge, Obama complied with the
audience’s values. This is to say that such an appeal permits Obama to gain people’s
trust as he could be a preserver of their values, the fact that promotes his credibility. In
short, emotional appeals may sometimes work in conjunction with credibility appeals.
Up to now, we have seen that credibility stands on, inter alia, the merits of arguments

and emotional appeals.

This interplay between the various appeals is also witnessed in metaphoric
influence. We have demonstrated that metaphor is an efficient element to simplify
concepts, relief tension, raise interest, intrigue hope and foster unity. That is,
metaphorical instances help a speaker to connect psychologically with the audience.
This work has also revealed that one reason for Obama’s success is that his linguistic

choices are conveyed in captivating metaphors which often emerge from the American
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values and vice versa. We can say that there is an interrelationship between metaphor,

rhetoric and politics.

The orator recognized that a purely logical speech would help gain agreement but
willnotbe so interesting to the audience, and that some pathos — in fact there is a heavy
reliance on pathos — is needed to keep the audience’s attention and to excite them
enough to act. At the same time, he also understood that a speech which only engages
emotions may not bring the desired results for people tend to accept things when they
are demonstrated. Additionally, voters are more open to some strategies than others;

thus, Obama’s use of varied kinds is justified by his willingness to follow the audience.

In sharp contrast to those who commend the practice of appealing to pathos,
proponents of deliberative democracy oppose introducing passions into political
speeches arguing that rhetoric, thus imbued with emotions, would manipulate people
into an irrational consensus. More recently, however, postmodernists posit that reason
itself is not neutral but a means of control and a form of coercion. Yet, for many other
postmodernists, political speeches and persuasive argumentation coercion-free is

possible within discourse.

Actually, the emotional appeal can aid to persuade listeners with limited mental
capacities. A lay man, for example, will not have the ability to follow the complexities
of detailed scientific proofs. So, pathos should be used to strengthen logical
argumentation. Humour is an instance in this area. Making the listeners pleased and

friendly is preparing them to receive a message.

The fact that Obama’s reasoning was not that complicated and that his proofs were
mere numbers and quotations reflects his care of the listeners’ distinct intellectual
capacities. Therefore, we can also say that he realized the importance of audience
analysis by which is meant that the addressor must adjust the speech to audience
expectations and level of comprehension, that different things appeal to different

people and that listeners are not all the same. In reality, avoidance of sophistication is
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also a requirement of the speaking situation. The spoken word differs from the written.
Given that public audiences do not have the benefit of being able to go back and re-
read sentences, they have a more limited capacity to comprehend complicated ideas
and to take in difficult or dense language. The speaker had, therefore, to compensate

for these limits by using simplified arguments.

In the same line of thought, it is widely believed that the Democratic Party usually
targets a series of smaller groups, notably low-income minority populations and
college-age youth — by contrast to the Republican Party which generally addresses
middle and upper-middle class individuals. The analysis shows that the democratic
candidate Obama directed his discourse at the middle, the low-income classes and the
students, discarding the wealthiest people who are a minority. The two targeted classes
form a large part of the electorate. Not only does this means he sought to be as broadly
appealing as possible, but also the contrast between these demographics is high, so it is

not hard to see why a variety of appeals would occur.

Surprisingly, Obama, the first president of the United States of African heritage,
does not explicitly, nor implicitly, try to limit his audience by sending specific
messages to the blacks. He does not highlight, for example, the special impact of the
recession on the blacks. The last Democratic president, Bill Clinton spoke often of the
special concerns of African Americans. Obama, in his attempt to appeal to the whole
nation, tells African Americans that the positive programs the government is working
on will benefit equally all social groups (wide audience). This could be attributed to
his determination to be a social climber and to his search for gain by “taking a cautious
stance on America's race issues in an attempt to appeal to white voters” Al Sharpton’,
a black US politician. His “betrayal” of the blacks is due, perhaps, also to being half-
white and/or to his upbringing outside the country away from the African American
culture privilege, the fact which did not allow him to share their everyday experiences

and struggles.

1-Panorama program on BBC
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Embedded in Obama’s speeches are the American ideals (exceptionalism which
comprises superiority and social mobility) and values (hard work, honesty, future
orientation and equal opportunity). They are a proof of Obama’s attention of
contextual adjustment in language choice. In fact, any discourse with the purpose of
persuasion requires the account for the cultural values of the society in which it is
produced. Clark (1984: 23) said that, “The most fundamental requirement in
constructing a persuasive message is to select arguments that are consistent with the

beliefs and values of the audience.”

The previous idea is concomitant with the contention of Jowett and O’Donnel
(1992: 22-23) that: “people are reluctant to change, thus, in order to convince them to
do so, the persuader has to relate change to something in which the listener already
believes.” It seems that the orator followed this advice (1) by incorporating his
people’s values and ideals and (2) by basing the scapegoating technique on the
Americans’ belief that Bush was responsible of the economic deficit they were

suffering from. Obama maximized this last point to his advantage.

As articulated in chapter three, the rhetorical situation is made up of: context,
audience and rhetor. We have already tackled the influence of the context and the
audience on the message. Now concerning the orator’s life course impact on his
oratory, we have found that some of his ideas are relevant to his background. His care
of the middle class, strong belief in social mobility, recurrence of equal opportunity
and commitment to hard work all reflect his life path and strive to move from the

middle class to a popular successful leader.

Prior to concluding this discussion, I would like to state that with the application of
the cluster analysis method, | could reliably infer a macroscopic picture about
Obama’s rhetorical mechanics to convince the American people of his capability to
handle the country’s affairs. The analysis, which is centered on key terms, permitted
the identification of the persuasive strategies and gave example(s) on how they were

used in the discourse but it failed to sort out all the instances in which a given tactic is
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deployed for the simple reason that that particular tactic might appear in other contexts

in the same speech but not in the surroundings of the chosen key term.

Finally, the analysis of the political rhetoric of Obama revealed that he is quite adept
and mature at using various persuasive tools and that he succumbs to the exigencies of
the situation and the audience. President Obama is possibly one of the greatest most
polished orators. His ability to communicate well and excite audiences was illustrated

throughout his campaigns.

4.4. Implications

The following points will tell the benefits of this analysis and its results. It is worth
noting that these points are grounded on the claim that the cluster analysis method, like

most rhetorical theories and methods, is both analytic and generative.

a. English teachers may rely on this work to show students how to conduct a rhetorical

discourse analysis.

b. Most importantly, teachers, on the basis of this thesis, might equip students with a
critical awareness of how persuasive writing works, and a better understanding of how
persuasive devices can be deployed in their own writings. A weakness of much of the
students in writing is that they engage one appeal too heavily and ignore the others.
They might focus strongly on logical appeals and leave feelings or trust to chance. So,
learners, when raising their awareness about those rhetorical strategies, will
consciously build argumentative compositions in ways that will most effectively
persuade. This analysis and its results may well show them how to construct cogent
arguments through reasoning, how to back an argument with evidence in the form of
statistics or quotations from authorities, how to attract the target audience, how to
establish a common ground with them, how to acknowledge values and beliefs shared

by them, how to stimulate feelings by focus on their needs and/or by raising their
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hope, and how to use metaphor to produce particular effects, and most of all how to

consider audience and context when crafting messages.

c. English learners can become more aware of the multitude of communicative and
persuasive possibilities that exist in the language. They could utilize them not only in

writing but also in speaking situations requiring their use.

d. Students who consult this thesis can learn how to listen to and read a persuasive

discourse with in-depth understanding.

e. Some English students may go onto careers in journalism or in speech writing and
campaign design on behalf of political candidates. In such cases, the current work can
perfectly benefit them in the sense that rhetoric makes them more aware of (i)
persuasive techniques to be deployed and (ii) of factors as context, audience, and
purpose — why do they write? to whom? and what are the particularities of the

moment? — which all help them decide on the linguistic choices to be made.

f. This dissertation constitutes, arguably, a first step towards considering teaching

rhetoric in the written expression and/or literature classes for advanced levels.

g. The present research is probably beneficial for those attending American
Civilization classes in that they could gain an understanding of the strategies used by a
US president to be re-elected to office. It might also be useful for Literature students to

analyse rhetorical devices in diverse literary works.

h. This thesis can give directions in the area of language training of politicians. World
events are triggered by the words and actions of national leaders and politicians. So,
political figures need to learn to pay careful attention to political speeches in order to
gain clues about their implications. At the same time, the work of politicians is largely

based on their ability to use language well — to convince and persuade. Thus, the
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results of this research could be used by rhetoricians and politicians so as to write effective

persuasive speeches and be aware and in control of the power and effect of their words.

4.5. Limitations of the Study

The current thesis is not void of some restrictions; they are listed hereafter:

a. The adopted inductive rationale permitted spotting most, but not all, the persuasive
devices deployed in the analysed discourses. This is due to the fact that the analysis
was confined to the lenses of the key terms | identified. Perhaps the consideration of
more terms could have vyielded more persuasive strategies. Discovering other
techniques in the addresses can be just as important and intriguing as the analysis of
the outlined elements; as a result, this research is limited by failing to recognize the
missing persuasive strategies within each address. However, | would say that the
unidentified devices are not the focus of Obama since they are less recurrent because
they would normally appear in the surroundings of the less recurrent and less intense
terms in the speeches. By the way, | could have selected intense terms other that the
ones | did; in this case, strategies different from the identified ones could have cropped

up. In short, this analysis is not really exhaustive in its results.

b. Due to space and time constraints only a limited number of speeches has been
analysed. This both restricts our understanding of Obama’s use of persuasive strategies

and prevents drawing generalizations that cover political discourse in general.

c. Paralinguistic features (like body language and facial expressions) and prosody
(rhythm, stress, and intonation) contribute also to the persuasiveness of a speech;

however, they are excluded from this dissertation.

d. While rhetorical analysis is indeed a malleable tool whose application involves a
great deal of subjectivity. Other similar inquiries may validate the results | reached or

generate alternative interpretations of the speeches. Foss (1989: 194) notes that “their
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[the students’] personal interpretations are inevitably involved in their criticism;

objectivity and impartiality are impossible.”

4.6. Suggestions for Future Research

This analysis has created several other avenues for further research into rhetorical
analyses, political discourse, persuasive strategies and supplied another method that
scholars could use in understanding the rhetorical modes of persuasiveness. Let’s
begin with filling the hole left by this research endeavour. In this respect, future
studies might include a wider set of speeches as a means of gaining a fuller
understanding and grasp of how Obama works to develop a speech during presidential
elections campaign. An analyst working within the rhetorical domain could also look
for clues about existing and changing persuasive strategies throughout time deployed
by a particular personality or movement. A comparative study between pre- and post-
election speeches could clarify the difference, if any, in the type of the rhetorical
techniques Obama resorts to. Similarly, one may choose to study the speeches of both
a republican and a democrat; then, draw a comparison between the persuasive
strategies each one uses. Another route some could take is to compare the ways in
which persuasiveness is accomplished across two or more genres: business
negotiations, judicial trials, advertising, and news writing. Sill with respect to
comparative studies, one can draw the distinctions in the rhetorical persuasive tools
between those of a US president and an Arab leader. Furthermore, it seems interesting
to find out any gender differences and preferences when males and females use
language for persuasive ends. It is my conviction, moreover, that the application of the
inductive cluster analysis to a wide range of persuasive discourse samples can help
delineate what persuasive strategies are possible and how they are usually used to
guarantee the success of a persuasion endeavour. Then, all the findings are to be
organized into patterns for the ultimate goal of building up a comprehensive theory on
rhetorical persuasion from which a method can be elicited to analyse persuasive
discourse in general. Last but in no sense least, cluster analysis, | suppose, could be

utilized to identify, in an elegant piece of writing, rhetorical tropes and figures such as
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alliteration, analogy, cliché, connotation, imagery, metaphor, conceit, metonymy,

motif, paradox, personification, pun, repetition, etc.

4.7. Conclusion

We can conclude that Obama’s persuasive strategies could, to a large extent,
perform the task they were meant to. Their efficiency is justified as follows. First, the
solid, reasoned and evidenced arguments cannot but exercise an influence on the
minds of the recipients. The deployed emotional appeals are capable of enhancing an
audience’s confidence, morale, interest and attention. For moving the listeners and
affecting the direction of their behavior, appeal to shared values and ideals is a
requirement. Besides, establishing trust is a strategy that helps create connection and
facilitate message transmission. The technique of scapegoating usually brings relief to
the receivers as they imagine that the source of all evils is a personality whom they
will want to get rid of. To defend oneself does not necessarily entail not to disclose,
deliberately or otherwise, one’s opponent(s) unheeding feckless ideas, positions or
policies. Attacks, especially reasoned ones — whether dishonest or not — generally aid
to outpace one’s rival(s). As for metaphor, it conveys purposeful underlying messages
that are capable of changing people’s positions. Needless to say that each of these
strategies has more than one effect and, most of the time, is not used in isolation but in

conjunction with the others to maximize effect.

As a final point, although | indicated some of this research limitations, | clarified its
benefits and left traces for those willing to carry out studies in the areas of rhetoric,

persuasion, and political discourse.

123



General Conclusion
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General Conclusion

This thesis stems from a curiosity to know how language is used for persuasive
ends. In fact, I have always shared Austin’s (1962) view that language is a powerful
tool that influences perceptions and behaviors. Willing to investigate this area, | have
decided to analyze three of Barack Obama’s 2012 general elections campaign
speeches. To do so, | have deemed a rhetorical framework appropriate in the sense that
persuasion has always been the subject matter of rhetoric. However, | have thought of
the available deductive methods as unsatisfactory for they open room for indulging in
a “cookie-cutter” criticism. Hence, I have attempted to fill in this gap by proposing a
new inductive method. It is the Burkean cluster analysis which has, since its birth been
utilized for purposes other than the identification of persuasive techniques in a
discourse. Practically, this method has allowed the conduction of a descriptive

interpretive qualitative research.

Before implementing that method, it has been wiser to garner some theoretical
knowledge from the literature that would serve as a background for the entire
endeavour. For this reason, | have dedicated a space for illuminating such concepts as
discourse, discourse analysis, political speeches, persuasion and rhetoric. | have, then,
turned to sketching out a wide array of the prominent practices, theories and methods
that have mostly been applicable to investigating persuasive discourse since the Greek
period until the present times. This overview has made it clear that, seemingly, all
rhetorical analytical tools are deductive and that it is high time we searched for an
inductive one. The deductive approaches have been exemplified in, among others, the
identification theory, the narrative and fantasy theme paradigms and the argumentative
theories. | have, further, ended up this sketch with a rather detailed explanation of the
cluster analysis method and the way it should be applied in the analysis of a

discourse.
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Fortunately, the analysis could make visible the strategies deployed in the corpus,
which is a proof of the suitability of the cluster analysis method to carry out similar
studies for identical purposes. Those strategies that have come into light are:
argumentation using reasoning through analogy and cause and effect and evidence
ranging from statistics to opinions of experts, emotional appeals such as hope, fear,
needs, humour, shared values and ideals (honesty, hard work, future orientation, unity,

American superiority), credibility, scapegoating and attack.

It is the joint effect of these techniques that established Obama as a polarizing
incumbent who won a closely fought but decisive re-election. Yet, | call attention to
the fact that his campaign has capitalized much on pathos and that values are a key
ingredient in his speeches. We have also found that logic works in tender with emotion

and, of course, with the remaining strategies.

The diversity of the tactics deployed shows that: (a) the orator tried to appeal to
miscellaneous categories of people, (b) he grasped the rule assuming that public
discourse is directed to a heterogeneous audience, and that a thorough knowledge of
the listeners is inevitable. Audience adaptation, a fundamental prerequisite of
rhetorical writings, is apparent via the rhetor’s attempt to adapt his ideas (solutions, for
example) to peoples’ expectations (needs, hopes, fears) and via his demonstrated

awareness of the basic societal and cultural values to which the audience responds.

It is important to note that we should not lend ourselves to the present results
blindly. If truth be told, the patterns that emerged from the clusters and their
interpretations are the entire effort of the analyst. Put otherwise, they might involve a
certain degree of subjectivity. Probably, subsequent identical research could bring
about dissimilar interpretations of the clusters. Besides, analyses of extended samples
of speeches could reveal more strategies utilized by Obama in his 2012 campaign or in
his entire political carrier. Unfortunately, the cluster analysis method relies totally on

the key terms whose selection was partially subjective ( the intensity criterion) and
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whose clusters turn us away from detecting other persuasive tactics existent in the
discourse. In spite of these, and other, limitations the current research is not
unbeneficial.

In so far as this thesis is concerned, it can be an exemplar for teachers and students
on how to conduct discourse analyses. Besides, its results can be of use to English
students to boost their writing abilities. I might be in a position to argue that readers,
notably teachers and students, of this work would hopefully become more aware of
how diverse rhetorical strategies are employed and what effects they produce in order
to make use of them in their teaching and learning. Maybe we are still a long way from
demanding the introduction of rhetoric into our written expression or literature
programs but perhaps future research will demonstrate their necessity. By the way, this

IS an area, let it be stressed, that forms an exciting agenda for future research.
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Appendix 1
Speech A: Remarks by the President on Manufacturing and the Economy

Petersburg, Virginia March 09, 2012

THE PRESIDENT: Hello, Virginia! (Applause.) Thank you so much. Thank you,
everybody. Wow, what a unbelievable crowd. Everybody, please have a seat -- if you
have one. (Laughter.)

Well, thank you, James, for that rousing introduction and letting me hang out a little
bit with your workers. We’ve got a few other folks I want to acknowledge: The
Governor of the great Commonwealth of Virginia, Bob McDonnell, is here.
(Applause.) Outstanding Congressman Bobby Scott is in the house. (Applause.)
We’ve got your Mayor, Brian Moore. (Applause.) And | want to very much say thank
you to our outstanding Secretary of Commerce, Secretary Bryson, who was here and
he is doing great work trying to create jobs and investment and opportunity all across
the country. (Applause.)

It is great to be back in Petersburg. (Applause.) Last time | was here was during the
campaign. | had my bus pull over so I could get a cheeseburger -- (laughter) -- at
Longstreet’s Deli. (Applause.) You guys have eaten there. (Laughter.) Some of you
may think this violates Michelle’s Let’s Move program -- (laughter) -- but she gives
me a pass when it comes to a good burger -- (laughter) -- and fries.

Now, back then, in 2008, we were talking about how working Americans were already
having a tough go of it. Folks were working harder and longer for less. It was getting
tougher to afford health care or to send your kids to college. The economy was
already shedding jobs, and in less than a decade, nearly one in three manufacturing
jobs had vanished. Then the bottom fell out of the economy, and things got that much
tougher. We were losing 700,000 to 800,000 jobs a month. The economy was
hemorrhaging.

And three and a half years later, we’re still recovering from the worst economic crisis
in our lifetimes. And we’ve got a lot of work to do b efore everybody who wants a
good job can find one, before middle-class folks regain that sense of security that had
been slipping away even before the recession hit, and before towns like Petersburg get
fully back on their feet.

But here’s the good news: Over the past two years, our businesses have added nearly
4 million new jobs. (Applause.) We just found out that last month in February we
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added 233,000 private sector jobs. (Applause.) More companies are bringing jobs
back and investing in America. And manufacturing is adding jobs for the first time
since the 1990s. (Applause.) We just had another good month last month in terms of
adding manufacturing jobs. And this facility is part of the evidence of what’s going on
all across the country. This company is about to hire more than 200 new workers --
140 of them right here in Petersburg, Virginia. (Applause.)

So the economy is getting stronger. And when | come to places like this, and | see the
work that’s being done, it gives me confidence there are better days ahead. | know it
because | would bet on American workers and American know-how any day of the
week. (Applause.)

The key now -- our job now is to keep this economic engine churning. We can’t go
back to the same policies that got us into this mess. We can’t go back to an economy
that was weakened by outsourcing and bad debt and phony financial profits. We’ve
got to have an economy that’s built to last. And that starts with American
manufacturing. It starts with you. (Applause.)

For generations of Americans, manufacturing has been the ticket into the middle
class. Every day, millions clocked in at foundries and on assembly lines, making
things. And the stuff we made -- steel and cars and jet engines -- that was the stuff that
made America what it is. It was understood around the world.

The work was hard, but the jobs were good. They paid enough to own a home, and
raise kids and send them to college, gave you enough to retire on with dignity and
respect. They were jobs that told us something more important than how much we
were worth; they told us what we were worth. They told us that we were building
more than just products. They told us we were building communities and
neighborhoods, we were building a country. It gave people pride about what America
was aboult.

And that’s why one of the first decisions I made as President was to stand by
manufacturing, to stand by the American auto industry when it was on the brink of
collapse. (Applause.) The heartbeat of American manufacturing was at stake -- and so
were more than a million jobs. And today, the American auto industry is coming back,
and GM is number one in the world again, and Ford is investing billions in American
plants and factories. (Applause.) And together, over the past two and a half years, the
entire auto industry has added more than 200,000 jobs.
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And here’s the thing. They’re not just building cars again, they’re building better
cars. For the first time in three decades, we raised fuel standards in this country, so
that by the middle of the next decade the cars that are built in America will average
nearly 55 miles to the gallon. (Applause.) That will save the typical family about
$8,000 at the pump over time. That’s real savings. (Applause.) That's real money.

And it shows that depending on foreign oil doesn’t have to be our future. It shows that
when we harness our own ingenuity, our technology, then we control our future. See,
America thrives when we build things better than the rest of the world. | want us to
make stuff here and sell it over there. (Applause.) | don't want stuff made over there
and selling it over here. (Applause.) And that’s exactly what you’re doing here at the
largest Rolls-Royce facility in the world. That’s what you’re doing by building the
key components of newer, faster, more fuel-efficient jet engines.

| just took a tour and | learned a bit about how a jet engine comes together. Don’t quiz
me on it. (Laughter.) I'm a little fuzzy on some of the details. (Laughter.) I did press
some buttons back there. (Laughter.)

But a few weeks ago, | actually got to see the finished product. | went to Boeing, in
Washington State, and | checked out a new Dreamliner. | even got to sit in the
cockpit, which was pretty sweet. I didn’t press any buttons there, though -- (laughter)
-- because if it had started going it would have been a problem.

So this plane, the Dreamliner, is going to keep America at the cutting edge of
aerospace technology. American workers are manufacturing various components for it
in Ohio, and Oklahoma, and South Carolina, and Kansas, and right here in Petersburg.
In fact, the demand for their planes was so high last year that Boeing had to hire
13,000 workers all across America just to keep up. And Boeing is gaining more and
more share all the time.

So think about that. Rolls-Royce is choosing to invest in America. You’re creating
jobs here, manufacturing components for jet engines, for planes that we’re going to
send all around the world. And that’s the kind of business cycle we want to see. Not
buying stuff that’s made someplace else and racking up debt, but by inventing things
and building things and selling them all around the world stamped with three proud
words: “Made in America.” (Applause.) Made in America.

Think about how important this is. | mean, imagine if the plane of the future was
being built someplace else. Imagine if we had given up on the auto industry. Imagine
if we had settled for a lesser future.
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But we didn’t. We’re Americans. We are inventors. We are builders. We’re Thomas
Edison and we’re the Wright Brothers and we are Steven Jobs. That’s who we are.
That’s what we do. We invent stuff, we build it. And pretty soon, the entire world
adapts it. That’s who we are. And as long as I’m President, we’re going to keep on
doing it. (Applause.) We’re going to make sure the next generation of life-changing
products are invented and manufactured here in the United States of America.
(Applause.)

So that’s why we launched an all-hands-on-deck effort. We brought together the
brightest academic minds, the boldest business leaders, the most dedicated public
servants from our science and our technology agencies all with one big goal: a
renaissance in American manufacturing. We called it the Advanced Manufacturing
Partnership. The Advanced Manufacturing Partnership. Andtoday, we’rebuildingon it.

I’'m laying out my plans for a new National Network of Manufacturing Innovation —
and these are going to be institutes of manufacturing excellence where some of our
most advanced engineering schools and our most innovative manufacturers collaborate
on new ideas, new technology, new methods, new processes.

And if this sounds familiar, that’s because what you’re about to do right here at
Crosspointe.  Later this summer, the Commonwealth Center for Advanced
Manufacturing will open its doors. And it’s a partnership between manufacturers,
including this one, UVA, Virginia Tech, Virginia State University -- (applause) --
VSU is a little overrepresented here, obviously -- (laughter) -- the Commonwealth and
the federal government. So think of this as a place where companies can share access
to cutting-edge capabilities. At the same time, students and workers are picking up
new skills, they’re training on state-of-the-art equipment; they’re solving some of the
most important challenges facing our manufacturers.

You just got all this brain power and skill and experience coming together in this hub,
and that makes the whole greater than the sum of its parts. It allows everybody to
learn from each other and figure out how we’re going to do things even better. It’s
going to help get that next great idea from a paper or a computer to the lab, to the
factory, to the global marketplace. And that’s especially important for the one in three
Americans in manufacturing who work for a small business that doesn’t always have
access to resources like these.

Obviously, big companies -- the Boeings, the Intels, the Rolls Royces -- they’ve got
the resources, the capital, to be able to create these platforms. But some of the small to
medium-sized businesses, it’s a little bit harder. So this gives them access and allows
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them to take part in this new renaissance of American inventiveness. And we’ve got
to build these institutes all across the country -- all across the country. I don’t want it
just here at Crosspointe, | want it everywhere.

To do that, we need Congress to act. Hmm. (Laughter and applause.) It’s true.
(Laughter.) But that doesn’t mean we have to hold our breath. We’re not going to
wait -- we’re going to go ahead on our own. Later this year, we’re going to choose the
winner of a competition for a pilot institute for manufacturing innovation -- help them
get started. With that pilot in place, we’ll keep on pushing Congress to do the right
thing because this is the kind of approach that can succeed, but we’ve got to have this
all across the country. | want everybody thinking about how are we making the best
products; how are we harnessing the new ideas and making sure they’re located here in
the United States.

And sparking this network of innovation across the country — it will create jobs and it
will keep America in the manufacturing game. Of course, there’s more we can do to
seize this moment of opportunity to create new jobs and manufacturing here in
America.

We’ve got to do everything we can to encourage more companies to make the decision
to invest in America and bring jobs back from overseas. And we’re starting to see
companies do that. They’re starting to realize this is the place with the best workers,
the best ideas, the best universities. This is the place to be. (Applause.) We've got to
give them a little more encouragement.

Right now, companies get tax breaks for moving jobs and profits overseas.
Companies that choose to invest in America, they get hit with one of the highest tax
rates in the world. Does that make any sense?

AUDIENCE: No!

THE PRESIDENT: It makes no sense. Everybody knows it. So it's time to stop
rewarding businesses that ship jobs overseas; reward companies that create good jobs
right here in the United States of America. That's how our tax code can work.
(Applause.) That's how our tax code should work.

At the same time, we’ve got to do everything we can to make sure our kids get an
education that gives them every chance to succeed. (Applause.) I’ve been told that
last year’s valedictorian at Petersburg High, whose name is Kenneisha Edmonds, she
had a pretty good statement. She said her cap and gown was “the best gown that
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anybody can hang in their closet.” (Laughter.) 1 like that. So let’s make sure students
like Kenneisha have teachers who bring out the best in them. Let’s make sure if they
want to go to college, their families can afford them to go to college. (Applause.)

And let’s make sure all our workers have the skills that companies like this one are
looking for -- because we've got to have folks engaged in lifelong learning. The days
when you started out at 20 at one company and you just kept on doing the same thing
for 40 years -- that's not going to happen anymore.

So even if -- as | was meeting some of the folks here, they had been in the industry,
they'd been machinists, they'd been in manufacturing for years. But they're constantly
upgrading their skills and retraining. And some of them had been laid off and had
gone back to school before they came to this company. And so we've got to make sure
those opportunities for people mid-career and onward, that they can constantly go back
to a community college and retool so that they can make sure they're qualified for the
jobs of tomorrow.

At a time when so many Americans are looking for work, no job opening should go
unfilled just because people didn’t have an opportunity to get the training they
needed. And that’s why I've asked Congress -- (applause) -- I've asked Congress, join
me in a national commitment to train 2 million Americans with the skills that will lead
directly to a job -- right now. (Applause.)

We need to create more partnerships like the one this plant has with John Tyler
Community College. (Applause.) We should give more community colleges the
resources they need. | want them to be community career centers -- places that teach
people skills that companies are looking for right now, from data management to the
kind of high-tech manufacturing that's being done at this facility.

So day by day, we’re restoring this economy from crisis. But we can’t stop there.
We've got to make this economy ready for tomorrow. Day by day, we’re creating new
jobs, but we can’t stop there -- not until everybody who’s out there pounding the
pavement, sending out their résumés has a chance to land one of those jobs.

Every day we’re producing more oil and gas than we have in years, but we can’t stop
there. | want our businesses to lead the world in clean energy, too. (Applause.)
We’ve got the best colleges and universities in the world, but we can’t stop there. I
want to make sure more of our students can afford to go to those colleges and
universities. (Applause.) Everybody knows we’ve got the best workers on Earth, but
we can't stop there. We’ve got to make sure the middle class doesn’t just survive
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these times, we want them to thrive. We want them to dream big dreams and to feel
confident about the future.

| did not run for this office just to get back to where we were. 1 ran for this office to
get us to where we need to be. (Applause.) And | promise you we will get there.
(Applause.) Some of these challenges may take a year; some may take one term;
some may take a decade -- but we're going to get there. Because when we work
together, we know what we’re capable of. We’ve got the tools, we've got the know-
how, we've got the toughness to overcome any obstacle. And when we come together
and combine our creativity and our optimism and our willingness to work hard, and if
we're harnessing our brainpower and our manpower, our horsepower, | promise you
we will thrive again. We will get to where we need to go. And we will leave behind
an economy that is built to last. We will make this another American century.

Thank you. (Applause.) God bless you. God bless the United States of America.
(Applause.)

END
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Appendix 2
Speech B: Remarks by the President on the Economy -- Cleveland, OH

Cuyahoga Community College 14 June, 2012
Cleveland, Ohio

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you! (Applause.) Thank you, everybody. Good afternoon,
everybody. (Applause.) It is great to be back in Cleveland. (Applause.) It is great to
be back here at Cuyahoga Community College. (Applause.)

| want to, first of all, thank Angela for her introduction and sharing her story. | know
her daughter is very proud of her -- | know her daughter is here today. So give her a
big round of applause. (Applause.) | want to thank your president, Dr. Jerry-Sue
Thornton. (Applause.) And I want to thank some members of Congress who made the
trip today -- Representative Marcia Fudge, Representative Betty Sutton, and

Representative Marcy Kaptur. (Applause.)

Now, those of you who have a seat, feel free to sit down. (Laughter and applause.)
AUDIENCE MEMBER: We love you! (Applause.)

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you.

AUDIENCE: Four more years! Four more years! Four more years! Four more years!
THE PRESIDENT: Thank you.

So, Ohio, over the next five months, this election will take many twists and many
turns. Polls will go up and polls will go down. There will be no shortage of gaffes
and controversies that keep both campaigns busy and give the press something to write
about. You may have heard | recently made my own unique contribution to that

process. (Laughter.) It wasn’t the first time; it won’t be the last. (Laughter.)
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And in the coming weeks, Governor Romney and | will spend time debating our
records and our experience -- as we should. But though we will have many differences
over the course of this campaign, there's one place where | stand in complete

agreement with my opponent: This electionis about our economic future. (Applause.)

Yes, foreign policy matters. Social issues matter. But more than anything else, this
election presents a choice between two fundamentally different visions of how to
create strong, sustained growth; how to pay down our long-term debt; and most of all,
how to generate good, middle-class jobs so people can have confidence that if they

work hard, they can get ahead. (Applause.)

Now, this isn’t some abstract debate. This is not another trivial Washington
argument. | have said that this is the defining issue of our time -- and | mean it. | said
that this is a make-or-break moment for America’s middle class -- and | believe it.
The decisions we make in the next few years on everything from debt and taxes to
energy and education will have an enormous impact on this country and on the country

we pass on to our children.

Now, these challenges are not new. We’ve been wrestling with these issues for a long
time. The problems we’re facing right now have been more than a decade in the
making. And what is holding us back is not a lack of big ideas. It isn’t a matter of
finding the right technical solution. Both parties have laid out their policies on the
table for all to see. What’s holding us back is a stalemate in Washington between two

fundamentally different views of which direction America should take.
And this election is your chance to break that stalemate. (Applause.)

At stake is not simply a choice between two candidates or two political parties, but
between two paths for our country. And while there are many things to discuss in this
campaign, nothing is more important than an honest debate about where these two

paths would lead us.

Now, that debate starts with an understanding of where we are and how we got here.

151



55

60

65

70

75

Long before the economic crisis of 2008, the basic bargain at the heart of this country
had begun to erode. For more than a decade, it had become harder to find a job that
paid the bills -- harder to save, harder to retire; harder to keep up with rising costs of

gas and health care and college tuitions. You know that; you lived it. (Applause.)

During that decade, there was a specific theory in Washington about how to meet this
challenge. We were told that huge tax cuts -- especially for the wealthiest Americans -
- would lead to faster job growth. We were told that fewer regulations -- especially for
big financial institutions and corporations -- would bring about widespread prosperity.
We were told that it was okay to put two wars on the nation’s credit card; that tax cuts
would create enough growth to pay for themselves. That’s what we were told. So

how did this economic theory work out?
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Terrible. (Laughter.)

THE PRESIDENT: For the wealthiest Americans, it worked out pretty well. Over the
last few decades, the income of the top 1 percent grew by more than 275 percent -- to
an average of $1.3 million a year. Big financial institutions, corporations saw their

profits soar. But prosperity never trickled down to the middle class.

From 2001 to 2008, we had the slowest job growth in half a century. The typical
family saw their incomes fall. The failure to pay for the tax cuts and the wars took us
from record surpluses under President Bill Clinton to record deficits. And it left us
unprepared to deal with the retirement of an aging population that’s placing a greater

strain on programs like Medicare and Social Security.

Without strong enough regulations, families were enticed, and sometimes tricked, into
buying homes they couldn’t afford. Banks and investors were allowed to package and
sell risky mortgages. Huge, reckless bets were made with other people’s money on the

line. And too many from Wall Street to Washington simply looked the other way.

For a while, credit cards and home equity loans papered over the reality of this new

economy -- people borrowed money to keep up. But the growth that took place during
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this time period turned out to be a house of cards. And in the fall of 2008, it all came
tumbling down -- with a financial crisis that plunged the world into the worst

economic crisis since the Great Depression.

Here in America, families’ wealth declined at a rate nearly seven times faster than
when the market crashed in 1929. Millions of homes were foreclosed. Our deficit
soared. And nine million of our citizens lost their jobs -- 9 million hardworking
Americans who had met their responsibilities, but were forced to pay for the

irresponsibility of others.

In other words, this was not your normal recession. Throughout history, it has
typically taken countries up to 10 years to recover from financial crises of this
magnitude. Today, the economies of many European countries still aren’t growing.

And their unemployment rate averages around 11 percent.

But here in the United States, Americans showed their grit and showed their
determination. We acted fast. Our economy started growing again six months after |

took office and it has continued to grow for the last three years. (Applause.)

Our businesses have gone back to basics and created over 4 million jobs in the last 27
months -- (applause) -- more private sector jobs than were created during the entire

seven years before this crisis -- in a little over two years. (Applause.)

Manufacturers have started investing in America again -- including right here in Ohio.
(Applause.) Andacross America, we've seen them create almost 500,000 jobs in the last

27 months--the strongest period of manufacturingjob growthsince1995. (Applause.)

And when my opponent and others were arguing that we should let Detroit go
bankrupt, we made a bet on American workers and the ingenuity of American

companies -- and today our auto industry is back on top of the world. (Applause.)

But let’s be clear: Not only are we digging out of a hole that is 9 million jobs deep,

we’re digging out from an entire decade where 6 million manufacturing jobs left our

153



105

110

115

120

125

130

shores; where costs rose but incomes and wages didn’t; and where the middle class fell

further and further behind.

So recovering from the crisis of 2008 has always been the first and most urgent order
of business -- but it’s not enough. Our economy won’t be truly healthy until we reverse

thatmuch longer and profound erosion of middle-class jobs and middle-class incomes.

So the debate in this election is not about whether we need to grow faster, or whether
we need to create more jobs, or whether we need to pay down our debt. Of course the
economy isn’t where it needs to be. Of course we have a lot more work to do.
Everybody knows that. The debate in this election is about how we grow faster, and
how we create more jobs, and how we pay down our debt. (Applause.) That’s the
question facing the American voter. And in this election, you have two very different

visions to choose from.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: No, we don’t! (Laughter.)
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Obama! (Applause.)

THE PRESIDENT: Governor Romney and his allies in Congress believe deeply in the
theory that we tried during the last decade -- the theory that the best way to grow the
economy is from the top down. So they maintain that if we eliminate most
regulations, if we cut taxes by trillions of dollars, if we strip down government to
national security and a few other basic functions, then the power of businesses to

create jobs and prosperity will be unleashed, and that will automatically benefit us all.

That’s what they believe. This is their economic plan. It has been placed before
Congress. Governor Romney has given speeches about it, and it’s on his website. So
if they win the election, their agenda will be simple and straightforward. They have
spelled it out: They promise to roll back regulations on banks and polluters, on
insurance companies and oil companies. They’ll roll back regulations designed to
protect consumers and workers. They promise to not only keep all of the Bush tax

cuts in place, but add another $5 trillion in tax cuts on top of that.
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Now, an independent study says that about 70 percent of this new, $5 trillion tax cut
would go to folks making over $200,000 a year. And folks making over a million

dollars a year would get an average tax cut of about 25 percent.

Now, this is not my opinion. This is not political spin. This is precisely what they

have proposed.

Now, your next question may be, how do you spend $5 trillion on a tax cut and still
bring down the deficit? Well, they tell us they’ll start by cutting nearly a trillion
dollars from the part of our budget that includes everything from education and job

training to medical research and clean energy.
AUDIENCE: Booo --

THE PRESIDENT: Now, | want to be very fair here. | want to be clear. They
haven’t specified exactly where the knife would fall. But here’s some of what would
happen if that cut that they’ve proposed was spread evenly across the budget: 10
million college students would lose an average of $1,000 each in financial aid;
200,000 children would lose the chance to get an early education in the Head Start
program. There would be 1,600 fewer medical research grants for things like
Alzheimer’s and cancer and AIDS; 4,000 fewer scientific research grants, eliminating

support for 48,000 researchers, students and teachers.

Now, again, they have not specified which of these cuts they choose from. But if they
want to make smaller cuts to areas like science or medical research, then they’d have
to cut things like financial aid or education even further. But either way, the cuts to

this part of the budget would be deeper than anything we’ve everseeninmodern times.

Not only does their plan eliminate health insurance for 33 million Americans by

repealing the Affordable Care Act --

AUDIENCE: Booo --
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THE PRESIDENT: -- according to the independent Kaiser Family Foundation, it
would also take away coverage from another 19 million Americans who rely on
Medicaid -- including millions of nursing home patients, and families who have
children with autism and other disabilities. And they proposed turning Medicare into a
voucher program, which will shift more costs to seniors and eventually end the

program as we know it.

But it doesn’t stop there. Even if you make all the cuts that they’ve proposed, the
math still doesn’t allow you to pay for a new, $5 trillion tax cut and bring down the
deficit at the same time. So Mr. Romney and his allies have told us we can get the rest
of the way there by reforming the tax code and taking away certain tax breaks and
deductions that, again, they haven’t specified. They haven’t named them, but they

said we can do it.

But here's the problem: The only tax breaks and deductions that get you anywhere
close to $5 trillion are those that help middle-class families afford health care and
college and retirement and homeownership. Without those tax benefits, tens of
millions of middle-class families will end up paying higher taxes. Many of you would

end up paying higher taxes to pay for this other tax cut.

And keep in mind that all of this is just to pay for their new $5 trillion tax cut. If you
want to close the deficit left by the Bush tax cuts, we’d have to make deeper cuts or

raise middle-class taxes even more.

This is not spin. This is not my opinion. These are facts. This iswhatthey’re presenting
as their plan. This is their vision. There is nothing new -- just what Bill Clinton has

calledthesameideas they’ve tried before, except on steroids. (Laughter and applause.)

Now, I understand I’ve got a lot of supporters here, but I want to speak to everybody
who's watching who may not be a supporter -- may be undecided, or thinking about
voting the other way. If you agree with the approach I just described, if you want to

give the policies of the last decade another try, then you should vote for Mr. Romney.
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AUDIENCE: Booo --

THE PRESIDENT: Now, like I said, I know I’ve got supporters here. No, no, you

should vote for his allies in Congress.
AUDIENCE: No!

THE PRESIDENT: You should take them at their word, and they will take America
down this path. And Mr. Romney is qualified to deliver on that plan. (Laughter and
applause.) No, he is. (Applause.) I’'m giving you an honest presentation of what he’s

proposing.

Now, I'm looking forward to the press following up and making sure that you know

I'm not exaggerating. (Applause.)

| believe their approach is wrong. And I’m not alone. | have not seen a single
independent analysis that says my opponent’s economic plan would actually reduce
the deficit. Not one. Even analysts who may agree with parts of his economic theory
don’t believe that his plan would create more jobs in the short term. They don’t claim

his plan would help folks looking for work right now.

In fact, just the other week, one economist from Moody’s said the following about Mr.
Romney’s plan -- and I'm quoting here -- "On net, all of these policies would do more
harm in the short term. If we implemented all of his policies, it would push us deeper

into recession and make the recovery slower."”

That's not my spin. That's not my opinion. That's what independent economic

analysis says.

As for the long term, remember that the economic vision of Mr. Romney and his allies
in Congress was tested just a few years ago. We tried this. Their policies did not grow
the economy. They did not grow the middle class. They did not reduce our debt.

Why would we think that they would work better this time? (Applause.)
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We can’t afford to jeopardize our future by repeating the mistakes of the past -- not

now, not when there’s so much at stake. (Applause.)

I've got a different vision for America. (Applause.) I believe that you can’t bring
down the debt without a strong and growing economy. And I believe you can’t have a

strong and growing economy without a strong and growing middle class. (Applause.)

This has to be our North Star -- an economy that’s built not from the top down, but
from a growing middle class, that provides ladders of opportunity for folks who aren't

yet in the middle class.

You see, we’ll never be able to compete with some countries when it comes to paying
workers lower wages or letting companies do more polluting. That’s a race to the
bottom that we should not want to win. (Applause.) Because those countries don't

have a strong middle class; they don’t have our standard of living. (Applause.)

The race | want us to win -- the race | know we can win -- is a race to the top. | see an
America with the best-educated, best-trained workers in the world; an America with a
commitment to research and development that is second to none, especially when it
comes to new sources of energy and high-tech manufacturing. | see a country that
offers businesses the fastest, most reliable transportation and communication systems

of anywhere on Earth. (Applause.)

| see a future where we pay down our deficit in a way that is balanced -- not by placing
the entire burden on the middle class and the poor, but by cutting out programs we
can’t afford, and asking the wealthiest Americans to contribute their fair share.

(Applause.)

That’s my vision for America: Education. Energy. Innovation. Infrastructure. And a
tax code focused on American job creation and balanced deficit reduction.

(Applause.)
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This is the vision behind the jobs plan I sent Congress back in September -- a bill filled
with bipartisan ideas that, according to independent economists, would create up to 1

million additional jobs if passed today.

This is the vision behind the deficit plan | sent to Congress back in September -- a
detailed proposal that would reduce our deficit by $4 trillion through shared sacrifice

and shared responsibility.

This is the vision | intend to pursue in my second term as President -- (applause) --
because | believe if we do these things -- if we do these things, more companies will
start here, and stay here, and hire here; and more Americans will be able to find jobs

that support a middle-class lifestyle.

Understand, despite what you hear from my opponent, this has never been a vision
about how government creates jobs or has the answers to all our problems. Over the
last three years, I’ve cut taxes for the typical working family by $3,600. (Applause.)
I’ve cut taxes for small businesses 18 times. (Applause.) | have approved fewer
regulations in the first three years of my presidency than my Republican predecessor
did in his. And I’m implementing over 500 reforms to fix regulations that were

costing folks too much for no reason.

I’ve asked Congress for the authority to reorganize the federal government that was
built for the last century -- | want to make it work for the 21st century. (Applause.) A
federal government that is leaner and more efficient, and more responsive to the

American people.

I’ve signed a law that cuts spending and reduces our deficit by $2 trillion. My own
deficit plan would strengthen Medicare and Medicaid for the long haul by slowing the
growth of health care costs -- not shifting them to seniors and vulnerable families.
(Applause.) And my plan would reduce our yearly domestic spending to its lowest

level as a share of the economy in nearly 60 years.
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So, no, I don’t believe the government is the answer to all our problems. I don’t
believe every regulation is smart, or that every tax dollar is spent wisely. I don’t
believe that we should be in the business of helping people who refuse to help
themselves. (Applause.) But | do share the belief of our first Republican President,
from my home state -- Abraham Lincoln -- that through government, we should do

together what we cannot do as well for ourselves. (Applause.)

That’s how we built this country -- together. We constructed railroads and highways,
the Hoover Dam and the Golden Gate Bridge. We did those things together. We sent
my grandfather’s generation to college on the GI Bill -- together. (Applause.) We
instituted a minimum wage and rules that protected people’s bank deposits -- together.

(Applause.)

Together, we touched the surface of the moon, unlocked the mystery of the atom,

connected the world through our own science and imagination.

We haven’t done these things as Democrats or Republicans. We’ve done them as

Americans. (Applause.)

As much as we might associate the Gl Bill with Franklin Roosevelt, or Medicare with
Lyndon Johnson, it was a Republican -- Lincoln -- who launched the Transcontinental
Railroad, the National Academy of Sciences, land-grant colleges. It was a Republican
-- Eisenhower -- who launched the Interstate Highway System and a new era of
scientific research. It was Nixon who created the Environmental Protection Agency;
Reagan who worked with Democrats to save Social Security, -- and who, by the way,

raised taxes to help pay down an exploding deficit. (Applause.)

Yes, there have been fierce arguments throughout our history between both parties
about the exact size and role of government -- some honest disagreements. But in the
decades after World War Il, there was a general consensus that the market couldn’t
solve all of our problems on its own; that we needed certain investments to give

hardworking Americans skills they needed to get a good job, and entrepreneurs the

160



290

295

300

305

310

platforms they needed to create good jobs; that we needed consumer protections that

made American products safe and American markets sound.

In the last century, this consensus -- this shared vision -- led to the strongest economic
growth and the largest middle class that the world has ever known. It led to a shared

prosperity.

It is this vision that has guided all my economic policies during my first term as
President -- whether in the design of a health care law that relies on private insurance,
or an approach to Wall Street reform that encourages financial innovation but guards
against reckless risk-taking. It’s this vision that Democrats and Republicans used to

share that Mr. Romney and the current Republican Congress have rejected -- in favor

of a "no holds barred,” "government is the enemy," "market is everything" approach.

And it is this shared vision that | intend to carry forward in this century as President --
because it is a vision that has worked for the American middle class and everybody

who's striving to get into the middle class. (Applause.)

Let me be more specific. Think about it. In an age where we know good jobs depend
on high skills, now is not the time to scale back our commitment to education.
(Applause.) Now is the time to move forward and make sure we have the best-

educated, best-trained workers in the world. (Applause.)

My plan for education doesn’t just rely on more money, or more dictates from
Washington. We’re challenging every state and school district to come up with their
own innovative plans to raise student achievement. And they’re doing just that. |
want to give schools more flexibility so that they don’t have to teach to the test, and so

they can remove teachers who just aren’t helping our kids learn. (Applause.)

But, look, if we want our country to be a magnet for middle-class jobs in the 21st
century, we also have to invest more in education and training. | want to recruit an
army of new teachers, and pay teachers better -- (applause) -- and train more of them

in areas like math and science. (Applause.)
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| have a plan to give 2 million more Americans the chance to go to community
colleges just like this one and learn the skills that businesses are looking for right
now. (Applause.) | have a plan to make it easier for people to afford a higher

education that’s essential in today’s economy.

And if we truly want to make this country a destination for talent and ingenuity from
all over the world, we won’t deport hardworking, responsible young immigrants who
have grown up here or received advanced degrees here. (Applause.) We’ll let them
earn the chance to become American citizens so they can grow our economy and start

new businesses right here instead of someplace else. (Applause.)

Now is not the time to go back to a greater reliance on fossil fuels from foreign
countries. Now is the time to invest more in the clean energy that we can make right

here in America. (Applause.)

My plan for energy doesn’t ignore the vast resources we already have in this country.
We’re producing more oil than we have in over a decade. But if we truly want to gain
control of our energy future, we’ve got to recognize that pumping more oil isn’t

enough.

We have to encourage the unprecedented boom in American natural gas. We have to
provide safe nuclear energy and the technology to help coal burn cleaner than before.
We have to become the global leader in renewable energy -- wind and solar, and the
next generation of biofuels, in electric cars and energy-efficient buildings.

(Applause.)

So my plan would end the government subsidies to oil companies that have rarely been
more profitable -- let’s double down on a clean energy industry that has never been

more promising. (Applause.)

And | want to put in place a new clean energy standard that creates a market for
innovation -- an approach that would make clean energy the profitable kind of energy

for every business in America.
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With growing competition from countries like China and India, now is not the time for
America to walk away from research and development. Now is the time to invest even
more -- (applause) -- so that the great innovations of this century take place in the
United States of America. So that the next Thomas Edison, the next Wright Brothers

is happening here, in Ohio, or Michigan, or California. (Applause.)

My plan to encourage innovation isn’t about throwing money at just any project or
new idea. It’s about supporting the work of our most promising scientists, our most

promising researchers and entrepreneurs.

My plan would make the R&D tax credit permanent. But the private sector can’t do it
alone, especially when it comes to basic research. It’s not always profitable in the
short term. And in the last century, research that we funded together through our tax
dollars helped lay the foundation for the Internet and GPS and Google, and the
countless companies and jobs that followed. The private sector came in and created
these incredible companies, but we, together, made the initial investment to make it

possible.

It's given rise to miraculous cures that have reduced suffering and saved lives. This
has always been America’s biggest economic advantage -- our science and our
innovation. Why would we reverse that commitment right now when it’s never been

more important?

At a time when we have so much deferred maintenance on our nation’s infrastructure -
- schools that are crumbling, roads that are broken, bridges that are buckling -- now is
not the time to saddle American businesses with crumbling roads and bridges. Now is

the time to rebuild America. (Applause.)

So my plan would take half the money we’re no longer spending on war -- let’s use it
to do some nation-building here at home. Let’s put some folks to work right here at

home. (Applause.)
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My plan would get rid of pet projects and government boondoggles and bridges to
nowhere. (Laughter.) But if we want businesses to come here and to hire here, we
have to provide the highways and the runways and the ports and the broadband access,

all of which move goods and products and information across the globe.

My plan sets up an independent fund to attract private dollars and issue loans for new
construction projects based on two criteria: how badly are they needed, and how much

good will they do for the economy. (Applause.)

And finally, I think it’s time we took on our fiscal problems in an honest, balanced,
responsible way. Everybody agrees that our deficits and debt are an issue that we’ve
got to tackle. My plan to reform the tax code recognizes that government can’t bring
back every job that’s been outsourced or every factory that’s closed its doors. But we
sure can stop giving tax breaks to businesses that ship jobs overseas, and start
rewarding companies that create jobs right here in the United States of America -- in

Ohio, in Cleveland, in Pennsylvania. (Applause.)

And if we want to get the deficit under control -- really, not just pretending to during
election time -- (laughter) -- not just saying you really care about it when somebody
else is in charge, and then you don’t care where you’re in charge. (Applause.) If you
want to really do something about it, if you really want to get the deficit under control
without sacrificing all the investments that I’ve talked about, our tax code has to ask
the wealthiest Americans to pay a little bit more -- (applause) -- just like they did when
Bill Clinton was President; just like they did when our economy created 23 million
new jobs, the biggest budget surplus in history, and a lot of millionaires to boot.

(Applause.)

And here’s the good news: There are plenty of patriotic, very successful Americans

who’d be willing to make this contribution again. (Applause.)

Look, we have no choice about whether we pay down our deficit. But we do have a
choice about how we pay down our deficit. We do have a choice about what we can

do without, and where our priorities lie.
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I don’t believe that giving someone like me a $250,000 tax cut is more valuable to our
future than hiring transformative teachers, or providing financial aid to the children of

a middle-class family. (Applause.)

I don’t believe that tax cut is more likely to create jobs than providing loans to new
entrepreneurs or tax credits to small business owners who hire veterans. I don’t
believe it’s more likely to spur economic growth than investments in clean energy

technology and medical research, or in new roads and bridges and runways.

I don’t believe that giving someone like Mr. Romney another huge tax cut is worth
ending the guarantee of basic security we’ve always provided the elderly, and the sick,

and those who are actively looking for work. (Applause.)

Those things don’t make our economy weak. What makes our economy weak is when
fewer and fewer people can afford to buy the goods and services our businesses sell.

(Applause.) Businesses don’t have customers if folks are having such a hard time.

What drags us all down is an economy in which there’s an ever-widening gap between
a few folks who are doing extraordinarily well and a growing number of people who,

no matter how hard they work, can barely make ends meet. (Applause.)

So, Governor Romney disagrees with my vision. His allies in Congress disagree with
my vision. Neither of them will endorse any policy that asks the wealthiest Americans
to pay even a nickel more in taxes. It’s the reason we haven’t reached a grand bargain
to bring down our deficit -- not with my plan, not with the Bowles-Simpson plan, not

with the so-called Gang of Six plan.

Despite the fact that taxes are lower than they’ve been in decades, they won’t work
with us on any plan that would increase taxes on our wealthiest Americans. It’s the
reason a jobs bill that would put 1 million people back to work has been voted down

time and time again. It’s the biggest source of gridlock in Washington today.
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And the only thing that can break the stalemate is you. (Applause.) You see, in our
democracy, this remarkable system of government, you, the people, have the final say.

(Applause.)

This November is your chance to render a verdict on the debate over how to grow the
economy, how to create good jobs, how to pay down our deficit. Your vote will
finally determine the path that we take as a nation -- not just tomorrow, but for years to

come. (Applause.)

When you strip everything else away, that’s really what this election is about. That’s
what is at stake right now. Everything else is just noise. Everything else is just a

distraction. (Applause.)

From now until then, both sides will spend tons of money on TV ads. The other side
will spend over a billion dollars on ads that tell you the economy is bad, that it’s all my
fault -- (applause) -- that I can’t fix it because I think government is always the
answer, or because I didn’t make a lot of money in the private sector and don't
understand it, or because I’'m in over my head, or because | think everything and
everybody is doing just fine. (Laughter.) That’s what the scary voice in the ads will
say. (Laughter.) That’s what Mr. Romney will say. That’s what the Republicans in

Congress will say.

Well, that may be their plan to win the election, but it’s not a plan to create jobs.
(Applause.) It’s not a plan to grow the economy. It’s not a plan to pay down the debt.

And it’s sure not a plan to revive the middle class and secure our future.
| think you deserve better than that. (Applause.)

At a moment this big -- a moment when so many people are still struggling -- | think

you deserve a real debate about the economic plans we’re proposing.

Governor Romney and the Republicans who run Congress believe that if you simply

take away regulations and cut taxes by trillions of dollars, the market will solve all of
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our problems on its own. If you agree with that, you should vote for them. And I

promise you they will take us in that direction.

| believe we need a plan for better education and training -- (applause) -- and for
energy independence, and for new research and innovation; for rebuilding our
infrastructure; for a tax code that creates jobs in America and pays down our debt in a

way that’s balanced. | have that plan. They don’t. (Applause.)

And if you agree with me -- if you believe this economy grows best when everybody
gets a fair shot, and everybody does their fair share, and everybody plays by the same
set of rules -- then | ask you to stand with me for a second term as President.

(Applause.)

In fact, I’1l take it a step further. | ask, you vote for anyone else -- whether they’re
Democrats, independents, or Republicans -- who share your view about how America

should grow. (Applause.)

| will work with anyone of any party who believes that we’re in this together -- who
believes that we rise or fall as one nation and as one people. (Applause.) Because I'm
convinced that there are actually a lot of Republicans out there who may not agree
with every one of my policies, but who still believe in a balanced, responsible
approach to economic growth, and who remember the lessons of our history, and who

don’t like the direction their leaders are taking them. (Applause.)

And let me leave you with one last thought. As you consider your choice in
November -- (applause) -- don’t let anybody tell you that the challenges we face right

now are beyond our ability to solve.

It’s hard not to get cynical when times are tough. And I’m reminded every day of just
how tough things are for too many Americans. Every day | hear from folks who are
out of work or have lost their home. Across this country, 1 meet people who are
struggling to pay their bills, or older workers worried about retirement, or young

people who are underemployed and burdened with debt. | hear their voices when |
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wake up in the morning, and those voices ring in my head when | lay down to sleep.
And in those voices, | hear the echo of my own family’s struggles as I was growing
up, and Michelle’s family’s struggles when she was growing up, and the fears and the

dashed hopes that our parents and grandparents had to confront.

But you know what, in those voices | also hear a stubborn hope, and a fierce pride, and
a determination to overcome whatever challenges we face. (Applause.) And in you,

the American people, I’'m reminded of all the things that tilt the future in our favor.

We remain the wealthiest nation on Earth. We have the best workers and
entrepreneurs, the best scientists and researchers, the best colleges and universities.
We are a young country with the greatest diversity of talent and ingenuity drawn from
every corner of the globe. So, yes, reforming our schools, rebuilding our infrastructure
will take time. Yes, paying down our debt will require some tough choices and shared

sacrifice. But it can be done. And we’ll be stronger for it. (Applause.)

And what’s lacking is not the capacity to meet our challenges. What is lacking is our
politics. And that’s something entirely within your power to solve. So this November,
you can remind the world how a strong economy is built -- not from the top down, but

from a growing, thriving middle class. (Applause.)

This November, you can remind the world how it is that we’ve traveled this far as a
country -- not by telling everybody to fend for themselves, but by coming together as

one American family, all of us pitching in,all of us pullingourownweight. (Applause.)

This November, you can provide a mandate for the change we need right now. You
can move this nation forward. And you can remind the world once again why the

United States of America is still the greatest nation on Earth. (Applause.)

Thank you. God bless you. God bless the United States of America. Thank you.
(Applause.)

END
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Appendix 3
Speech C: Remarks by the President at a Campaign Event in Columbus, Ohio

Columbus, Ohio November 05, 2012

THE PRESIDENT: Hello, Columbus! (Applause.) Hello, Ohio! (Applause.) Are

you fired up?

AUDIENCE: Yes!

THE PRESIDENT: Are you ready to go?
AUDIENCE: Yes!

THE PRESIDENT: Fired up!
AUDIENCE: Fired up!

THE PRESIDENT: Ready to go!
AUDIENCE: Ready to go!

THE PRESIDENT: Fired up!
AUDIENCE: Fired up!

THE PRESIDENT: Ready to go?
AUDIENCE: Ready to go!

THE PRESIDENT: Give it up for Jay-Z. (Applause.)

It is an incredible honor to have Jay-Z and Bruce Springsteen on the same bill.
(Applause.) And not only are they all on my iPod -- and, yes, the President has an

iPod -- (laughter) -- but it’s also because both of them tell an American story.
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Now, Jay-Z --
AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1 love you, Obama!
THE PRESIDENT: | love you back. (Applause.)

| told Jay-Z the other day our lives are parallel a little bit. Nobody, | think, would
expect us to be where we are today when they met us as younger men. Both of us how
have daughters and both of us have wives who are more popular than we are.

(Laughter and applause.)

And Bruce Springsteen, all the work he’s done for this campaign. (Applause.) The
Boss. He, just like Jay, they tell the story of what our country is, but also what it
should be and what it can be and what we need to fight for. And I’m going to be
flying with Bruce Springsteen on the last day that I’1l ever campaign -- that’s not a bad
way to bring it home, with The Boss. (Applause.) With The Boss. (Applause.)

There are a few other people | want to thank before we get started: One of the
toughest fighters on behalf of working families that | know -- your Senator, Sherrod
Brown, is in the house. (Applause.) Someone who will follow in his footsteps if you
send her to Congress -- Joyce Beatty is here. (Applause.) Your Mayor, Michael
Coleman, is here. (Applause.) And give it up for your former Governor and my friend
-- Ted Stickland in the house.

Now, for the past week, all of us have been focused on what’s been happening on the
East Coast and one of the worst storms of our lifetime. And as a nation, we watch the

harrowing images and we’ve been heartbroken by those who have been lost.

And | had a chance to visit New Jersey and talk to some of the families, and every day
I’m on the phone with mayors and local officials. And what I’ve said to them -- and |
think, Ohio, you’ll agree with me when I say this, because I didn’t just speak for me, I
spoke for the country -- is that we will be with them every step of the way on the hard
road to recovery. (Applause.) Every step of the way, because that’s what we do as

Americans. We will help them rebuild. And we’ll carry on with the spirit that says no
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matter how bad a storm is, no matter how tough times may get, we’re all in this

together. We rise or fall as one nation and as one people. (Applause.)

That spirit has guided this country along its improbable journey for more than two

centuries. It’s carried us through the trials and tribulations of the last four years.

Now, in 2008, we were in the middle of two wars and the worst economic crisis since
the Great Depression. Today, our businesses have created nearly 5.5 million new
jobs. (Applause.) The American auto industry has come roaring back. Home values
are on the rise. We’re less dependent on foreign oil than any time in the last 20 years.
(Applause.) Because of the service and sacrifice of our brave men and women in
uniform, the war in Iraq is over. (Applause.) The war in Afghanistan is ending. Al
Qaeda is on the path to defeat. (Applause.) Osama bin Laden is dead. (Applause.)

We’ve made progress these last four years. (Applause.)

We’ve made real progress, Ohio, but the reason why we’re here is because we’ve got
more work to do. Our work is not yet done. As long as there is a single American
who wants a job and can’t find one, our work is not yet done. As long as there are
families anywhere in Ohio, anywhere in the country, working harder but falling
behind, we’re not finished. As long as there’s a child anywhere in this country who’s

languishing in poverty, and barred from opportunity, our fight goes on. (Applause.)

Our fight goes on, Ohio, because this nation cannot succeed without a growing,
thriving middle class and roads -- and paths of opportunity for everybody who is
willing to work hard to get into the middle class. (Applause.) Our fight goes on
because America always does best when everybody gets a fair shot, and everybody
does their fair share, and everybody plays by the same rules. (Applause.) That’s what
we believe. That’s why you elected me in 2008. And that’s why I’'m running for a

second term for President of the United States. (Applause.)

Now, Ohio, tomorrow, you’ve got a choice to make -- although some of you have
already made the choice. How many have early voter around here? (Applause.) This

IS not just a choice between two candidates or two parties. It’s a choice between two
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different visions of America. It’s a choice between a return to the top-down economic
policies that crashed our economy, or a vision that says we’ve got to build a strong
foundation based on a strong and growing middle class, and opportunity for

everybody, not just some. (Applause.)

As Americans, we honor the strivers and the dreamers and the risk-takers, the
businesspeople, the free enterprise system -- the greatest engine of growth and
prosperity the world has ever known. That’s what we believe in. But we also know
that our system, our economy works best when everybody is participating, not just
some; when everybody has a chance to get a great education; when everybody has a
chance to learn the skills they need to compete. (Applause.) Our economy does best
when we invest in the common enterprise of basic research to create new technologies

and new industries and new jobs.

We believe America is stronger when everybody can count on affordable health
insurance -- (applause) -- when everybody can count on Medicare and Social Security
in their golden years. (Applause.) We think our markets work best, our economy
works best when there are some rules in place to protect our kids from toxic dumping
and pollution -- (applause) -- to protect consumers from being taken advantage of by

unscrupulous credit card companies or mortgage lenders.

And we also believe, by the way, there are some things Washington should not do.
For example, we don't need a bunch of politicians trying to control health care

decisions that women are perfectly capable of making themselves. (Applause.)

Now, for four years [sic] we had a President who shared these beliefs -- his name was
Bill Clinton. (Applause.) And it’s interesting when he first came into office, his
economic plan asked the wealthiest Americans to pay a little more so we could reduce
our deficit and invest in the skills and ideas of our people. And at the time, the

Republican Congress and a certain a Senate candidate by the name of Mitt Romney --

AUDIENCE: Booo --
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THE PRESIDENT: Don't boo -- vote. Vote. (Applause.) You don't need to boo.

Folks can't hear you boo, but they can hear you vote. (Applause.)

So, anyway, this candidate, Mr. Romney, along with the Republican Congress, they all
said, Bill Clinton’s plan is terrible. It will hurt the economy. It’s going to kill jobs.
Turns out their math was just as bad then as it is now. (Laughter.) Because by the end
of Bill Clinton’s second term, America created 23 million new jobs; and incomes were

up and poverty was down; and our deficit had become a surplus.

So we’ve tried our ideas, and they worked. How about the other guys ideas? We tried
those, too. After Bill Clinton left office, the Republicans had a chance to try their
ideas out. And we tried giving big tax cuts to the wealthiest Americans. We tried
giving insurance companies and oil companies and Wall Street a free license, do
whatever you please. And we got falling incomes and record deficits and the slowest
job growth in half a century, and it culminated in the worst financial crisis that we’ve

ever seen in our lifetimes.

So we’ve tried -- we’ve tried our ideas and they work. We’ve tried their ideas, and
they don't work. And this means this should be a pretty easy choice. But you got to
give him credit. Governor Romney is a very talented salesman. And so in this
campaign, he’s tried to repackage the old ideas that don't work and offer them up as
change. He’s tried to pretend that somehow these old ideas that did not work are new

and will work this time.

But here’s the thing, Ohio: We know what change looks like. (Applause.) And what
he’s selling ain't it. Giving more power to the biggest banks is not change. Another
$5 trillion tax cut favoring the wealthy -- not change. Refusing to answer questions
about the details of your policies until after the election, that's definitely not change.
(Applause.) That's an old trick. Ruling out compromise by pledging to rubber-stamp
the tea party’s agenda in Congress -- not change. Changing the facts when they're

inconvenient to your campaign, that's definitely not change. (Applause.)
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Now, that's why when you’re making this choice, Ohio, you have to remember that
this isn’t just about policy, it’s also about trust. Ohio, after four years, you know me
by now -- you know me. (Applause.) You may not agree with every single decision
I’ve made -- that’s okay because Michelle doesn’t cither -- (laughter.) You may be
frustrated some times at the pace of change. | promise you, so am |. But you know

that | mean what | say, and | say what | mean. (Applause.)

I said I’d end the war in Iraq -- | ended it. (Applause.) I said I’d repeal “don’t ask,
don’t tell” -- | repealed it. (Applause.) I said we’d pass health care reform -- we
passed it. (Applause.) I said we’d save an auto industry -- we saved it. (Applause.) |
do what | say. You know what | believe. You know where | stand. You know I tell
the truth. (Applause.) And you know | will fight for you and your family every single

day as hard as | know how. (Applause.)
AUDIENCE: Four more years! Four more years! Four more years!

THE PRESIDENT: You know that I know what real change looks like because
you’ve seen me fight for it. I’ve got the scars to prove it. I’ve got the gray hair to
prove it. (Laughter.) And you’ve had my back in that fight. And after all we’ve been
through together, we can’t give up on it now. We’ve got more work to do.

(Applause.)

We know what change we’re going to be delivering over the next four years -- a
country where every American has a shot at a great education. Let me tell you,
government can’t do it all --parents have to parent; students, you have to study. But
don’t tell me hiring more teachers will not help this economy grow -- it will.
(Applause.) Don’t tell me students who can’t afford college should just borrow money
from their parents. That wasn’t an option for me. I’ll bet it’s not an option for a lot of

you. (Applause.)

And that’s why I want to cut the growth of tuition so our young people aren’t burdened
with debt. I want to recruit 100,000 math and science teachers so our kids don’t fall

behind. | want to train 2 million Americans at our community colleges with the skills
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that businesses are looking for right now. That’s what real change is. That’s what’s at

stake in this election. That’s what we’re fighting for.

Change comes when we live up to this country’s legacy of innovation. I’m proud we
saved the auto industry. But I'm even prouder that we're making better cars now than
we used to. (Applause.) By the middle of the next decade, American cars will be
going twice as far on a gallon of gas. That will save you money. (Applause.) It will
help the environment. It will help cut our oil imports. And we can't just stop at oil or

we can't just stop at cars.

We've got thousands of workers here in Ohio and across the country building long-
lasting batteries, building wind turbines. I don’t want to subsidize oil company profits.
| want to support new energy, the energy of tomorrow that will cut our oil imports in
half. (Applause.) I don’t want a tax code that rewards companies for creating jobs
overseas. | want to fight with Sherrod Brown to make sure that we are delivering
those tax breaks to companies that are investing right here in Ohio, right here in the
United States, hiring American workers. That's what we're fighting for. (Applause.)

That’s the future I see for this country.

Change is turning the page on a decade of war so we can do some nation-building here
at home. (Applause.) As long as I'm Commander-in-Chief, | will pursue our enemies
with the strongest military the world has ever known. But it’s time to use the savings
from ending the war in Irag, from transitioning out of Afghanistan, to pay down our
debt, rebuild America -- put people back to work repairing roads, making our schools
state of the art, hiring our veterans because if you fought for this country you shouldn't

have to fight for a job when you come home. (Applause.)

That's my commitment. That's what's at stake in this election. Change is a future
where we have to reduce our deficit, but do it in a balanced way. And I've signed a
trillion dollars’ worth of spending cuts; I intend to do more. But if we’re serious about
reducing the deficit, we've got to ask the wealthiest Americans to go back to the tax
rates they paid when Bill Clinton was in office. (Applause.) Because, listen, a budget

is about priorities, it’s about values. And I'm not going to kick some kid off of Head
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Start so | can get a tax break. (Applause.) I'm not going to turn Medicare into a
voucher just to pay for another millionaire's tax cut. (Applause.) That's not who we

are.

We know what real change is. We know what the future requires. And we also know
it won’t be easy. And that’s because when I talked about change back in 2008, I
wasn’t just talking about changing presidents or changing parties. | was talking about

changing our politics. (Applause.)

| ran because the voices of the American people -- your voices -- had been shut out of
our democracy for way too long by lobbyists and special interests and politicians who
will say anything or do anything to protect things just the way they are. Over the last
four years, the status quo in Washington has fought us every step of the way. They
spent millions to try to stop us from reforming health care. They spent millions trying
to stop us from reforming Wall Street. They engineered a strategy of gridlock in
Congress, refusing to compromise on ideas that used to be Democrats and Republicans

supported in the past.

And what they’re counting on now is that you’re going to be so fed up, so worn down
by all the arguing, so tired of all the dysfunction that you’ll just give up. You'll walk

away.
AUDIENCE: Booo --

THE PRESIDENT: You'll let them go ahead and make all the decisions. In other
words, their bet is on cynicism. Ohio, my bet is on you. (Applause.) My hope is with

you. My fight is for you.

And that is not a partisan statement. When the other party has been willing to work
with me to help middle-class families and working families, | love to work with them.
They helped cut middle-class taxes and small business taxes. We came together. We
had Republicans who helped us repeal "don't ask, don't tell.” | respect that.

(Applause.) 1 will work with anybody of any party to move this country forward.
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And if you want to end the gridlock in Congress, you’ll vote for leaders like Sherrod

Brown and Joyce Beatty who will put Americans first, not elections first. (Applause.)

But you know what we can't do is give up on our principles. There are some things
that we do have to fight for. There are some things that we’ve got to fight for. We’ve
got to make sure that if the price of peace in Washington is cutting deals that are going
to kick students off of financial aid, or get rid of funding for Planned Parenthood, or let
insurance companies discriminate against people with preexisting conditions, or
eliminate health care for millions on Medicaid who are poor or elderly or disabled,
that's not a price I’'m willing to pay. (Applause.) That's not bipartisanship. That is not
change.

That's surrender to the same status quo that's hurt middle-class families for way too

long.

And, Ohio, I’m not ready to give up on the fight. I’ve got a whole lot of fight left in

me, and | hope you do, too. | hope you do, too. (Applause.)

The folks at the very top in this country, they don't need another champion in
Washington. They’ll always have a seat at the table. They’ll always have access and
influence. That's the way things are. We understand that. The people who need a
champion are the Americans whose letters | read late at night; the men and women |

meet on the campaign trail every day.

The laid-off worker who is having to go back and retrain at the age of 55 at a
community college -- she needs a champion. The restaurant owner who has got some
great food, but needs a loan to expand after the bank turned him down -- he needs a
champion. The cooks and waiters and cleaning staff working overtime at Columbus
hotel, trying to save enough to buy a first home or send their kids to college -- they

need a champion. (Applause.)

The autoworker who is back on the job, filled with pride and dignity of building a

great car -- he needs a champion. (Applause.) The teacher in an overcrowded
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classroom, having to dig into her own pocket to buy school supplies, but shows up

every day believing in those students -- she needs a champion. (Applause.)

All those kids in inner cities and small farm towns, in these Ohio valleys, or the rolling
hills of Virginia, somewhere in Jersey, somewhere in Brooklyn, maybe even a kid in
Hawaii -- kids dreaming of becoming scientists or doctors, engineers or entrepreneurs,
diplomats or musicians, maybe even a President, they need a champion in
Washington. Because the future -- (applause) -- the future is what we’re fighting for.
The future never has lobbyists like the status quo does, but the dreams of those

children will be our saving grace.

That’s why I need you, Ohio. To make sure their voices are heard; to make sure your
voices are heard. We’ve come too far to turn back now. We’ve come too far to let our
hearts grow faint. Now is the time to keep pushing forward to educate all our kids, to
train all our workers, to create new jobs, rebuild our infrastructure, bring our troops
home, care for our veterans, broaden opportunity, restore our democracy, build the
middle class -- make sure that in this country, no matter who you are, no matter where
you come from, no matter how you got started here in America, you can make it if you

try. (Applause.)

That’s why I’m asking for your vote. And if you’re willing to work with me again,
knock on some doors with me, and make some phone calls, and turn out, we will win
Ohio. We’ll win this election. We’ll finish what we started. We’ll renew those ties
that bind us together and reaffirm the spirit that makes the United States of America

the greatest nation on Earth. (Applause.)

God bless you, Ohio. God bless the United States of America. Let’s go vote. Let’s go
do this. (Applause.)

END

178



rsband) GUadl) 8 e UBY) ciliad) iy &30 Jalas
Labs o) i Ll AnlAsty) dlaad) Cuad 4l Al o

Uaila

aainy O cuhaall 0 13¢] Anifa y 48 pday Aabia Jiluy Jl) o Alaall b S5
e 5 eubdl Clhaall Lgie SVl 8 G35 585 aadind Al g ¢ LEY) Gl jin) e
) IS Qi g Bae e aful ) clibadll clale (3 ks a8 bl Gladll 3
Yind Yioriod Ladl) Jlexins) 485 gy (A cailal) 13S0 ) glie ] a8y (i) | el 5 sl g
Cadll 8 ¢ LEY) s Jalad alal asly jhas coaacal oA 4230 ale ol sale) cudi o

-

sl

Leby sf @l L a0l Jalaiy o s 41DA (e o) Canall 138 31 a8 511 13 WL
A g lEY) Gl i) dalad ) dasie 2012 daud dplamy) ailes JOA LA
Aladi) 44K 38 yra ) oda Uil 50 OOA (e Caaginn WS a1 il ) J o 510 gL
(Ll il Libaa g LS By 138 Wing (5 5Som 03)  cpliall e W AT 488 5 cilial i) o2
Lol sh @l (oS ) il (M s s M alaall) Al Cadad 2D Jalailly J sy
LY I Y LY paual gl Jliti ) aladll el 23 2012 Al Aglany) ailea
O e yiall Y (1S5 <2008 A Al A V) BT (e Al J) 35 Y il 4S5 5aY) sasiall
Lo a s Jud) iy Cpidal gall ¢ UBY 4aali o 8 dyoliail Jalad aua g s o plall 138 Ui
Ll 5 Saally aiai il g gl @llh 5 calad 4536 U il dmgiall Cli e L

Yiantin) Zalll Jlenind 288 agh 3 e 5l s ClAll Canl) 138 jlas) ) Lisdy L

Jadll Jlaaia¥) o) lia gead dlasaian Yiaatul Ledlaniol 48 jaa e aid JLat@y) gl Ylad
AL draal 3 ,A Y1 oa wiSH G (e LY iy aled A 4SO (o e OlE s dall
Cilaalal) g daSlaall ciluda g k) 5 HledYl s aDle YIS shall CiVlae pren 8 dlantin L S

179



oAbl o glall 8 dsdaal) 23U L) 138 8 Raymond sl Jst e ) Alle
D b alall 138 Lpaal U1 ke T Ll K1 alall (e A8y 8 o AT Jlae o 8
(ol oAl el e te a S Y S g ale e 5 (o A alasy) Al e ) kil

O a6 yaiall e300 Cladll (8 Gailis 3ga g 00 je Jlaall 3¢ Lilaia) o LS

Ade Aa Al L) bl S K3 (g paill edli § Cuay ) dead Lla

Gobll o el Cua Godgall 430 ddadll 3ok 8 pali s ) ALYl

il Jlail s A8yl ) ) W) AN Al giay) okl A as g Yy alinay)

Burke <5 "la il peady Jdadll" 48 )l e (@ saall e eiall 138 Laviial ¢ LEY)
aniall wdl g3 aat) Juall b Gy S

Aok may A LeldY) Glllbaall e S aae Jilad G 3aal) 46 Hhll oda
Ol ) dalas aa an (SN alel Jud) a5 ) Lels (e e lBY) Gildad) Jsa ALl
o)) ) agy 58 8 3LLY) 2 a8y Aaleal) 5 D sl agilia 8 alladdl (e & sl 12
ok il Ganall 38 adhy o wigiall e @) Gladl) Jilad pacas Gl U
Jalail Zaals il iall aeny Jalail) 48 )l of Al 5ol o3 i (5 el (3a)) & Ak
Ll 223 LS Gladll (e g gill 138 Jga Baaa 4y ka8 aia g A aalod B L8] GUadl)
Al alill e Ll e i daale s & U8Y) Cullud Jlaxind 488 agdl Al s lede Juaaiall
)y (USH pamill g QU Jalat () gl Cpl) 52O Las e (5 o Ganall 13l oSy
iS5 o el st 48 alaty 38 Jaall 38 o allaall o ) o533 Liils celld o Slad g
OAY] g alial g5 8 ¢ LY Cladl il Jlasdin

Lfd\ clallh @m@.\aﬂ&uw;\ﬁ\dﬁ&)ﬂ\ \.A}JL._\HEJL:JISJ
rs s il 5o A Labisd) Sl )l Led 5kt alld JaY Gaanll @lld Lgde Sy

! _Raymond, J.C. Rhetoricm the Methodology of the Humanities. College English, 44, pp. 778-783. P.781.

180



Jiloyll liall Aadlae Ay Juaiy) o Aleninnall Rally (lball Jlad iny eyl

lballl Jlae Jysbaty 4dld Lalll Jlaninl Jon ) yaay ldadl) Jalad o Lag g La i g 4y gall

Lo i Al oSy s Jlai¥) g cadl) eatill ale cplaia¥) ale @dulpndlS s Al ool )
Sl A S uS) ¢ laal) slgia Bae il s ) 3ok

EUP EOVINGIREGON| QPR MMQAL;H\ Uadld gﬂh}@‘gc.\_\ﬁﬂ Gl ady Lad

@M\ iAW ji ) Aeix g 4)\55‘ (23] ga c;\J‘ PrrCY]

a4 S il Cas 335k e van Dijk 2elany b dd e @ _ulwd) Gladll L
Ol OSas Y Auladl das o iray W ) 8 8L ) coldalil) dagada g (uiliall 5 (pfianiall)
el Blandl (8 8130 Y] Lsbss Llas ey

Pl e pasll Sl A A8 allaas o o gall Ll | al
Ja Aladl) Loayl ey g op LU dn gall ladl) @ Jay as) 83y il5 Ay pall ol )
Gangd A Juai¥) JISEl aes dadiad 423 sede a5 ( pliadl G 8N (e AU Caiaill
Dol @l y Sl g A 5 liBliall 5 3 el s anlls Ol s S LY )
G A s ST a8 sl

3SUuall 5 ueladl ¢y 1 b Ll e 23l Gty e S U sm LSl g o131 203 0

AW Ga gl Jidail (3 kall Caline Wiag) 4edl cbpki sae eeds ) il 8

Aalal el i Ly il o3 pean e 138 Lialie 8 Lags G Ja) denday
L e 50 oY) ladlly

2~ van Dijk, T. A. (1995, December). What is political discourse analysis? Paper presented at the Key-note
address Congress Political Linguistics, Antwerp. In Jan Blommaert & Chris Bulcaen (Eds.), Political linguistics
(pp. 11-52). Amsterdam: John Benjamins Pub

181



e A s skl Leed ) Gl a5l oY) Slalgudy Wiaa Jgtia

Of Laalia 138 Ui gy () Wdld Wina 130 Y 4l aua g5 Be iyl e s il Ll e de 30
YY) Wl Y dlaandly (Jiall s dilalall coa s Jalse 4526 dlaul s a3 g lEY) ddee
e iy dpndil) alala 3005 @ilVlaiily alial glasy Ao il Caagius dualla)
dlliae o aiaid 40l VLW Wy JlaiWl 2380 Calaal (Giay Loy 4l g dilalaa g
e il el s clibany) s a8 Y1 5 4l ) g dihaiall ) gl g geaaldl 2 g o Aliall Jic
ale e o jliicly JuaiVl il U 5kas 13 i) ol Al Adlaas pads Lad s Chladiall
e Al il (i gy 3 adlal g (g Chged Le g gain e (B m pAll IS il sleally

A e 4 Aspmaa lggdn osld g8 1 L

el Il o) (gsall &Y e Blaall gla gl Jsla 48, 2 Y1 4, ) shal jaeY) Jlagd) an
Osodid 51 OsliiS s g pind aeedl 48O clale edl (has Au an slay 1 5lla oy ok
Sy g Cpmaiuall Jilad o sgie e S5 MY ) gy ) Gladll 4 223 o
@Rl AEN 5 siually Leldia¥) Al jlieY) cp cuball 30 Gl 5555m 4
gyl LS i)y Szl 5 gl cldaddl ) laall ()5 piad and | ueaivsall
LAY dadall s o slul) g st il g g lay) s a5 (oD Clladll Base ] el

2=l 6&"‘3\}“ L;‘ g LSJM u-uaj\ ?M\ uﬂ \.@.\\ L;‘; 4_,\ Laldl u)ﬁﬁ o .J..N..s Wi

Sliaia laali g (5 5n0 LUS (it jaal 2230l Gy il 3l e

b AeS Gy alaial gl o ol daile s N Ay skl el Sl i Al o 8l

3. Aristotle. (1991). On Rhetoric (G. Kennedy, trans.). Oxford: Oxford University Press. (Original work
published 320 BC).

Ay 4
® _Bizzell, P., & Herzberg, B. (Eds.). (1990). The Rhetorical Tradition: Readings from Classical Times to the
Present. Boston: Bedford.p.203.

_MQ-G

182



CsiSa s Loy algh 200 il L g cdadd Ayl dleia 223 alg V) (e Je e Cinuald
() CUaally () cebs o Loy dasd

sl gl edl Anky ela e dumdly sl s sha ) o 4 aledl e S 13

Auaa S g Cagi B paladll

(1925) il s Jeel (o saaaldl 4y shay U 48 Hlall cudaiinn) o dal) o 3 allas aa
oSl S oY1y S ) (5l s Bl o3 (385 et s ol e

S Aalae ) o cilabaia g clmes o elaia¥) IS all ¢ gls 38 a

A A3 TGriffin cpfi 2 Junds Lo laia V) S jall 283 48 jla ) sela Cilaaianall af

peiltd (8 diea A4S (e () shallill Lelartinn L sale Al 42 D) aS) i) e o g gl
£ LY cilai) iy 48 jea e )50 6K o IS jall ol b Gl ) ol by 3

sl B e A3 G o &g atie ] e lEY) Gl il pady Lad Ll

4 aine 5 Aaid g ailalainl) ailSline () Hleda) sl 4 g2l ) ) ge ) Canaiall Jasiy G Al

gla 5 Al 10 gl Llee Flai) dal adivaal) CilSlieny dgd (&I . A8 a5 4
JIdentification theory Jilaill 4, )1 ol gie Candoda 43 S8 &l )5

& s gar Jlas sl LU aaal se Jilad 4 k5 Bormann cleo s S L

il Al )28 3 Bagad e yued Al sl o o Jids 13gh cagin andii g Le dual L)

7 _Griffin, L. M. (1952). The Rhetoric of Historical Movements. The Quarterly Journal of Speech, 38, 184-188.

& Bormann, E.G. (1972). Fantasy and rhetorical vision: The rhetorical criticism of social reality. Quarterly
Journal of Speech, 58, 396-407.

183



ey ddee (Y Game s agelBY aill oda Mainl Ul e aaine 28 48 20 (o (K
il pai ol aa S s e L Lalaidl Gant a8 ) adl gally i) callas

La dadlly oy ganadll Jilat & las Fisher dud = 58 Gle g 388 el

O s o Sopmauall (sal e L GlanY) Ge dlubid il e el e gl
Gliall o lgie ST Gaaill o aaied e l@Y) Jila ) ol 5 U8 daals slal (ol
Opraivsall o Gl a5 A8 ) 5l 18 65 ) Calal gall g asil) aad anadll (Y 4DlE]l

Perelmane and Olbrechts Tetyka \Ssis Guidl sl 5 olal yu a8 1969 4w &

O e Ly Aalaas Lol 5l e Slee ol sa0all 2230 () iy OIS jlanaly

ESaniall G Jal ) GIAL 1385 acieal) Lol Gund o A daa (e glEY) Blee Gl
-106‘:‘“‘5\5

2 (el A plaid daalaa 500 Ll ol o 1) 1SS i) a5 el 05
Aot ) alic B e ad g vie daall A a8 ol a8 clagal) Sl o
?CJ&‘ JA.AAQJ 4:\.(;).\3\ J.AA.I.C ‘\J)J\A ‘).AA\_\.C :\:1)3) cuumj\} :\AASJM} (:\Aéj\ }i) LM\

chﬁi..»‘)[\ J.\Al&}

& ooy Ol S Ay Hlai e AdaaSle e S0l il plail) Calilay 4458l man

Dl g M laall 138 5 o slud) Gl 8IS Jlaall yiad f Ladad dallaall (pe uili & LY
cabal gl e

sl Jalatl 400 i) 48y, asag aae o Jidal LedUl ey plaill oyl e o)
43y Hhll o2a Burke® & s aaia s .cala jiall aseady dilacll 48 5k > g @lly JaY | e lay)]

°. Fisher, W. R. (1987). Human Communication as Narration: Toward a Philosophy of Reason, Value, and Action.

Columbia: University of South Carolina Press.

19_ perelman, C. & Olbrechts-Tyteca, L. (1969). The New Rhetoric: a Treatise on Argumentation. Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press.

11 Burgchardt, C. R. (2010). Readings in rhetorical criticism (4th ed.). State College, PA: Strata Publishing

184




A (ral s adlalls gLEY) a paill e OIS 1) ) cdhaniall adl gy Jolail JualI
e S5 ARkl oda (Y @lldg e a8 53 s sal) LY bl jin) Jaladl Lelaainla
Sl @l jla cilS 138 e ldad Ly Adalad) lalS g dpaliaadl il 2 il
s skl ol jLall sda (b g LY g8 e e OIS 13 e Cul g Baeria 4RUS (L ailalS]
o WSl Jaal slaiiall 4y gall) ) gayll oda o iz 45Y (g LEY)) 48 & sl bl jin) e
idal e day o i ed dilaill e oty Lay | Gailiall ) Lellay) 5 3a3n0 <laiiae
Badll s Ll Sl Gl e pail) 8 daaliiall il aaa ;] Aa )

Agalide 4alS IS e ally 2a) 535 Al ClalS £ sena 203852 sl

St z 3t aail s jaiusal) Cile ganall Al 53 ;3 Aa )

&Y s aaal 23l el e sl 24 Als )

L a e Jladll 35S G (o8 eh (i@l (e 1a3 Y 48 Hhall o3 b Sl (i

Gaiall Cslud () LS Lgsandi s Liagans akaiey o 43ld W) 5 LY Cllasi) yin) Calisag

) 2 Akl (pe oSad Y il iall aead ddy sk of V) g LEY) 8 s IS i
Onlalad) cpadgy dalatiall

G (s alaill Al e (A clingd (g kil Y1 855 I o) (B Al s
&S el e dabisdd) cilalSl ety Liad gl 5 5haS 53 Wil saaal) il gladl)
«(") sl & American s manufactring s job :bas s (z)s (@)s () cbal
country s change s fight «(«) <l & middle class s grow s plan s taxes
voice «(1) laall & future 3l Gebud e 40l @il jiall @ jial &5 (7) dadd) b
(z) <3l A storm s opportunity «(«) <Uaall 2 nation

O ¢ job Aaalial) ASIG Adalaad) culayaall Al o ie ) gail) e Jdaill (5 ga
Juanl) (5S35 @iail) addy Al 55 SIS saY) iy | e Ladl s DA e 83 Lyl ¢
Y airge b A gl 3 seally o5 AS) LeS (Sl 13gd Jla€ ald) Jaly L) aaadi

12_ Burke, K. (1969). Arhetoric of Motives. California : University of California Press.

185



Clasil i) o (alaiu 138 e 48 )il Jsa 6l )l elac ) A (e @lld g Aol (e (alisll
(LSl o aliill s Jolall #1581 dagilly cuull 408 4 el gLy
.;LAA:Y\} c(mb.d\ BJ.@.&J\ ‘f bJ}GA_) 4.;5\:@\

palaBy) a3 JaS muall K8 a8 qmanufactring dsbisd) 4dSl a sads

OV oAV a1 e oaly (st 3aLED 5 jaall o3 (il Jaril LS Juadl Jitia

o) Ay 45l el Allainl g cdagiill s cundl A5 o Leal jadul (Sa A s

ad e Al Ml il Maiail Cubdll Cas WS (el Ay bl 5 )
YN L e g5 jlaal/ (18 jlall IS G ey M Jead)

Janll Ay i o Al Gl cuila ) < jeds 38 American deabisal) <0 W
Cixy) agiible Alain) )y canddl a8 ) Wbl W ais 03 eV asig 485 5aY) 48 gl
A 5L i) a1 4l age UBY Tuasi) S (JaY)

o A 5Tl dad U5 ,LaN future dealiaad) 2aSH cilainl lae sai e
SR il L ey

i o ) e (1) Glhall il 435k (s (g) 5 (<) othall dilas o
i L il ya gaaaill (g Ansiinaal) g LEY)
(O ) faney IV caguiiily JYaiayl) ahiall JYaiY) Jlesinly zaall -]
ol Claled g elanyl
aetia s agadd s Cpmaiusall Cilala 5, 5 Aleall s Cay il 5 JaVI CnsS Aalalall VWY1 -2
Gl (e Jal) 5 4K 509 A8l e o sSh A S5 ) £ LY 5 dgida o) as IS Lilal)
aiall
Sl -3
ddlaadl - 4
sladll iS -5
el e o gaell -6

186



il (22l S5 HEY) (e de gana gl A il oda (e 48 IS

Al y Cund) i b i ey ASEY) Al cubdll aed el (53 (53
OsSiw Al il ) (o Juing (S Wl o AL adla e 4nd) ansilly JYSY
LIS iiaty libian g Al Y1y bl jall ilisg ol al) J1dh agdinl s (W0 gl
U Y Al cillaled) sl ol il g L guad Leamd o o) Joall Sy Y Aaals laaa
Agail) JE Nl el Al el

270

G deYl Gy o Jee Can Aablall cYLaLY) CilSl) Janind @l e 5 0ke
O peilit 5 pealiind Jiid LS ALl LS 1) sanial) Y 5l s iy (i) (o5
A CilS 1 catala Al @S 1Y) L JUaie 4d) dgasall Al 5 Le dale aiudl
ALaia ¥l el e 5508 QIS Copal) duas) iy Al Jod e diat g 4l Glaia
Alens Lo oLl o puaiunal) a3 3 Bhidl e o5 sl (s3em Lely ALl a3 cpe 3L 3015
K e 35 Aol CaSH aadiul @lly e by clhdll Sl hall gali
& S8 e adiall elyg Anall ae a5 ol alag 5 aausall (g 4t L8 Unil ) 313
gl o5 Jia Caanial Lgiann L)y dpilas el i€ Al Jaaly ilias daa
1368 meaaine il 188 5wl )l 8 (5380 5 pgild sl ()5 s La ale Ll GY Pa) dga sall
LS Al )l agh (o acluy g aaiusall g Saaiall (g & il Loyl ) ol dgan Jila ) (g0 g 530
Tgale Bl a5y 505 3 adlon s pgeS (s (i LRI () shindy (piiall

2 4S) i) 5 Aad Al )1 clyasilly 4% e g ddlad) 431 ) e slaie V) Ll Jsla g

Osrain g Saadally Gl (3 (S age Aflaadl ol dddlaae bl Jiall g odalall 84l

Al b Gl D glae e aaiuall Sy Aglaaall 25y 84l LS Leishiy 5 ailla ;) )
Agghia e S8 ol dagae A€ Led JIA AaY

¥ _Nelson,T. E., & Garst, J. (2005). Values-Based Political Messages and Persuasion: Relationships among
Speaker, Recipient, and Evoked Values. Political Psychology, 26(4), 489-515.

187



Lol of aded Lo 138 5 agd 318 jame 520 138 06 of e Y sladll (i alill Jady SO

Al aghalial g aguid das g 5 el Al Lo )5 ales Gam i ol Ll

aelSlie A Cuudiall e | sealdd agily | saiil) Cum agd (it gladll (S dpadl inl Cglad
ad) Gl e 8 3 el ot i 5 Apalai)

Llaidl Hlehs) ) aee s ROmney (e 4ndlic maliy aald 4] y caund 1

S 1Y) Lo pead il e 2 3al) a3 sl Auadl il (o5 Aalall Lga g 4 Al

asnell s VT Gty paleall i S Llalsie) Gady Baels gaa o Liise oyl 13a
aatial) da (g iy Y S LaulS LS

Lowd o el seliy el aball (e da i) g LY Claddl il (e ¢yl

Caay g Al ClEMal) ¢l ¢ A8 5 Y ¢ 55 ) clae YIS day yadl G Al Cany 5 AL L))

uauﬁud\cne.\.u\i\gﬂi}&\)\ﬂ\ JM\&LBJﬁdULMG&)M\EJS:}uiSM&MJ
L) Jiall g aill s

sl 835 (il s JaYIS) ddhle caVlainly aiati Lakiia Y sl Gaatall 038 ¢ Slagls
& Ll L) 5 annd Jslal) a8 Gl Al Aaal) e Ll adie) | acivuall 485 s
dilalall YWY Bhaial) Jlasinsl o LS o adl) GRSS (g0 puia s A g cAulia o 40 san
Ghiall e U jas adiny ¥ oo l8Y) ) o st Gosiall d8laas 3 i e el
Glld g saiee Laby sl Lgy Olai) Al cilansi) i) (S5 a1 dpilalad) VLY e Liad Ll
il ) i Caline () sliay o) Cpmaiosall b peall g  AED (5 gial) Glusall 8 220 45y
Jolatl daals "y jiall e A3y 5k of Lo Jeaniall bl cadl o AT Galy |l
ey cladll

i Jsa dallall 5 33LY) Cila glaa o) ) A 550 138 s 5 off A& dals LS gl
i _jiall aenty Jolaill 43y jla S i ¢ saa gally Al AlaY) exi Y Ll V) cp LY

Claagil i) ases oAkl e 550 e L85 eb @Y Cllard) jiu) aoail dalla

188



Ll LS dpalidall lajaall 3l3laas 53 g sall culyiil) Lo Galiius 1Y e Gai (8 diacaiall
03 L 0580 8 A (auadl QIS a g da ) et s G ogeall 5,0S) G lll e se )l Jis
e oS gl Jeaniall bl Al adull ladad ay ¥ el g lBY) ddee 8 S
sl Jlme (Y 1kas Jalall 8 A5 (e g 58 2 em g bl oY) a3 sane Alladl) (a gaall
Dl Gl e (s AT lalS AT Jlae Hlidg 388 435 pally ey dpaliball <l jiall ypaat

L) Llia i Al Al e aliad il ot 8 Uil 5 Led sa Lilee

Aliie Cgand Bl da g5k ol il ol adad Ll W) il o2 Jiaasi a2 )
Sy LS LBY) il Jsa ALl 4 ki g ) Jealy g guaill (e ST aae il
Loy QL8 & idlide (pinadd J8 Ge dlariuall glEY) il ¢ At o AT disadl
caline aaail Gl jhall aeats Jilail) 455k Jleain) 43S Joa il 2 o sa i
s AN )50l 3aild (gan b Lial Canl) Sy e olailS 5 Le a8 2 D01 L)
A syl dalls als

189



