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ABSTRACT

Siddik, Syabhril. 2008A Micro Structural Level of Analysis of Discourgean
American Senator Barack Obama’s Political Speechissis, Linguistics,
English Letters and Language Department, the Skteic University of
Malang.

Advisor : Sakban Rosidi, M.Si

Key words: Critical Discourse Analysis, Discurstaetics, Micro structural level.

Language is produced intentionally by human befiogsarticular goals
in communication. It functions as a means to seelsélf-interest and it is related
to power relations among people. They, therefose strategies and tactics to
influence other people in order their goals camdadized. It is very interesting to
investigate and analyze the ways Barack Obamaeprésidential nomination
from Democratic Party in the United States usesullsve tactics to influence the
audiences. How does Barack Obama use Micro stalctavel strategies of
discourse in his political speeches? What areabics on word structure used by
Barack Obama? What are the tactics on phrasaltsteunsed by Barack Obama?
What are the tactics on expression or oral streased by Barack Obama? What
are the tactics on sentential structure used bgda®bama?

To answer the problems, the researcher adopts&nmliscourse Analysis
introduced by Teun A. van Dijk about discourse ctites as macro structure,
super structure, and micro structure. The resegrahen, focuses on Micro
structure. Methodologically, the researcher exdescriptive qualitative study as
his research design. The data are collected byrskijmreading and analyzed by
applying intensive reading.

From all three studied speeches, the findings stimt Barack Obama
uses Micro structural level strategies of discousenhance the cohesion and
coherence of his political speeches. In the taatiesword structure, he uses
pronoun, generalization, intensifiers, trivializimgords, discourse markers, and
sensory words. The tactics on phrasal structursisbof noun phrase, adjective
phrase, and verb phrase. In the tactics on onattsire, there are oral discourse
markers and ungrammatical sentence. At last, infatiécs on sentential structure,
he chooses temporal sentence, passive voice, idetquestion, and repetition.

Barack Obama frequently applies pronoun in wordcstire to induce the
cohesion and coherence of the discourse. In phsasaiture, he often uses noun
phrase combined with articles, possessive pronowam] adjectives. He,
furthermore, frequently stimulates his audiencethiok of certain time through
temporal sentences. This study supports van Ddissourse structures that are
divided into macro structure, super structure, lnto structure.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This chapter elaborates on the background of tieysproblem
statements, and objectives of the study, signitieasf the study, scope and

limitation of the study and clarification definitimf the key terms.

1.1 Background of the Study

It is self-evident that language plays a very vitd¢ in advancing human
civilization. As a means to exchange message, Eggenables humans preserve
and develop their civilization. By language, humaas transfer their ideas, share
their thought, and create civilization. This is whakes human beings are
different from other creatures in this world. Acdimg to Yule language is a
complex system of meaningful vocal symbbls.

Some linguists claim that although animals havesams to communicate
among their groups but it does not belong to lagguzecause of several reasons.
Firstly, animal’s language can not develop like amans have. Linguists,
therefore, agree that animals do not have langbatthey have only “sign” that
is used to interact among their groups. Secondheraroups of animal can not
learn and produce the other’s language while hucaanspeak more that one
language. Lastly, several studies have been coadtioctexamine whether

animals have language or not, but the results piftatethey can not speak like

! George Yule. 1985The Study of Languag€ambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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human. For example, an experiment on chimpanzeesists have taught them
language, but they can only speak what they hasedrend can not develop it. In
conclusion, they can only imitate.

The beginning of human language itself, howevestiikin debate among
linguists and language philosophers. There areentaia facts or data that can
explain us scientifically of when firstly human tarage emerges. Most of
linguists just assume it and it ends in controwsxsin accordance with al-Qur’an,
Surah al-Baqarah, verses 30—34, as one who livesl@dicates his life in the
State Islamic University of Malang, Rahardjo, stateat indeed language firstly

emerged a long with the emergence of Adam, thefathhuman beings.

\
\
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Behold, thy lord said to the angels: “I will crea&icegerent on
earth”. They said: “wilt Thou place therein one wid make
mischief therein and shed blood? Whilst we do aqeliebThy
praises and glorify Thy holy (name)?” He said: filokv what ye
know not” (verse: 30).

2 Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Bahasa, Pemikiran dan Peradabfrmnguage, Thought, and
Civilization]. Malang: Universitas Islam Negeri (UIN) Malang4p.
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And He taught Adam the names of all things; therpldeed them
before the angels, and said: “Tell Me the nameabede if ye are
right” (verse: 31).

They said: “Glorify to thee: Of knowledge we hawene, save
what Thou hast taught us: in truth it is Thou whioparfect in
knowledge and wisdom” (verse: 32).

He said: “O’ Adam! Tell them their names”. Whenhea told
them their names, Allah said: “Did | not tell ycat | know the
secrets of heaven and earth, and | know what yeatewhat ye
conceal?” (verse: 33).

And behold, We said to the angels: “Bow down to i&taand

they bowed down: Not so Iblis (Satan): He refused was
haughty: He was of those who reject faith (verdd:>3

Although the debate of the beginning of languadkrshs, it will not reduce the
significance and the urgency of language in hunfan |

The use of language is not for communication omlit,also it is used for
other purposes. Some people, moreover, use langoaghieve and reach an
intention. Politicians use language to influendeedts opinion to create an
agreement or support to what they say and actrbaps to control their power. A
presidential candidate, for instance, uses langimbis or her speeches to
persuade and convince people that he or she igigdab be the next president
and what he or she asserts about some issues isased on his or her
arguments. Thus, language is a means to reach pampeses.

Since language has a very important role in hulif@nsome experts give

more concerns with language. Afterward, thereparicular discipline that

® Quran, Karim Translated by Abdallah Yousouf Ali corrected aadised by F. Amira
Zrein Matraji. 1999. Beirut: Dar el-Fikr.

4 Elaine Chaika. 1982 anguage the Social MirroMassachusetts: Newbury House
Publisher, Inc.
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studies language that is recognized as Linguidtioguistics is the study of
human languag&More specific, Linguistics is the study of a systgic
meaningful vocal symbol.

Discourse Analysis is one of Interdisciplinary Lingtics. There is
recently a perspective of Discourse Analysis thateiry well-known among
Discourse Analysts. Critical Discourse Analysigaisew perspective in language
studies in which it has main foundation that sté@eguage is a means to fulfil
goal and interest and related to the power. It mdlaat every people
communicate and produce language to reach the fdine communication at
least and to influence other people.

There are several versions of Critical Discoursalgsis. One of the
versions of Critical Discourse Analysis, that isrsapplicable and that provides
complete version of discourse, is Discourse Strestthat are introduced by Teun
A. van Dijk. He declares that there is a completesion of discourse: Macro
Structure, Micro Structure, and Super Strucfuvacro Structure is a general or
global meaning of a particular text that is exardibg focusing on topics of the
text, Super Structure is a sequence of a text asdtow elements and structures
of discourse are arranged in a full body of temt] Micro Structure is concerned
with the meanings of discourse by investigating analyzing words, sentences,

propositions, and phrasés.

® H. G. Widdowson. 199@.inguistics London: Oxford University Press. p. 3.

® Tuen A. van Dijk. 2004from Text Grammar to Critical Discourse Analysi¥orking
Paper. Barcelona: Universitat Pompeu Fabra. Vol. 2.

 Sakban Rosidi. 200Analisis Wacana Kritis sebagai Ragam Paradigma &aji
Wacana [Critical Discourse Analysis as VariancePafradigm of Inquiry on Discourse].
Working Paper. Malang: Universitas Islam NegeriNJMalang. p. 10.
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In this research, the researcher investigateshibegmena of Micro-
structural level of American Senator, Barack Obanpalitical speeches. This
model of Critical Discourse Analysis is considefiedio this phenomenon of
language because political speeches that are dadiley a presidential candidate
of course have goals to influence other peoplentaly, this research attempts
to answer the question about discursive tactiddiofo Structure which are used
by Barack Obama in his political speeches.

Barack Husein Obama is one of American presideaéiatiidates of
Democrat party in the general election 2008. Baf@b&ma is a first-term senator
from lllinois. Previously, he served in the lllirsostate Legislature and worked as
a civil rights attorney. He has proposed legislatimat would create a new
employment eligibility system for companies to feif their employees are legal
residents. Barack Obama, whose father is from Keisy@nsidered by
Americans to be the first African-American candelaith a reasonable chance of
winning the presidency. He was born in forth of Asg1961, in Hawaii and has
ever lived in Indonesia to study in one of JunidagiHSchools in Menteng,
Jakarta. He attended Columbia University in Newkvyamd earned a law degree
at Harvard University in Massachusetts.

The researcher chooses four Barack Obama’s speechesrning with
Iragi war which are considered as the represemtatidis global ideas for
overcoming Iragi war because of several reasonstlysithis topic has great
attention from Americans because he does not takeesto support war in Irag.

Secondly, in his campaign, his opinion about wdran is becoming a main gun

17



to get support from Americans and effectively im ¢@ht other candidates
opinion® Thirdly, as informed by most of mass media inwheld, besides his
struggle to build good politics, his words alwagspire the audience who heaf it.
Lastly, afterSuper Tuesdaye has preceded his senior senator, Hillary Gt
acquiring superdelegates who determine the presadamidate from Democrat
party in the general election through reclaimingia@nd again his opposition to
the wrong war?

We know all people recognize that all presidert#@ididates use language
as a means to influence people, but what they kaowt systematic. Therefore,
this research attempts to analyze the politica¢spes systematically based
discursive tactics on Micro Structure.

In conclusion, for its significance and with thpgesification that have
been mentioned above, the researcher analyz®sicro-Structural Level of

Analysis of Discourse on Barack Husein Obama’stRali Speechés

1.2 Problem Statements

This study focuses, in general, on how Barack Gbases Micro-
structural level strategies in his political speexhrhis question, then, can be
specified into four questions as follows:

1.2.1 What are the tactics on word structure ugeBliarack Obama?

8 Barack Obama. 2008lenerjang Harapan [The Audacity of HopdJranslated by
Ruslani and Lulu Rahman. 2007. Jakarta: Ufuk PesE3.

® Juhairi Misrawi. 18 of February, 2008enantian Obama [Obama’s Waitinglawa
Pos. p. 4.

9 David Crary. 2008Black Americans Worried Obama’s Safétyorking Paper. New
York: National Writer.
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1.2.2 What are the tactics on phrasal structurd bgeBarack
Obama?

1.2.3 What are the tactics on expression or oratttre used by
Barack Obama?

1.2.4 What are the tactics on sentential struatgesl by Barack

Obama?

1.3 Objectives of the Study

The objective of the study in general is to proddescriptive knowledge
on discursive tactics on a Micro-structural levetliscourse that is used by
Barack Obama in his political speeches. This ohjeatan be specified into four
specific objectives that are to produce the degeeagknowledge on the tactics on
word structure, phrasal structure, expression arsiructure, and sentential

structure that are used by Barack Obama.

1.4 Significance of the Study

This research is academically to enrich the stddiistourse especially
the variances of Critical Discourse Analysis amgjliistically to recognize tactics
on words, phrases, expressions and sentencesehaged in discourse. In
addition, practically it is very useful to recogaithe Micro Structural level of
Barack Obama’s political speeches as the presaler@ndidate of the United

States.
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1.5 Scope and Limitation of the Study

Barack Obama is an American Senator from lllinoighwpecial skills and
charisma. He is well-known as an incredible oraftiere are many speeches he
has delivered in front of Americans suchfa€hange we can believe iPolitics
of ConscienceReclaiming American Dregnand so on.

This study only focuses on Barack Obama’s politsgaleches concerning
with the issues about Iraqi war from November 2006l the end of 2007. These
speeches are chosen because these display hisonenternational relationships
with other countries in the world especially a doyhat in fact against America
like Irag. Further, these speeches are also drstepich he started his success to
continue his campaign unfluper Tuesdayrurthermore, these speeches are
expected too to give information how he look at Moss who temporally are
considered as terrorists in the world by most ofeficans. The writer selects
particular time of speeches from November 2006 timti end of 2007 because
the issues are still interesting to discuss becat®t time the Iraqi war still
newly ended and there were many opinions discusgiogt it from other
Senators.

I admit my disability in finding the original texif the speeches. The data
in this study are taken from the internet in thédsite www.barackobama.com-
speeches. All of the texts of his speeches ardadobai | copied them into my own
documents. Although the data are from the intetthese can be justified as valid
data as long as we can check them in its websa@miit, then, that the theory that

is used in this study is still new because theeeoaitty several researchers who
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have used it. The investigation on Micro-structleakl is rarely done. Indeed,
this opportunity becomes important chance for #searcher to study in order to

extend the discourse studies.

1.6 Clarification Definition of the Key Terms

1.6.1Micro-structural leveis the degree of small units of discourse which are
used to influence the recipients of discourse.

1.6.2Discursive tacticss the way how discourse influences the recipients

1.6.3Tactics on word structuris a strategy of using certain words in the
discourse to influence the recipients.

1.6.4Tactics on phrasal structuris a strategy of using certain phrases in the
discourse to influence the recipients.

1.6.5Tactics on oral structurés a strategy of using oral expressions in the
discourse to influence the recipients.

1.6.6Tactics on sentential structure a strategy of using certain sentences in

the discourse to influence the recipients.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter presents some theories that are delatdis study. The
discussion covers Discourse, Discourse Analysisic@r Discourse Analysis,
some models of Critical Discourse Analysis. Theadetl explanation is described

in the following sub-headings.

2.1 Discourse
The word “discourse” is derived from Latin’s wordiScursus” which has
broad meanings firstly introduced according to @iy Longacre as
communication that occurs between addressers atrésses: In our daily
lives, it is familiar to hear people talk aboutadiarse. Discourse is a term that is
used not only in linguistics but also it is usedg@veral disciplines like sociology,
psychology, medical science, politics, and exchetéinguistics, Oetomo and
Kartomihardjo in Rahardjo define discourse as ®daldanguage sequence that is
broader than a sententteAlthough discourse has a number of meanings Jijest
language in linguistics, it has the specific megsim which it is always more
than a sentence because most of discourse hade@nogdy and a purpose.
Discourse is a very complex part in linguisticscAuing to Sumarlam

discourse is a complete unit of language thatedtorally such speeches and

11 3. Gee. 199%n Introduction to Discourse AnalysiBheory and Method

London: Routledge.

2 Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Hermeneutika Gadamerian: Kuasa Bahasa dalam
Wacana Politik Gus DuMalang: UIN-Malang Press. p. 67.
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dialogues or in written texts such as short stooyels, books, and written
documents? Discourse is not only a complete unit but alds the unity of
meanings. As revealed by Yuwono, discourse is thiy of semantic meanings in
language constructiorf.Studying discourse, therefore, becomes valuabEngm
linguists and language philosophers. In LinguistWwé&ddowson defines Discourse
as an area of the language study is concernechavthpeople make meaning and
make out of meaning in texts and as social practiteexts, whether simple or
complex, are the uses of language which are prabwaé the interest to refer to
something for some purpo%‘réln this study, discourse is the structure of laaggu
that is more complex than a sentence.

As the unity of language in communication, discewan be classified
based on its part. Some linguists such as Jacabsbhlarimurti Kridalaksana
have attempted to classify discourse based on &gggtunction. According to
Leech in Yuwono discourse can be classified basedunction of language as
follows:

2.1.1 Expressive discourse

If the discourse comes from the speaker’s or v&itgrinion as a medium

to express his or her ideas like speeches and woitireg texts.

2.1.2 Opening discourse

13 Sumarlam. 1993Teori dan Praktik Analisis Wacana [Theory and Piegtof
Discourse Analaysis]Surakarta: Pustaka Cakra
Surakarta. p. 15.

4 Untung Yuwono. 2005. Wacana. In Kushartanti, Ugtifuwono and Multamia RMT
Lauder (Ed.)Pesona Bahasa: Langkah Awal Memahami Linguistikcfiamtment of Language:
Introduction to understand Linguistic§p. 91—103). Jakarta: PT. Gramedia Pustaka Utama.
92.

5 H. G. widdowson. 200Discourse Analysid.ondon: Oxford University Press.
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If the discourse is used for succeeding the comaatioin in order the
communication runs smoothly such as the discourggroduction in the
party.

2.1.3 Informational discourse
If the discourse is related to message or inforonatnat is delivered to the
hearer or reader such as news discourse in masa.med

2.1.4 Aesthetic discourse
If the discourse is concerning with message witbssing on the beauty of
the arrangement of the words like poems and songs.

2.1.5 Directive discourse
If the speaker or writer intends to change heaarigader’s action and

reaction such as speeches and advertisement.

As a mean of communication, discourse simply caditieed into oral and

written discourse. verbal discourse covers speak@hearer, language, turn

taking which shows the exchange of speaking whiitem one involves writer,

reader, language, and orthographic. Because of theskinds of discourse, some

people sometimes regard that discourse is a tefact, text and discourse are

completely different. Written discourse is not danwith a text. A text will never

be recognized as a discourse if it does not hakgoge or ideology.

Halliday and Hasan distinguish discourse and taget on its length.

Discourse is longer that texts because a text earety short® Widdowson

asserted different opinion from Halliday and Hageecording to Widdowson

8 Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Hermeneutika Gadamerian: Kuasa Bahasa dalam

24



discourse has cohesion and basic statement whil®ija states that a text refers
to an abstract theoretical construction which isifested in a discourse.
Rahardjo emphasizes that in English practice, dissorefers to verbal language
whereas text refers to written language. Althougs distinction between text and
discourse are not quite clear, in this study, disse refers to both verbal and
written language. Therefore, what is meant by dise®is that discourse is verbal
or written sequence of language that is broader éhsentence.

Verbal discourse is used to be determined by d#wtors beside language
such as situation and circumstance in which theodise is communicated.
Therefore, it frequently consists of short unitss incomplete and
ungrammatical. On the contrary, written discouras tomplete information and
correct grammar to avoid misinterpretation. Mosivatten discourse use
standard language except a discourse that is wiittentionally informal for
certain purpose such as found in short story andInehile verbal discourse
often use informal languadé.

Based on the response of the receivers, dissaidassified into
transactional and interactional discourse. Traisa&l discourse is the speaker or
writer is satisfied with the hearer or reader beeatey fulfil the expectation of
the speaker or writer. For example, the speakifieisnanager who commands to

his or her stuff to represent him or her in a mmegtinteractional discourse is the

Wacana Politik Gus Dur [Gadamerian Hermeneuticsngaage Power in Gus Dur’s Political
Discourse] Malang: UIN-Malang Press. p. 68.

" Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Hermeneutika Gadamerian: Kuasa Bahasa dalam
Wacana Politik Gus Dur [Gadamerian Hermeneuticsngaage Power in Gus Dur’s Political
Discourse] Malang: UIN-Malang Press. p. 68.
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discourse which has mutual interaction betweersgieaker and hearer, and the
writer and the reader.

Based on the sequence of discourse, it is categbimnto seven types.
There are narrative, descriptive, expository, arguiative, persuasive, hortatory,
and procedural discourses. Narrative discours@loasevents, and character in
factual narration such as news and fictive nanndile short story and novel.
Descriptive discourse is known as the discourselvhas detail explanation
about certain case like profile. Expository dissauhas strong explanation of
information like in feature. Argumentative discoeiresents strong
argumentation which is supported by facts and exede such thesis and
dissertation. Persuasive discourse is the discaungsh functions to persuade the
hearer or reader in order they follow the speakariwriter’s intention. Hortatory
discourse has strong order that is supported uksge like sermon. The last is
procedural discourse. It prioritizes process, tepines and steps like the
instruction or a guide to use certain tools. Amtmase types of discourse, the
most familiar types of discourse are narrationcdpson, argumentation and
persuasive discourse.

People use discourse for several purposes. letyogie can find
discourse in daily life practice. For example, iedding party especially in Islam
tradition, a sequence of sentences which are re¢dnl the bride to marry the
bridegroom is a discourse. In this case, discosrtelegitimate the relationship
between a man and a woman. The discourse haslainestich a man can have

an intimate relation with the woman and own henfally. In politics, politicians
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use discourse to defend, legitimate, and contet power regardless other
factors that involve to determine it.

There is no doubt that in an important politica¢éesgh of a president or

presidential candidate each word is chosen asdidmof its

ideologically and communicative presuppositions mmglications. That

is, when overall communicative control is stridscaideological discourse

expression will become more conscious. In someeotsiton the other
hand, both discourse control and ideological contith be largely
automatized®
In this study, discourse refers to a speech iridima of written discourse that
aims to persuade, influence, and change somebogiri#on and attitude in
accordance with what speaker’s intention and will.

The broad area of discourse in linguistics hagedJinguists to
investigate it through some disciplines. Linguisti@as two kinds of branches that
are specified to study discourse. Linguists camvansgll discourse inquiries
through Pragmatics, Hermeneutics, and Discoursdy8isa This study will use

Critical Discourse Analysis. This new perspectifeliscourse analysis is

introduced by Teun A. van Dijk.

2.2 Discourse Analysis

Discourse has a large domain which attaches ta dtbeiplines such as
political, philosophical and sociological domaibsscourse itself has number
meanings that are more complicated in term of #ig@nce of discourse in a
number of areas of study. Because people use amgtfor communication but

also to influence other people to support theenest through ideological
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purpose, discourse constrains the emergence aofisgguadies to typically
concern with.

The emergence of discourse in social practicervedtiels, has encouraged
the emergence of interdisciplinary studies thabiscerned with the analysis of
the relationship between discourse and social ipeact

Language is social practice and not a phenomentemrat to society to be

adventitiously correlated with it, and that langeiagen as discourse rather

than as accomplished text compels us to take atomtionly of the
artefacts of language, the products that we hedsae, but also the
conditions of production and interpretation of gxh sum the process of
communicating of which the text is only a part. ¥eimphasis is of central
importance of linguistic’
In linguistics, the interdisciplinary study, theve#, which is concerned with this
phenomenon is recognized as Discourse Analysis.

The term discourse analysis first entered gene&hs the title of a paper
published by Zellig Harris in 1952, although thappr did not yet offer a
systematic analysis of linguistic structures 'bel/tihve sentence level'. As a new
interdisciplinary study, Discourse Analysis begamévelop in the late 1960s and
1970s in most of the humanities and social sciemoese or less at the same
time, and in relation to, other new branches ofnméinguistics such as,
psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, and pragmatitfereas earlier studies of
discourse, for instance in text linguistics, ofteaused on the abstract structures
of (written) texts, many contemporary approachspgeeially those that are

influenced by the social sciences, favour a moreyic study of (spoken, oral)

talk in interaction.

8 Teun A. van Dijk. 2004from Text Grammar to Critical Discourse Analysigorking
Paper. Barcelona: Universitat Pompeu Fabra. Vol. 2.
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Brown and Yule assert that the analysis of diseigsiecessarily the
analysis of language in ué&Discourse Analysis has its own area in linguistiss
interdisciplinary studies that attaches to othscigiines. Study on, therefore,
discourse can not only be conducted through lirigsibut it can be analyzed
from others disciplines. Discourse Analyst is combeai to the investigation of the
relationships between forms and functions. Renkeoméirmed that Discourse
Studies is the discipline devoted to the invesimgabf the relationship between
forms and functions in verbal communicatfdnt is clear enough that indeed the
area of Discourse Analysis focuses on the langiragse.

The analysis of discourse covers spoken and wigi@mmunication of
what the speakers and writers have produced, anthaif the hearers and readers
think of and interpret, too. In written discouriggre are two main domains that
can not be ignored by discourse analysts namelg§ioh and Coherence.
Ibrahim in Rahardjo revealed that Cohesion is corexwith Semantic areas of
study which refers to the relationship of meaniimgexts>? Coherence is text and
talk which typically consists of sequences of sec#s that express sequences of
propositions. The propositions of such sequencesnaittiply related each oth&t.

Discourse Analysis, further, can be used to ingasti words, sentences,

expressions or meanings beyond people’s expresfamke claimed that in

9 Norman Fairclough. 1982anguage and PoweHarlow: Longman.

2 Gillian Brown and George Yule. 198Biscourse AnalysisCambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

%1 Jan Renkema. 199Biscourse Studies: An Introductory TextboAknsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

22 Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Relung-Relung Bahasa [Aspects of Langualelyakarta:
Aditya Media. p. 190.

2 Teun A. van DijkAnalyzing Racism through Discourse Analysis: somthatological
Reflection Work Paper. http/: www.daneprairie.com.
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communication people are used to choose wordshendrtangement of
sentences. Therefore, what words they produce, symabols they give, and
intonation is not merely as the way of individugpeession or communication but
intentionally people commit it for certain purpoBascourse Analysis, in this
study, is concerned with the study of written digse which is intended to
influence people to create supports, to convinagettie opinion is true and valid,
and to change their attitude to make action.

It seems very clear that like other human scied@urse analysis has
three paradigms that underline the analysis of pimema in real world. First,
Positivist Discourse Analysis claims that discouwrsesists of semantic and
syntactic structures that establish and build eptieaning regardless of the
subjectivity of whom produces language. Positiisicourse Analysts then
merely investigate the word and sentence withonsiciering the subject which
produces language. Second, Interpretive DiscoursdyAis reveals that the
meaning of language can not only be seen fromdimad but it is also considered
with the subject who produces language. The mealttiegefore, in accordance to
interpretive discourse analysts is formed by thédvof language and the
producers of the language. The process of the ptmiuand the reproduction of
language, afterwards, are very important. This iclemation of the process
becomes the main factor that Critical Discourselysia has more concern.

Critical discourse analyst wants to understanddheof structures, strategies or
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other properties of text, talk, verbal interactaor communicative eveftin
establishing and maintaining power relations betwaifferent groups in

society?®

2.3 Critical Discourse Analysis
One of approaches to discourse is through critieedpectives. Critical
perspectives or Critical Discourse Analysis is & paradigm of Discourse
Analysis in which texts are to describe, explaing anterpret or to investigate
them deeply by positioning the anal§sccording to Crystal Critical Discourse
Analysis or recently CDA is a perspective whichdgts the relationship between
discourse event and socio-political and culturatdes, especially the way
discourse is ideologically influenced and can its#luence power relations in
society?” All Critical Discourse Analysts agree that texts eelated to ideologies
which are usually connected to power as well.
Ideologies are closely linked to power, becausentitare of ideological
assumptions embedded in particular conventionssarite nature of
those conventions themselves, depends on the peladbns which
underlie the conventions; and because they areaasm legitimizing
existing social relations and differences of powenply through the
recurrence of ordinary, familiar ways of behavinigiet take these
relations and power differences for granted. Idgiel® are closely linked
to language, because using language in the cominmmasof social

behaviour and the form of social behaviour wheraele most on
‘common sense’ assumptio?‘f‘s.

24 Teun A. van Dijk. 1993. Principles of Critical Bisurse AnalysisDiscourse and
Society Vol. 4 : 249—283.

25 Norman Fairclough. 1989anguage and PoweHarlow: Longman.

26 Fairclough, Norman. 198@anguage and PoweHarlow: Longman.

" David Crystal. 1997ictionary of Linguistics and Phonetic€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press. p. 100.

2 Fairclough, Norman. 1982anguage and PoweHarlow: Longman. p. 3.
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"Critical" means not taking things for granted, ojpg up complexity,
challenging reductionism, dogmatism and dichotonbesg self-reflective in my
research, and through these processes, making ®gagatures of power
relations and ideologies manifest. "Critical", thdees not imply the common
sense meaning of "being negative" rather "scefitiabposing alternatives is
also part of being "critical®®

Critical Discourse Analysis, moreover, might expl@ssues such as
gender, ethnicity, cultural difference, and idgnténd how these are reflected in
particular texts. In doing this, it investigatesywan which language both
constructs and is constructed by social relatigpsstiiThere are two major
dimensions along which discourse is involved in oh@nce, namely through the
enactment of dominance in text and talk in specifintexts, and more indirectly,
through the influence of discourse on the mindstbérs®*

The norms and values that underlie texts often terxe hidden rather
than overtly stated. In relation to politics, Gréi Discourse Analysis takes clearly
socio-political stance in its investigations of tieéationship among discourse,
power, and social inequality. It takes the positioat the relationship between

language and meaning is never unintentional anttamnpin that the choice of

2% Gavin Kendall. 2007. What Is Critical Discourseafysis? Ruth Wodak in
Conversation with Gavin Kendall [Interview: 38 pgraphs].Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung /
Forum: Qualitative Social Researc8(2), Art. 29, http://www.qualitative-research.nggftexte/2-
07/07-2-29-e.htm.

%0 Brian Paltridge. 200(Making Sense of Discourse Analysi#l Burton (Ed.).
Queensland: Gerd Stabler. p. 154.

31 Sakban Rosidi. 200Musibah yang sesuai Prosedur: Analisis Wacana &g&bagai
Piranti Pembebasan Manusia [A Procedure-based AaidCritical Discourse Analysis as a
means of Human Emancipationiorking Paper. Malang: College of Foreign Langsa(STIBA)
Malang.
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particular genre, rhetorical strategy or use ofamdary, for instance, carries it
particular presuppositions, meanings and intentions
Fairclough and Wodak describe Critical Discoursalgsis as being
based on eight key principles as folltvs
2.3.1 Critical Discourse Analysis addresses social prmbkléy examining
the linguistic character of social and culturalgresses and structures.
Thus, social and political progresses have a (pdntiguistic or
discursive character that is reflected in the dssedain linguistic and
discourse strategies and choices.
2.3.2 Power relations are exercised and negotiated codrise. Thus, power
operates through language and is negotiated thriamgiuage.
2.3.3. Discourse constitutes society and culture in thagliage not only
reflects social relations but is a part of them setoduces them.
2.3.4 ldeologies are very often produced through disaaurgeir
production includes ways of representing and canstrg society such
as relations of power, relations of domination argloitation, and
relations based on gender and ethnicity.
2.3.5 Discourse can not be considered separately frordifo®urses that
have preceded it and that will follow it. Nor camé produced, or
understood without taking this intertextual rela@and sociocultural

knowledge into consideration.

%2 Ruth Wodak. 2007Pragmatics and Critical Discourse Analysismsterdam: John
Benjamin Publishing Company.
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2.3.6 Critical Discourse Analysis makes connections betwsocial and
cultural structures and processes and propertiesxtd. These
connections are, however, complex, and more oftémdct than
direct: that is, they are very often mediated.

2.3.7 Critical Discourse Analysis goes beyond descriptiod is both
interpretive and explanatory. Furthermore, theterjmetations and
explanations are open and may be affected by naeimgs and
contextual information.

2.3.8 Ciritical Discourse Analysis, by uncovering opaqgssnand power
relationships, is a form of social action that s to intervene and
bring about change in communicative and socio-igalipractices.

Despite there are many variances of Discourse Amaparadigms, in
relation to this study in which discourse as lammguunctions whether it is to
control and defend power or to convince and infagepeople to hold up
speakers’ or writers’ opinion. It, therefore, uskgical Discourse Analysis as an

approach to investigate texts of speeches.

2.4 Some Models of Critical Discourse Analysis

There are three models of critical discourse aimiykich are always
associated with the researchers such as Normaridtagh, Teun A. van Dijk and
Ruth Wodak. They essentially have the same ideaitifal discourse analysis,

but they have distinctive models of analysis. Bipgualt, it is concerned to
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analyse how social and political inequalities aamnifested in and reproduced
through discours&

It is very brief among researchers that only Fairgh and van Dijk who
have detailed model of critical discourse analysisdak, by contrast, emphasises
the importance of taking into account the widerteghof discourse. To her,
context has four levels: the actual or immediateafdanguage or text, the
relationship between utterances, texts, discouasgbgenres, the extra-linguistic
sociological and institutional context of discoyraed socio-political and
historical contexts. Her research seeks to idetti#yoperation of power and
dominance in discourse across these four contebevels®

This study, therefore, elaborates the two of modetsitical discourse
analysis introduced by two researchers, Fairclamghvan Dijk and at the end
this study focuses on van Dijk’s model of critididcourse analysis as an
approach to answer the problem statements of tioly st

2.4.1 Fairclough’s Model of Critical Discourse Anaysis

Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis first maitledébut in 1992 with
the publication of discourse and social chamtje approach was made more
robust in a joined project with Lilie Chouliaraki & 1999 publicatioDiscourse
in Late Modernity - Rethinking Critical Discoursa@ysis.Here both himself
and Chouliaraki outlined a more focused and subis&approach to the critical

analysis of discourse which was further refinedrdkie years through

% Robin Wooffitt. 2005Conversation Analysis and Discourse Analysis: A fanative
and Critical Introduction London: Sage Publication. p. 136.

34 Ruth Wodak. 2001Aspects of Critical Discourse Analysi&/orking Paper. Vienna:
Austrian Academy of Science.
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approximately 20 publications influenced by thelegapion of the methodology
within the discipline of government and politicsvesll as media. His most recent
publicationAnalyzing discourse: textual analysis for sociaearchis a
culmination of more than a decade of theorizinguabexperimenting with, and
developing methodologies for critically analyzingaburse®

Fairclough begins his concepts of Critical Disceufsalysis by
criticizing the famous work of the Swiss linguiBerdinand de Saussure that is
about the distinction between langue and parolesSae asserts that langue is a
system or code which is prior to actual language wich is the same for all
members of a language community, and which is tleeakside of language as
opposed to parole that is individual utteranceoleas actually verbal or written
language which is determined by individual choidés therefore assumes that
Linguistics is primarily concerned with langue, mdth parole®

According to Fairclough, in relation to discourseleed language use
(parole) is not individual utterance regardlesthefsocial side, but it is socially
determined. He indeed concludes that discoursesasial practice.

Parole is, as Saussure was aware, characterizezktbysive linguistic

variation, and it is the account of this variatigiven by modern

sociolinguistics which has done most to undermireSaussurean concept

of parole. Sociolinguistics has shown that thidatan is not, as Saussure

thought, a product of individual choice, but a prod of social

differentiation-language varies according to theiaoidentities of people

in interactions, their socially defined purposescial setting, and so on.
So Saussure’s individualistic notion of parole issatisfactory, and in

% G. Dann. 2004. Representing the other in the laggwf TourismJournal of Eastern
Caribbean Studiessol. 2: 76-97.

% Ferdinand de Saussure. 196®urse in General Linguistic3ranslated by W. Baskin.
New York: McGraw-Hill.
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preferring the term discourse | am firstly of adnemitting my self to the
view that language use is socially determiffed.

In looking at language as discourse and sociakipgacsomeone can not
analyse the text only, not just analysing the psec# production and
interpretation, but also to analyse the texts, ggees, and their social conditions.
Then, Fairclough illustrates the relationships lestwtext, contexts and

interactions in the following figure:

Social conditions of production

Process of production

Text

Process of interpretation

Interaction

Social conditions of interpretation

Context

Discourse as a text, interaction and contxt.
Corresponding to these three dimensions of diseplairclough
distinguishes three dimensions or stages of Cridiscourse Analysis:
a. Description is the stage which is concerned witimial properties of the

text.

%7 Norman Fairclough. 1982anguage and Powet.ondon: Longman.
% Norman Fairclough. 1982anguage and Powetondon: Longman
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b. Interpretation is concerned with the relationshepA®en text and
interaction with seeing the text as the produ@ pfocess of production,
and as a resource in the process of interpretatiotice Fairclough uses
the term interpretation for both the interactiopadcess and a stage of
analysis.

c. Explanation is concerned with the relationship feetwinteraction and
social context with social determination of theqass of production and
interpretation, and their social effects.

Fairclough develops his model of Critical Discoufs®lysis by evolving
that Critical Discourse Analysis is not only a dgstton but also it is to be critical
and analytic. “Critical” according to Faircloughtfgat critical discourse analysts
have to put their position in analysis becausesteonvinced that his based
assumption believe that every discourse is coetlabcially by a group of
society who have power based on his authority aitive

Fairclough and Wodak summarize the main tenetsitit@l Discourse
Analysis as follows?

2.4.1 CDA addresses social problems

2.4.2 Power relations are discursive

2.4.3 Discourse constitutes society and culture

2.4.4 Discourse does ideological work

2.4.5 Discourse is historical

2.4.6 The link between text and society is mediated
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2.4.7 Discourse analysis is interpretative andanguiory
2.4.8 Discourse is a form of social action.

Norman Fairclough’s model of Critical Discoursealysis?°

Process of production

Description
(text analysis)

Text

"\
Process of interpretation \
Interpretation
(processing
// analysis)}

:} Explanation
Sociocultural practice """ (social analysie)

Discourse practice =
L

(situational, institutional, societal)

Dimensions of discourse Dimensions of
discourse analysis

Fairclough adopts broadly Marxist perspective ariaaonflict which
emphasises the importance of the means of produdtmr him, the task of
critical discourse analysis is to identify how inafjties and conflicts which arise

from the capitalist mode of production are manifestiscoursé

39 Norman Fairclough and Ruth Wodak. 1997. Disco@tselies: A Multidisciplinary
Introduction. Teun van Dijk (Ed.Piscourse as Social Interactiohondon: Sage Publications.
Vol. 2.

0 Norman Fairclough. 199Piscourse and Social Changéambridge: Polity Press.

*1 Robin Wooffitt. 2005Conversation Analysis and Discourse Analysis: A Ganative
and Critical Introduction London: Sage Publication. p. 138.
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2.4.2 Van Dijk’s Model of Critical Discourse Analyss
Van Dijk provides clearer and more applicable madeCritical Discourse
Analysis by presenting clear and more detaileccaires of discourse. His
thought has so special attention and concern fratic&l Discourse Analysts
because he can describe well about critical disesuanalysis by sorting it into
discourse structures that involves topics, seque@eel small domains of
discourse such as word choice, verb tense and¥orth

Empirical work from this perspective largely drawson what van Dijk
has called solid ‘linguistics’ basis, in that itexi examines topics such as
sentence structure, verb tense, syntax, lexicatehthe internal
coherence of discourse, and so on. Unlike otheroagpes, critical
discourse analysis extends its analytic focus &dyae broader features of
the production and consumption of discourse.

Van Dijk is distinctive because he gives specitdrdton the role of
cognition in the understanding and interpretatibterts and discourse
practices. He argues that we need to understanoléef social
cognitions and representations—ways of thinkingualbee world which
emerge from social activities—in order to underdthow wider
inequalities inform particular discursive or integfive acts. Cognition is
thus the theoretical interface between discoursedaminance?

In this study, the writer will use models of Discsel Analysis introduced
by van Dijk in which he divides discourse into #main structures: Macro
Structure is a general or global meaning of a paldr text that is examined by
focusing on topics of the text.

The meaning of discourse is not limited to the nregof its words and

sentences. Discourse also has more 'global' megrsogh as 'topics' or

'themes'. Such topics represent the gist or mgsbiitant information of a
discourse, and tell us what a discourse 'is abglobally speaking. We

“2 Sakban Rosidi. 200Analisis Wacana Kritis sebagai Ragam Paradigma &aji
Wacana [Critical Discourse Analysis as VariancePafradigm of Inquiry on DiscourseWorking
Paper. Malang: Universitas Islam Negeri (UIN) Maap. 10.

3 Robin Wooffitt. 2005Conversation Analysis and Discourse Analysis: A fanative
and Critical Introduction London: Sage Publication. p. 138.
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may render such topics in terms of (complete) psdjmms such as
‘Neighbours attacked Moroccans'. Such propositigmisally appear in
newspaper headlinés.

Super Structure is a sequence of a text such alements and
structures of discourse are arranged in a full bafdgxt.

Overall meanings, i.e. topics or macrostructuresy ive organized by
conventional schemata (superstructures), suchoas tihat define an
argument, a conversation or a news report. Aseicése for all formal
structures, schematic structures are not directhfrolled by ideological
variation. A reactionary and a progressive stogylasth stories and should
both feature specific narrative categories to k®gy in the first placé>

Micro Structure is concerned with the local measinfdiscourse by
investigating and analyzing words, sentences, witipas, phrases, and
paraphrase®.

Once a topic is being selected, language usersdratéer option in the
realization of their mental model (= what they knalout an event): To
give many or few details about an event, or to desdt at a rather
abstract, general level, or at the level of spesifivVe may simply speak of
'police violence', that is, in rather general absteact terms, or we may
'go down' to specifics and spell out what precisiedypolice did. And

once we are down to these specifics, we may inaloaey or few

details?’

The structures of discourse can be simplified enftllowing tables:

Structures Investigation Units of Analysis
THEMATIC
Macro Structure (What is produced or said? Text

*4Teun A. van Dijk. 2003deology and discourse: A Multidisciplinary Introction.
Internet Course for the Oberta de Catalunya (UOC).

> Teun A. van Dijk. 2003Discourse analysis as Ideology analysigernet Course for
the Oberta de Catalunya (UOC).

“6 Teun A. van Dijk. 2004from Text Grammar to Critical Discourse Analysi¥orking
Paper. Barcelona: Universitat Pompeu Fabra. Vol. 2.

4" Teun A. van Dijk. 2003Discourse analysis as Ideology analydigernet Course for
the Oberta de Catalunya (UOC).
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ElementsTopics or Themes

Super Structure

SCHEMATIC
(How is opinion arranged in
sequence?)

Element Schema

Text

Micro Structure

SEMANTICS
(What does opinion which is
delivered mean?)
ElementsSurface or
Background, Detail,

Illustration, Intention,

Assumption, and Reasoning.

Paragraph

SYNTACTIC
(How is opinion produced?)
ElementsCoherence,
Nominalization, Abstract,

Sentence, and Pronoun.

Sentence, proposition

LEXICON
(What are words choice

used?)

Word

RHETORIC
(In what way opinion is
delivered?)
Elements: Style, Interaction
Expression, Metaphor, and

Visual image.

Sentence, proposition

source: Eriyanto in Rahadfb.

8 Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Relung-Relung Bahasa [Aspects of Langualyegyakarta:

Aditya Media. p. 192.
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In general, all texts have those three structutd@siwpeople can
investigate and analyse. Although discourse cansistliverse elements, in fact,
it is a unity which relates and supports one amothecording to Littlejohn
(Rahardjo, 2002: 193) van Dijk’s approach is nant@bherence Theory. This
analysis helps analysts to investigate how tex@sanstructed by smaller several
elements, sequence of paragraph and reasoningvand, sentences, phrases and
expression. The writer does not only recognize wliaintention of the speaker
or writer, but how the communicator expresses andyces discourse in choice
of language and words, also, how the communicaiotéstion is delivered in
rhetoric?®

Teun van Dijk conceives applying rhetoric, wordite®ice as a strategy
from the communicator that is strictly embeddegdbtic. The structure of
discourse is an effective ways to see rhetoricprduasion which is undertaken
by speakers and writers when they transfer the agess The president
candidates, for example, choose certain words el &f sentential forms as
strategies to create supports for their campaighirEffuence people through their
language. In conclusion, discourse structuresttae¢ been proposed by van Dijk
can effectively be useful to know the strategiethefspeakers in reaching their

political aims and interest.

9 Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Relung-Relung Bahasa [Aspects of Langualyelyakarta:
Aditya Media. p. 193.

43



2.5 Road to the White House

It is very convincing in the world that the Unit8thates is a Superpower
country that dominates other countries especiallggonomy and Politics. It
always amplifies democracy as an ideal type oftipalisystem to make up the
good governance and establish the clean governiieas, the process of
democracy in the United States attracts all peipilkee world. The most
interesting agenda of democracy in the United Stiat people have more
concerns is the general election in which Amerioaote for their president.

There are six roads that the presidential canddzd®e to pass to the
White House:
1. Primaries and Caucuses

Primary is an election in which members of a pahgose candidates for
the president candidate from the party. In a pesgidl election year, many
candidates usually enter the race for presideni @re candidate from each
political party, however, can be nominated to rointhe presidency. It is usually
held from February to June. The states hold elestoalled primaries or party
meetings called caucuses to give voters a say ichvdandidates get nominated.
2. National Party Conventions

In late summer, the Democratic and Republican gatiold separate
national conventions for their state delegatesaotypepresentatives. The
delegates usually nominate the winner of the statearies and caucuses to be

their party’s presidential candidate.
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3. Presidential Campaigns

The presidential nominees, candidates who were meed by their party,
go on the campaign trail, travelling around thentou They try to win the
support of voters by talking about how they wowdd the country.
4. Election Day

The general election is always held on the firstSday after the first
Monday in November. On this day, millions of Ameuis vote for a president
and vice president. The winner of the popular v®tgsually declared by the end
of the day.
5. Electoral College

Before the election results are final, officialdi®a electors, who make up
a body called the Electoral College, must cast taties for president in
December. The candidate who wins a majority oftelat votes officially wins
the election. Each state has a certain numbeeofak. In most states, electors
vote for the winner of their state’s popular vote.
6. In the White House

The elected president is inaugurated on Januaryigdpresident’s four-

year term begins on this date.

2.6 Related Studies

Sakban Rosidi in 2004 has analysed public discoamgée accident in

Jagorawi Street by using van Dijk’s discourse $tmgs: Macro structure, Super
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structure, and Micro structur@He also, then, delved the relationship between
language and violence in 2001. He has discovel®dhle major types of
discourse artabeled as violence discourse, discursive violeand,counter-
discursive violencé® Santoso in 2001 analysed the variances of politicajuage
by the titlePolitical Discourse and Choice of words of Poliinsand discovered
that in establishing political discourse, whethexl @r written, politicians use

three kinds of linguistic features: experienceatieh, and expression featufe.

°0 Sakban Rosidi. 200Musibah sesuai Prosedur: Analisis Wacana Kritisasgh
Piranti Pembebasan Manusia [A Procedure-based AmttidCritical Discourse Analysis as a
means of Human Emancipatioorking Paper. Malang: College of Foreign Langslylalang.

*1 Sakban Rosidi. 2001. Violence Discourse or Disear¥iolence? Toward a
Reciprocal Model of Relationship between Discownsé ViolencePoetica, Journal of Language
and Literature Vol. 1-1.

52 Mudjia Rahardjo. 200Hermeneutika Gadamerian: Kuasa Bahasa dalam

Wacana Politik Gus Dur [Gadamerian Hermeneuticsngaage Power in Gus Dur’'s
Political Discourse] Malang: UIN-Malang Press.
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CHAPTER I
RESEARCH METHOD

This chapter provides a detailed description oéaesh design, data and

data sources, data collecting, and data analyscepses as follows:

3.1 Research Design

A research design is a general plan that helpsefearcher to conduct the
study in reference to the objectives, the methodbtd gathering and analysis and
the strategy to present the findings and conclugi@ince language has been
observable, most of linguistic studies are condlbteusing qualitative research,
a field of inquiry in its own right? It is just because language studies are
categorized as social science and most of sodaice prefers to choose
qualitative as a methodology, a general approaeti tsexplore the problems.
As a matter of fact, this research also includedesrriptive study because it
produces descriptive knowledge of investigating andlyzing thoroughly certain
phenomena of languag®The research design of this study is, eventually,
descriptive qualitative because it intends to azekby Micro Structural level of

Barack Obama'’s political speeches.

*3 Sakban Rosidi. 2008Research Methodology: A Brief Reminder for the &ttslof
English DepartmentMalang: The State Islamic University (UIN) of Malg.

5 Norman K. Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln. 198#ndbook of Qualitative Research
California: Sage Publication.

% David Silverman. 1993nterpreting Qualitative DataLondon: Sage Publications.

°¢ Sakban Rosidi. 2008Research Methodology: A Brief Reminder for the &ttslof
English DepartmentMalang: The State Islamic University (UIN) of Malg.
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3.2 Data and Data Source

This research focuses on the analysis of texterofirks of Senator Barack
Obama about War in Iraqg. There are three speechietimainly elaborate about
War in Iraqg: Turning the Page in Iraqg, Lessons filca, and a New Beginning.
The researcher takes these speeches as the data thau is taken from Barack
Obama’s website, www.barackoabama.com and someskarcher obtains those
data source from emails sent by Barack Obama andi[Pdouffe, his manager
campaign. From the data source, the researchegzasadnd investigates the
words, phrases, sentences, and expressions wieidheasified as discursive

tactics on a Micro-structural level as the data.

3.3 Reading Processes

The studied materials of this study are alreadlable in text file. The
researcher, therefore, defines the process ofgddlteering as reading process. On
the other words, the researcher collects the dafmects of discourse, by applying
a relevant technique of reading process. In thidystthe researcher defines
skimming as the relevant technigue of reading met®cause it focuses on
gaining the specific information from the téxt.

In qualitative research, the researcher becomes@ne instrument to
collect and analyze the data. Lincoln and Gubadgdan also believed that
qualitative researchers play in their inquiry bessaqualitative research studies

human experiences and situations. Researchersandadtrument flexible
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enough to capture the complexity of human expeee@aly human instrument is

capable of this tas¥

3.4 Data Analysis and Interpretation

This study uses intensive reading as the techrofjuata analysis
in which it must be relevant to the technique dfadgathering. Barry in Sakban
Rosidi summarizes that the technique of intensaading is well known as the
technique of SQ3RSurvey, Questions, Read, Recall, and Réviéhis technique

consists of five steps, as follows:

S - Thatis, Surveythe whole chapter or section fairly rapidly, skinmgi

though it to get a rough sense of the scope angrenatf the argument.
Remember that information is not evenly spreadutihout a text. It tends
to be concentrated in the opening and closing paphg (where you often
get useful summaries of the whole), and the "hpgats' of the argument
are often indicated in the opening and closingesesgs of paragraphs.

Q - Having skimmed the whole, set yourself sdpuestionssome things
you hope to find out from what you are reading.sThakes you an
“active' reader rather than a passive one, and giver reading a purpose.

R1 - NowReadthe whole piece. Use a pencil if the copy is yowndo
underline key points, query difficulties, circlerpBes worth remembering,
and so on. Don't just sit in front of the pagesh# book is not your own
jot somethinglown on paper as you read, however minimal.

R2 - Now, close the book arRecallwhat you have read. Jot down some
summary points. Ask whether your starting questitange been answered,
or at least clarified. Spell out some of the difftes that remain. In this
way, you record some concrete outcomes to yourimgado that your
time doesn't simply evaporate uselessly once th& [soclosed.

R3 - This final stage is thReviewlIt happens after an interval has elapsed
since the reading. You can experiment, but initigf doing it the

following day. Without opening the book again, eferring back to your
notes, review what you have gained from the read@&mind yourself of

®" Sakban Rosidi. 2008Research Methodology: A Brief Reminder for the &ttslof
English DepartmentMalang: The State Islamic University (UIN) of Nalg.

*8 Robert Bogdan. 199Qualitative Research for Education: an Introduction
Theory and Method (Bed) United States: Nancy Forsyth. p. 76.
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the question you set yourself, the points you ¢bttewn at thérecall

stage, and any important phrases from the esstyslproduces very

little, then refer back to your notes. If they mdikite sense, then repeat
the Surveystage, and do an accelerakRehad by reading the first and last
paragraphs of the essay, and skim-reading the bbeain assisted by your
pencilled markings?

In qualitative data analysis, several simultanesmisvities engage the
attention of the researcher such as collectingnédion of the field, intensive
reading, sorting the information into categoridassifying the findings, and then
writing the qualitative text® The research has, therefore, begun the reseach si
the researcher attempt to find the data source.

There are several steps that the researcher cendumalysing the
discursive tactics on Micro Structural level ofatisrse. Firstly, the data are
sorted into categories. Secondly, those are claddifie findings. The results of

analysis, then, are formed based on the datagpatsent all research findings.

Finally, the researcher discusses the findings.

%9 Sakban Rosidi. 2008&ising Technique of Intensivé/orking Paper. The State Islamic
University of Malang.

0 John W. Creswell. 199&Research Design: Qualitative and Quantitative
ApproachesLondon: Sage Publications. p. 153.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the findings of the studyabvers the discursive
tactics on word, phrasal, expression or oral antesgial structure. The
researcher, firstly, classifies the data descniptibthe discursive tactics based on
the research questions by providing the concepmtsanstruction of each
discursive tactics on word, phrasal, expressioorarand sentential structure. The
labelling is using bold type. The data transcriptid the study is not presented in
this chapter, but it is provided on the page ofemuiix that comes up after fifth

chapter. The result of the analysis, then, is dised in the segment of discussion.

4.1 Research Findings

The findings are divided into data descriptionwimch the researcher
classifies the findings based on the research @nabwhich involve discursive
tactics on word, phrasal, oral, and sententiaksiire, and the result of analysis
that provides categories of the discursive taaitsvord, phrasal, oral, and
sentential structure.
4.1.1 Data Description
4.1.1.1 Discursive Tactics on Word Structure

1. Pronoun

In discursive tactics of micro-structure, it isdear that pronouns such as

“1, you, weandthey are used to construct and support the cohesidrifan
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coherence of the discourse in order the recipieamseasily understand what the
speaker means. Moreover, these pronouns are netynsetected to put up the
coherence and cohesion of the discourse but B&hekna uses it as a tactic on
word structure to influence the recipients as thg to fulfil his interest. Here are
the examples:

Let me start by congratulating a great American, Al Géoe being named
this year's winner of the Nobel Peace Prize. Viesident Gore has been
an extraordinary leader for this country. Throughrhany years of public
service; his early and vocal opposition to the indraq; and -- above all -
- his singular leadership in drawing attentionhte global climate crisis,
Al Gore has advanced the cause of peace at homarandd the world.
This award is richly deserved.

Let me be clear: there is no military solution in Iragdathere never was.
The best way to protect our security and to presbaqg's leaders to
resolve their civil war is to immediately beginremove our combat
troops. Not in six months or one year - ndw

Thank you, Ted. Ted Sorenson has been counselioPtesident in some

of our toughest moments, and he has helped defineational purpose at

pivotal turning points. Leine also welcome all of the elected officials

from lllinois who are with us. Lahe give a special welcome to all of the

organizers and speakers who joined me to rallynsggoing to war in

Iraq five years ago. And | want to thank DePaulwgrmsity and DePaul's

students for hosting this evetit.

It is unusual thatme” appears aftéitet” because usually in the speech
the word“let” appears together witlis” . The pronourime” refers to Barrack
Obama himself. This tactic is used by him to shashipport to the peace in the

world. This decision of course to influence andwpnoe Americans that he stands

for peace not for war.

61 Barack Obama (October, 12, 2007¢ssons from IragDes Moines, lowa.
62 Barack Obama (Semptember, 12, 200Tyning the Page in Iragowa.
63 Barack Obama (October, 2, 200&)New BeginningDePaul University, Chicago.
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You know, it was five years ago yesterday thatihéed States Senate
voted to give President Bush the authority to wagein Irag. At the
time, | was a candidate for the U.S. Senatelasybke out strongly in
opposition to going to war. Nearly all ofy opponents for the Democratic
nomination for President made a different choicel woted to authorize
the war®*

I made a different judgmentthought our priority had to be finishing the
fight in Afghanistan!l spoke out against whhatalled "a rash war' in Iraqg.
| worried about, "an occupation of undetermined tlengith
undetermined costs, and undetermined consequembedlill accounting
of those costs and consequences will only be krtoviistory. But the
picture is beginning to come into focts.

But | didn't see how Saddam Hussein posed an imminerdtthwas
convinced that a war would distract us from Afglssn and the real
threat from al Qaed&.worried that Iraq's history of sectarian rivalguid
leave us bogged down in a bloody conflict. Anaelieved the war would
fan the flames of extremism and lead to new tesnoriSa went to the
rally. And| argued against a "rash war" -- a "war based noeason, but
on politics" -- "an occupation of undetermined lémgvith undetermined
costs, and undetermined consequentes."

Barack Obama uses a pronouhds a discursive tactic on one of the word

structures to show that he is the only one of pesgiwho opposes Iraq war since

the beginning, when he became a senate. This becasgecial advantage for

him because most of Americans have known that gwirvgar is a wrong

decision. This tactic is also found in other paagpips.

These decisions aren't just Washington parlor gaabesit who's
up and who's down. These are life and death desisibhey impacyour
safety and security. Above all, they impact thedwsl from lowa, or the
airman from lllinois, and every single one of ouave young men and
women who are in harm's way, and all of their fasiland friends back

home.

54 Lessons from Iraq
® Turning the Page in Iraq
8 A New Beginning
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Five years ago, my friends warned me not to spg@aligainst the
war. Going to war was popular. So was PresidenhBYisu'll be putting
your political career on the line, they said.

Five years ago today, | was asked to speak atyaagéinst going
to war in Irag. The vote to authorize the war im@ess was less than ten
days away and | was a candidate for the UnitedeSt&enate. Some
friends of mine advised me to keep quiet. Goingver in Iraq, they
pointed out, was popular. All the other major caatits were supporting
the war at the time. If the war goes well, theysgou'll have thrown your

political career awa$/’

The decision to select a pronotyou” which refers to each single of
Americans and Barack Obama is to represent a ttivatis to emphasize that the
war should never have happened. It is used toantla the coherence of the
discourse so that this threat strengthens his @pito convince the recipients.
This tactic on one of the word structure is alsaonfd in several paragraphs of the
speeches.

| don't want to give this President any excuse&myropening for war.
Because as we learned with the authorization ofrdteeWar -- wheryou

gigge this President a blank chegku can't be surprised when he cashes
it.

Recent news only confirms this. The Administratmmints to selective
statistics to make the case for staying the colilengs and mortar
attacks and car bombs in certain districts are divam the highest levels
we've seen. But they're still at the same hortiblels they were at 18
months ago or two years ago. Experts will yelli that the killings are
down in some places because the ethnic cleanssgliemdy taken place.
That's hardly a cause for triumphali§m.

| want to be straight witlgou. If you want conventional Washington
thinking, I'm notyour man. Ifyou want rigid ideology, I'm nogour man.

57 A New Beginning
%8 | essons from Iraq
% Turning the Page in Iraq
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If you think that fundamental change can wait, I'm dégiginotyour
man. But ifyou want to bring this country togetheryibu want
experience that's broader than just learning thesww&Washington, ijou
think that the global challenges we face are tgenirto wait, and iyou
think that America must offer the world a new amgéful face, then |
offer a different choice in this race and a differeision for our future?®

The fact that the plurdyou” is the same word in the singular and
the plural makes for the clever affect that addngsa group asyou” can also
add the powerful effect of seeming as if Barack @#&as talking with each
person individually.

How we made that decision, and have talk about it, is critical to
understanding whate would do as President. Wille carefully evaluate
the evidence and the consequences of action, bwevgkip over the
intelligence and scare people with the consequenfa@siction? Willwe
make these decisions based on polls, or basedroprinciples? Willwe
have the courage to make the tough choice, omwijust choose the
course that makass look tough?*

| have her on my mind when | think about whegtve gone through as a
country and whereve need to go. Because've been holding our breath
over Iraq for five years. Awe go through yet another debate about yet
another phase of this misguided wae've got a familiar feeling. Again,
we're told that progress is upon us. Again, wesked to hold our breath a
little longer. Againwe're reminded of what's gone wrong with our
policies and our politic&

There are those who offer up easy answers. Théwssgert that Iraq is
George Bush's war, it's all his fault. Or that Iveas botched by the
arrogance and incompetence of Donald Rumsfeld ackiCheney. Or
thatwe would have gotten Iraq rightwfe went in with more troops, or if
we had a different proconsul instead of Paul Breroeif only there were
a stronger Iragi Prime Ministé?.

The word We' brings you and me together, bonding as a singieand

thus connecting thoughts and feelings. If Barack® thinks something to be

7 A New Beginning
"I Lessons from Iraq
"2 Turning the Page in Iraq
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true, then the recipients have an obligation toser it true also. It also creates a
group, making boundaries within which a cohesivgrmup exists, within which
each person must comply with group values and .rdM&” that refers to
American people is to judge his opposition to ey that George Bush as a
president has taken the wrong way to go to waraig &nd he simultaneously
criticizes other presidential candidates who hawbea@ized and supported the
war. On the other hand, in relation to the socibtipal circumstanceswe” is a
tactic on word structure to prove that he, Barablef®a, is a member of society
who disagrees with the war as if he has the sagera@nt as Americans.

A couple of months ago, Senator Clinton called maive and
irresponsible” for taking this position, and saidatt we could lose
propaganda battles vie met with leadersve didn't like. Just yesterday,
though, she called for diplomacy with Iran withqueconditions. So I'm
not sure if any of us knows exactly where she stamdthis. But | can tell
you this: when | am President of the United Staties, American people

and the world will always know where | staffd.

In this paragraph, Barack Obama a little bit défgrapplying the pronoun
“we” . It refers to him and his rival in Democrat, HilfeClinton. It seems very
simple that he intends to prove that Hillary’s démn to vote for war in Iraq in the
congress has been mistake. In addition, he alstsvwamonvince the recipients
that the path to overcome the problem of the waprbposes is more applicable

than Hillary does.

3 A New Beginning
" Lessons from Iraq
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These decisions aren't just Washington parlor gaxhest who's up and
who's down. These are life and death decisi®hsy impact your safety
and security. Above althey impact the soldier from lowa, or the airman
from lllinois, and every single one of our bravaigg men and women
who are in harm's way, and alltbieir families and friends back home.

But conventional thinking in Washington lined up fear. The pundits
judged the political winds to be blowing in theatition of the President.
Despite - or perhaps because of how much experibegehad in
Washington, too many politicians feared looking kweaad failed to ask
hard questions. Too many took the President avbis instead of reading
the intelligence for themselves. Congress gavéthsident the authority
to go to war. Our only opportunity to stop the waas lost’®

These are the easy answers. And like most easyeasishey are
partially true. But they don't tell the whole trutiecausehey overlook a
harder and more fundamental truth. The hard tuthat the war in Iraq is
not about a catalog of many mistakes -- it is almmé big mistake. The

war in Irag should never have been fought.

The plural third partythey” shows a group of others to be separated from

us, emphasizing our similarity though implicatidnQut-Group Homogeneity.

This allows you to push away others who do not aonfas you build a more
cohesive in group:They” in this case refers to any one of George Bush’s
government and presidential candidates includingéArans, who authorize the
Iraq war. This pronoun is mainly to influence Anoams who agree with the war
that they had taken the wrong decision and at&kewtricans all at once to stand

to oppose the war with him.

As | travel around the country, so many Americasiks me: how
did we go so wrong in Irag? Aridey're not just asking becauieey want

to understand the past they're asking becausthey don't want their

S Lessons from Iraq
"8 Turning the Page in Iraq
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leaders to make the same mistakes again in theefuthey don't want
leaders who will bog us down in unnecessary wéiey don't want
leaders who allow America to lose its standing; dnely don't want
leaders who tell the American people anything lgsm the full truth
about wherehey stand and whahey'll do.”

The tactic of word structure in this paragraphyisibing“they” which
refers to some of Americans. Barack Obama dechisss if there are many
Americans who agree and stand behind to supportrhopposing the Iraq war.

There is no doubt that President Bush failed uthé run-up to
war. But the American people weren't just failedthg President -they
were failed by the Congress. Too many members of@ss failed to ask
hard questions. Too many members of Congress,dimgusome of my
opponents in this race, failed to read the Natidmi&lligence Estimate for
themselves -- an intelligence report that was smowvincing, and so filled
with qualifications, that the chairman of the Senatelligence Committee
decided to vote against the war when he read ithfiorself. Too many
Democrats fell in line with George Bush, and votedjive him the open-
ended authority to wage war that he uses to thys 8a let's be clear:

without that vote, there would be no war.

Barack Obama makKhey” instead ofwe” in this paragraph to create
deeper emphasise that the consequences of wagingathin Iraq do not only
inflict him and his supporters but all of Americangyeneral also.

2. Generalization

" A New Beginning
8 Lessons from Iraq
9 Lessons from Iraq
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In discursive tactics of abstract syntactic taoMeord structure, Barack

Obama frequently uses generalization in mentiothegside of Americans who

authorize the war. Even though it is exactly kndhatt not all presidential

candidates agree with George Bush’s way becausayHTlinton and John

Edwards eventually clarified that the war shouldehhappened, Barack Obama

generalize it. It is of course intended to influetice meaning that he is the only

one of the presidential candidates who opposewdne

You know, it was five years ago yesterday thatUWimi#ted States
Senatevoted to give President Bush the authority to wage in Irag. At
the time, | was a candidate for the U.S. Senatel apdke out strongly in
opposition to going to war. Nearly all of mgpponents for the
Democratic nomination for President made a diffecdioice, and voted to
authorize the war.

Now is not the time to give George Bush and Dicle@y any
excuse to escalate this war. Now is not the tinmetfe Congressto send
mixed messages. That's why my position today is#me as it was when
| stood up in lowa on September 12 and said: "Ged@gsh and Dick
Cheney must hear -- loud and clear -- from Almeerican peopleand the
Congress you don't have our support, and you don't have ou
authorization for another war."

Five years after that vote for war, we should alé learned the
lesson that the cowboy diplomacy of not talkingoeople we don't like
doesn't work. We do need tougher diplomacy witm.Ifaut the way to
support tough diplomacy is not to vote for recklasgendments -- the way
to support diplomacy is to actually pursue it. Thathat I've called for
throughout this campaign -- direct diplomacy, withpreconditions. And
that's what I'll do as President. Not the Bush-@jettiplomacy of talking
to our friends and ignoring ourenemies Real, direct, and sustained

diplomacy.
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Even though not all of senate agree with the decitd go to war in Iraq
and not all of his opponents support war in Irakg Hillary Clinton and John
Edwards who have clarified their statements of gpesnpporters for the war,
Barack Obama generalizes that all of United Stadewmate including his
opponents agree with George Bush’s opinion to wage. The tactic of
generalization is aimed at influence the coheresfcthe discourse to convince
and stimulate the recipients to conclude the magsonip of society.

3. Intensifiers
In lexicon aspect of the word structure, Baracka@h reinforces
his statements by intensifiers, a word that infeesiother words, such as
“always, never, very and superlative dedréléhe following quotation describes
the role of each intensifier.

And what lalwayssay is this -- this isn't just about the past,about the

future. | don't talk about my opposition to the wasay "l told you so." |

wish the war had gone differently. But the reastaild about it is because
| truly believe that the judgment, and the conviction, ted
accountability that each of us showed onrtist important foreign

policy decision of our lives is tHeestindicator you have of how each of

us will make those decisions going forward.

But | take a different view. | think the problemmisjusthowwe've fought

the war -- it's that we fought the war in the fiptdce. Because the truth is,

the war in Iraq shouldever have been authorized, and it shonder

have been waged. The Iraq War had nothing to do aliQaeda or 9/11.

It was based on exaggerated fears and unconviimgeljgence. And it

has left America less safe and less respected @iberworld.

These decisions aren't just Washington parlor gaabesit who's
up and who's down. These are life and death desisibhey impact your
safety and security. Above all, they impact thedwsl from lowa, or the

airman from lllinois, andevery single one of our brave young men and
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women who are in harm's way, and all of their fasiland friends back

home.

The intensifiers can be an adjective or an adv@elside to strengthen the
statement, using intensifiers is also to ampliky ¢ffect of a verb by using an
adverb that intensifies the meaning and particuldne emotional content. Barack
Obama uses the intensifier to subtly suggest totier person what emotions
they should feel. In the same way, he also usesrbg\to reduce the natural
emotional content of a verb or a noun.

4. Trivializing words

The next discursive tactic on the word structhi ts used by Barack
Obama is trivializing words. Some words have aaafof deflating, of making
something smaller and less important than it reallfsuch words can be used
both to defend and to attack. Trivialization iseoftused in negotiations to make
what you want seem smaller.

And what | always say is this -- this ispist about the past, it's about the

future. | don't talk about my opposition to the wasay "l told you so." |

wish the war had gordifferently . But the reason | talk about it is because
| truly believe that the judgment, and the conwiatiand the

accountability that each of us showed on the nmpbrtant foreign policy

decision of our lives is the best indicator youdat how each of us will
make those decisions going forward.

But | take a different view. | think the problemmigust howwe've fought

the war -- it's that we fought the war in the fiptdce. Because the truth is,

the war in Iraq should never have been authoriaed,it should never

have been waged. The Iraq War had nothing to do aliQaeda or 9/11.

It was based on exaggerated fears@mzbnvincing intelligence. And it

has left Americdesssafe andessrespected around the world.

These decisions arerjitst Washington parlor games about who's
up and who's down. These are life and death desisibhey impact your
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safety and security. Above all, they impact thed®sl from lowa, or the
airman from lllinois, and every single one of ouaye young men and
women who are in harm's way, and all of their fasiland friends back

home.

The tactic on the word structure of trivializingsas is used by Barack
Obama to deflate times “this ispist about the past”, opinion “."l wish the war
had gondlifferently, and people “And it has left Ameridasssafe andess
respected around the world”.

5. Sensory Words

In choice of words, Barack Obama uses what | catisBry word. Sensory
word is a word that evokes senses. The titles‘lilessondrom Iraq”, “Turnin
the Page in Iraq”, and “NewBeginning signal that how language has an urgent
role to influence meaning of the discourse andettpeople to pay more attention
to the words. The choice of word of sensory wonad gassibly evokes whether
positive or negative sense.

Now, it's easy to oppose a war after it has gorenwrlt's easy to say -- years
later -- that the war shouldn't have happened,givieat we know now about how

badly it has turned out. But every single one of us mgor President only had
one chance to makguadgment about whether or not to go to war.

It was five years ago today - on September 12, 2QBat President Bush made
his case for war at the United Nations. Standinfyant of a world that stood with
us after 9/11, he said, "In tlagtacks on America a year ago, we saw the
destructive intentions of ouenemies Then he talked about Saddam Hussein - a
man who haahothing to do with 9/11. But citing the lesson of 9/11,drel others
said we had to act. "To suggest otherwise," theitRFat said, "is to hope against
the evidence.'

When | said that we should take out high-leteetorists like Osama bin Laden if
we have actionable intelligence about their whesetd) | wadectured by
legions of Iraq War supporters. They said we dak# out bin Laden if the
country he's hiding in won't. A few weeks latee tto-chairmen of the 9/11
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Commission -- Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton -- agre@t my position. But few
in Washington seemed to notice.

Barack Obama uses the wordstlly’ and “judgement” to affect the
meaning of the sentence especially and the diseonrgeneral. The emergence
of “badly’ in the sentence is very important for him to str¢hat the war was
wrong. The second wordjutdgemerit is stronger that other words such as
“decisiori and “lectured” despite both of words have a close meaning.

| made a different judgment. | thought our prioftigd to be finishing the

fight in Afghanistan. | spoke out against what | calladash war" in Iraq.

| worried about, "an occupation ohdetermined length, with
undetermined costs, andindetermined consequences.' The full
accounting of those costs and consequences wjlllmnknown to history.

But the picture is beginning to come into focus.

The choice of usingfight” is to emphasize that what happened in
Afghanistan has been endless and it has inflict&tbacial loss for the United
States. On the other word, Barack Obama wanttusirihite that what has
happened in Afghanistan will happen with the walrag. The word,
“undetermined’, more and more infers how disadvantageous wakifoericans.
The government lost a lot of funds and lost itedtag in the world.

DePaul is now filled with students who have notrg@esingle day on

campus without the reality of a war in Irag. Folasses have

matriculated and four classes have graduated since this wambégd
we are reminded that America's sons and daugtensifiorm, and their
families,bear the heavy burden. The wife of one soldier fronmdlis
wrote to me and said that her husband "feels l&ksstationedin Iraq and
deployshome." That's &ragic statement. And it could echoedby

families across our country who have seen loved degloyed to tour
after tour of duty.
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It seems very clear that the language is alwagdymed and reproduced as
the fulfilment of human’s interest. The selecteabiaage can influence the
meaning and people who perceive it. The selectedsvabove is not merely to
transfer messages, but more than to influencedherence of the discourse to
emphasize the arguments.

6. Discourse Markers

The last syntactic aspect of the tactic on wordcstire is Discourse
Marker. Barack Obama supports the cohesion and-eobe of the discourse in
order it can be easily understood through discomnaekers. The Discourse
Markers such asahd’, “but’, and “becauséhave been selected to unify the
message of the discourse.

But | take a different view. | think the problem ispist how we've fought

the war -- it's that we fought the war in the fiptace Becausethe truth is,

the war in Irag should never have been authoriaed,it should never

have been waged. The Irag War had nothing to do &iQaeda or 9/11.

It was based on exaggerated fears and unconvintieldjgence. And it

has left America less safe, and less respectechdritve world.

Well, I'm not running to conform to Washington's corti@mal thinking --

I'm running to challenge it. That's what | did iB02. That's what | did in

2004. And that's what | will do as President of the UnitedtSs.

| have her on my mind when | think about what wefy@ne
through as a country and where we need to Bgrcausewe've been
holding our breath over Iraq for five yeafs we go through yet another
debate about yet another phase of this misguidedwe&ve got a familiar
feeling. Again, we're told that progress is upon Agjain, we're asked to
hold our breath a little longergain, we're reminded of what's gone

wrong with our policies and our politics.
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In three speeches of Barack Obama, the tactic sfodrse markers has
been frequently used to construct a good discoisesover, it can influence the
meaning.

4.1.1.2 Discursive Tactics on Phrasal Structure

1. Noun Phrase

The discursive tactic on phrase of micro-strudtigsel is noun
phrase in which the unity of the word arrangememtticbutes a significant
modification of the discourse. The combination dicées, pronoun and adjective
with a noun such asa“great American, Al Gote“the waf, and “my opponents
is conducted to induce the meaning of the nourif itseaccordance with Barack
Obama'’s interest. He alloys those combinationsria phrase sometimes. The
following quotations explain the discursive tactiecsnoun phrases.

Let me start by congratulating great American, Al Gorg for
being named this year's winner of the Nobel Peaz.PVice President
Gore has beemn extraordinary leader for this country. Through his
many years of public service; his early and voggiasition to the war in
Irag; and -- above all -- his singular leadershigliawing attention tthe
global climate crisis Al Gore has advanced the cause of peace at home

and around the world. This award is richly deserved

Barack Obama combines an articl®’ , and an adjectivégreat” to
modify a noun to influence the meaning of the ndd@.assumes that the referent
is not accessible to the recipients. He, therefeses an articléa” and a proper
noun“Al Gore” to accompany the noun.

It was five years ago today - on September 12, 2@Bat President Bush
madehis casefor war at the United Nations. Standing in frohtiavorld
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that stood with us after 9/11, he said, "In tha&ts on America a year

ago, we savthe destructive intentionsof our enemies' Then he talked

about Saddam Hussein - a man who had nothing witdd®/11. But

citing the lessonof 9/11, he and others said we had to act. "Tgesig

otherwise,the Presidentsaid, "is to hope againtte evidence

On the contrary, Barack Obama combines an affilce® with noun when
the referent is generally known to the recipiergsause it has been introduced
previously. “The” is also used if the something is uniquely ideakife even
though it is new to the recipients.

There are those who offer @asy answersThey will assert that Iraq is

George Bush's war it's allhis fault. Or that Iraq was botched ltye

arrogance andincompetenceof Donald Rumsfeld and Dick Cheney. Or

that we would have gotten Iraq right if we wentiith more troops, or if
we had a different proconsul instead of Paul Bremeif only there were

a stronger Iraqgi Prime Minister .

It is very simple discursive tactic that when piisasal structures come up
the combination of possessive pronouns and nowrscR Obama through his
words influence the coherence of the discourséaittevokes a stress on the
meaning of the noun as if like in “George Bush’'s'wand “his fault” mistakes
belong to him and as the consequences of his dadisigo to war in Iraq.

2. Adjective Phrase

In his discursive tactic on phrasal structure @@&rObama presents
adjective phrase as one of the discursive tactiamigro-structural level of the
discourse by unifying adjective with determinertsas tvery single onef us”,
the combination of adjective and adjective lik&le longer’, and the
combination of adverb and adjectivedrtially true’.

Now, it's easy to oppose a war after it has gorenwrlit's easy to say --

years later -- that the war shouldn't have happegigdn what we know
now about how badly it has turned out. Buery single oneof us running
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for President only had one chance to make a judgatsout whether or
not to go to war.

| have her on my mind when | think about what wejeee through as a
country and where we need to go. Because we'velimdimg our breath
over Iraq for five years. As we go through yet eotdebate about yet
another phase of this misguided war, we've gonhdlitar feeling. Again,
we're told that progress is upon us. Again, wesked to hold our breath a
little longer. Again, we're reminded of what's gone wrong witih o
policies and our politics.

These are the easy answers. And like most easyeasistliey are

partially true . But they don't tell the whole truth, because thegrlook a
harder and more fundamental truth. The hard tsuthat the war in Iraq is

not about a catalog of many mistakes -- it is alomet big mistake. The
war in Iraq should never have been fought.

Now, some have asked me, "Why are you always remgnas that you
opposed the war? Isn't that yesterday's newsaiekperiencesally
relevant?"

This discursive tactic is to emphasize the meamihghe head, a main
word, in which adjective can be modified by onenwore determiners, adverbs
and even adjective itself. Barack Obama very seldees this discursive tactic in
his three speeches. It is used when he attempisus a case of social aspects.

3. Verb Phrase
It seems very different when a speaker or writexdpces verbs
with or without being integrated with adverb. Inaten to this modification,
Barack Obama uses verb phrases frequently in reeckes to influence the
meaning of the verb itself such as “I wish the wadgone differently; “I always
say’, and “We'vehad enoughof a war that shouldeverhave beemuthorizedand
shouldneverhave beemvaged.
| would not be on this stage today if the promitAmerica had not

brought my father across an ocean. | would notrbthis stage if
generations of Americans had not fought before onaat the American
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dream could be extended to a man named Barack OFdmats why |
have spent my own life fighting for that dream,matter how difficult it's
been, no matter how tough it was to take a stdiht's why | willalways
tell you where | stand and what | believe. And whemIRxresident, that is
how we will meet the hard challenges, and recl&iat tiream, anthake
the United States of America a light to the warfece more

The American people hav&d enoughof the shifting spin. We'vkad
enoughof extended deadlines for benchmarks that go uriwietvehad
enoughof mounting costs in Irag and missed opportuniesind the
world. We'vehad enoughof a war that shouldever have been
authorized and shouldhever have beemvaged.

| am not a perfect man and | won't be a perfecsiBeat. But my own

American story tells me that this countmpves forward when we cast off
our doubts and seek new beginnings.

In these paragraphs, Barack Obama strongly emmsasizat he will do if
he is the president by combining the verb modifigdhe adverb to influence the
meaning and simultaneously to convince the recipienorder they vote for him

to become the next president of the United States.
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4.1.1.3 Discursive Tactics on Oral Structure

In maintaining the coherence of the discoursea@aObama decides to
implement some expressions that do not includegichanism of written
discourse. Some expression suchyes; “ well’, and“you know” which the
researcher labels as oral discourse markers uded gpeeches as an effort to
evoke more sense of the serious problem of thenmaaq. It, moreover, is just a
tactic of Barack Obama to take time to think befdeévering the arguments.
Even the researcher found some structures thataame categorized as a
sentence in term of written discourse. Howeverséhstructures are acceptable in
term of oral discourse. The researcher labels tassengrammatical sentence All
of the discursive tactics on oral or expressioncstire are to induce the coherence
of the discourse.

1. Discourse Marker

You know, it was five years ago yesterday that the UnitedeS
Senate voted to give President Bush the autharityage war in Iraqg. At
the time, | was a candidate for the U.S. Senatel apdke out strongly in
opposition to going to war. Nearly all of my oppatefor the Democratic
nomination for President made a different choice] woted to authorize
the war.

You know, | welcome all of the folks who have changed tipeisition on
the war over these last months and years. And wd more of those
votes to change if we're going to change the doedaif this war. That is
why | will keep speaking directly to my colleaguaghe Congress, both
Republican and Democratic. Historically, we havenedogether in a
bipartisan way to deal with our most monumentallehges. We should
do so again. We have the power to do this - n&egaiblicans or
Democrats, but as Americans. We don't have to uvdit George Bush is
gone from office - we can begin to end this wasmtgdight now.
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“You know” is categorized as discourse marker in oral stracBarack
Obama uses it as a tactic to pause his words bferarguments and emphasize
his opposition to the decision to wage war in laag show that five years ago he
is the only person who opposes the war even amemgaratic presidential
candidates. In fact, two of Democratic presidert@ididates, Hillary Clinton and
John Edwards also oppose the war not, but Baraekrnakliries to convince
Americans that he has opposed against the war giedgeginning so that
Americans know which presidential candidate is iast.

This is about what we stand for as Democrats. Bughmmore than that --

it's about what we stand for as Americans. Becthee are plenty of

Democrats and plenty of Independents aed, plenty of Republicans out

there who are ready to turn the page on the brpkétics and blustering

foreign policy coming from Washington. That's how'se going to bring
this country together. That's how we're going s&igee our security and
renew our standing in the world. Not by shiftingiwihe political winds,
but by standing strong in any storm, and standmépuwhat we believe.

Yes it's easy to be cynical. But right now, somewheriag, there's

someone about your age. He's maybe on his secdhddtour. It's hot.

He would rather be at home. But he's in his unifayot his combat gear

on. He's getting in a Humvee. He's going out onohatle's lost a buddy

in this war, maybe more. He risked his life yeségrche's risking his life
today, and he's going to risk it tomorrow.

The word Yes actually is frequently found after questions besmit is a
key to answer yes/no question. In contrast, Ba@thkma uses it as a discursive
tactic on oral structure to influence the coheresfde discourse so that in the
first quotation, he uses to gain support for argugs of American society. This is
of course to convince them that he as presidecaiadlidates welcomes all of
Americans without considering their political baokgnd. In addition, this

discursive tactic is also to strengthen his statgras in the second quotation.
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Well, I'm not running to conform to Washington's corti@mal
thinking -- I'm running to challenge it. That's wHadid in 2002. That's
what | did in 2004. And that's what | will do aseBident of the United
States.

Vice President talk about Iran. They conflate leard al Qaeda,
ignoring the violent schism that exists betweernt8lnd Sunni militants.
They issue veiled threats. They suggest that the for diplomacy and
pressure is running out when we haven't even theztt diplomacyWell
George Bush and Dick Cheney must hear - loud aadrcl from the
American people and the Congress: you don't haveswpport, and you

don't have our authorization for another war.

Well I'm not running for President to conform to Wasjtam's
conventional thinking -- I'm running to challengel’im not running to join
the kind of Washington groupthink that led us to welraq -- I'm running
to change our politics and our policy so we candethe world a better
place than our generation has found it.

Barack Obama selects a discourse mankeil® to maintain the cohesion
and the coherence of the discourse in which iseduo pause before the
important argument. It is, therefore, to make #@pients ready to pay more
attention to the argument aftexéll”.

2. Ungrammatical Sentence

Five years after that vote for war, we should ailtdlearned the lesson that the
cowboy diplomacy of not talking to people we ddiké doesn't work. We do
need tougher diplomacy with Iran. But the way tpmurt tough diplomacy is not
to vote for reckless amendments -- the way to sugpplomacy is to actually
pursue it. That's what I've called for throughdni$ tampaign -- direct diplomacy,
without preconditions. And that's what I'll do ag$tdent. Not the Bush-Cheney
diplomacy of talking to our friends and ignoringr@nemiesReal, direct, and
sustained diplomacy.

When all is said and done, the price-tag will raeroa trillion dollars A trillion

dollars. That's money not spent on homeland security andter-terrorism; on
providing health care to all Americans and a wallss education to every child;
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on investments in energy to save ourselves anglanet from an addiction to oil.
That is a cost of this war.

The aforementioned structure of words with bolgktys not a sentence
even though it is ended by full stop marker. This of the discursive tactics on
oral structure is used because this kind of stradgiacceptable only oral
discourse. This tactic is selected by Barack Obtniafluence the meaning and
the coherence of the discourse as if what he pespaout the resolution of Iran
crisis is more applicable that George Bush didsKmd of tactic on oral
structure is also found in other paragraphs ospeeches.

4.1.1.4 Discursive Tactics on Sentential Structure
1. Temporal Language
When Barack Obama requires tenses is not merellyeaseed of
building cohesion and the coherence of the diseoutsis much more one of
discursive tactics on sentential structure to &rfice his recipients. It forces the
recipients to cognitively move to the time indightéle uses all tenses especially
by adorning them by the time signals such tasldy’, “now’, and “futurée’. In
addition, the time-zones are used to persuadeettipients. The categorization is
based on the time-zone. Those which include, thezepresent, past and future.
Present:

Now, it's easy to oppose a wadfter it has gone wrong. It's easy to say --

years later -- that the war shouldn't have happegigdnwhat we know

now about how badly it has turned out But every single one of us
running for President only had one chance to mgkegment about
whether or not to go to war.

You know, | welcome all of the folks who have chaddheir position on

the war over these last months and years. And wd more of those
votes to change if we're going to change the doedaf this war. That is
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why | will keep speaking directly to my colleaguaghe Congress, both
Republican and Democratic. Historically, we havenedogether in a
bipartisan way to deal with our most monumentallehges. We should
do so again. We have the power to do this - n&eggiblicans or
Democrats, but as Americans. We don't have to uvdit George Bush is
gone from office we can begin to end this war today, right now

Yes, it's easy to be cynicdut right now, somewhere in Iraq,
there's someone about your ageHe's maybe on his second or third tour.
It's hot. He would rather be at home. But he's i uniform, got his
combat gear on. He's getting in a Humvee. He'sggout on patrol. He's
lost a buddy in this war, maybe more. He riskedlifissyesterdayhe's

risking his life today, and he's going to risk it tomorrow.

Barack Obama uses words suchre#, “today and “right now’ to give
immediacy and urgency, making the present more itapb This can be used to
encourage decision-making without further thinkidée know from these
selected quotations that Barack Obama stressesgkacy and immediacy of
going to war in Iraq to convince the recipientsiirany elements of American
society that the war has scarified Americans andisted American standing in
the world.

Past:

But the conventional thinking in Washington lined yp for war. The

President and his advisors told us that the only twastop Saddam

Hussein from getting a nuclear weapon was to geatig that we couldn't

let the smoking gun be a mushroom cloud. Leading@=ats --

including Senator Clinton -- echoed the erronemesthat there was a

connection between Saddam Hussein and al Qaedaéréecounselled

by some of the most experienced voices in Washimtitat the only way
for Democrats to look tough was to talk, act, aotéike Republicans.

A few months ago, | met a woman who told me her néew was

leaving for Irag. As she started to tell me about bw much she'd miss
him and how worried she was about him, she began twy. "I can't
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breathe,’ she said. "I want to know when | am gaéinige able to breathe
again.’'

There are those who offer up easy answers. Thésgert that Iraq is
George Bush's war, it's all his faulir that Iraq was botched by the
arrogance and incompetence of Donald Rumsfeld andi€k Cheney.
Or that we would have gotten Iraq right if we wentin with more
troops, or if we had a different proconsul insteadf Paul Bremer, or if
only there were a stronger Iragi Prime Minister.

Through past tense sentences of a discursive @mttsentential structure,
Barack Obama attempts to relive past experientatsd causes the recipients to
re-experience the emotions associated with therpastories. He tries to remind
all recipients as if George Bush and all Americamegnments who voted for the
war in Iraq have made wrong decision and it acogrdd him should have never
happened.

Future:

| would not be on this stage today if the promiSAmerica had not
brought my father across an ocean. | would notrbthis stage if
generations of Americans had not fought before onaat the American
dream could be extended to a man named Barack Ofddrats why |

have spent my own life fighting for that dream,matter how difficult it's
been, no matter how tough it was to take a stdmmt's whyl will always
tell you where | stand and what | believe. And when | ansident, that is
howwe will meet the hard challengesand reclaim that dream, and make
the United States of America a light to the wonhd® more.

When we end this war, we can recapture our unigffoiit as Americans.
The American people have the right instincts oq.litis time to heed their
judgment. It's time to move beyond Iraq so thatcae move forward
together! will be a Presidentwho listens to the American people, not a
President who ignores them.

As we do thiswe'll be in a better position to lead the world in

enforcing the rules of the roadf we firmly abide by those rules. It's time
to stop giving countries like Iran and North Kossaexcuse. It's time for
America to lead. When I'm Presidewg'll strengthen the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty so that nationghat don't comply will automatically
face strong international sanctions.

74



The discursive tactic on sentential structure bygl@amenting future tense
is to influence the meaning of the discourse. Baflbama uses it to get
American people to think of possibilities. This adistract them away from
problems of the war in Iraq that are keeping thertée here and now. The
possibilities keep them to think about the fututeew he becomes a president, the
condition of the United States will be much beéspecially there will no more
wrong war such as war in Irag, and convinces thenhte is eligible to rule the

country.
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Time Switching:
Senator Clinton is the only Democratic candidatepfesident who
supports this amendme@he said, like she did five years ago, that it is
a way to support diplomacy | disagree. We all know that Iran poses a
threat. We do need to mount international presgustop Iran's nuclear
program. We do need to tighten sanctions on thedraregime --
particularly on Iran's Revolutionary Guard, whiclpports terrorism. But
this must be done separately from any saber-rgtbout checking
Iranian influence with our military presence indra
When all is said and done, the price-tag will run @er a trillion dollars .
A trillion dollars. That's money not spent on hoamel security and
counter-terrorism; on providing health care tofatiericans and a world-
class education to every child; on investmentagrgy to save ourselves
and our planet from an addiction to oil. That &t of this war.
When | said that as President | would lead dirgabdhacy with our
adversaries, | was called naive and irrespondthlehow are we going
to turn the page on the failed Bush-Cheney policyfaot talking to our
adversaries if we don't have a President who wilelad that diplomacy?
The strategy to switch the time-zone such as frast { future or from
present to future can have multiple effects. Fitstauses confusion, which can
lead to openness to persuasion. It also mergethegeast, present and future,
giving a sense of continuity and timelessness. &a@bama uses the time
switching to persuade and convince the recipiembsibhis arguments. Usually he
use past to future to emphasizes what happenée ipast then he convinces by
the argument what will happen in the future. Fetance, he states that Hillary
Clinton has taken wrong decision by giving supporthe war in Irag. She, then,
changes to oppose the war. Thus, Barack Obamahesésture time to convince
the recipients as if Hillary Clinton has not beensistent about her standing

whether to support or oppose the war. In the contfee convinces them once
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more that all Americans, when he becomes a presiddhknow his standing
and consistence. The discursive tactic is useddrgdk Obama to assert it by
using future.

2. Passive Sentence

In Barack Obama'’s political speeches, | found pa&ssentences as a
discursive tactic on sentential structure in whiody are used for focus on
different participants in an event. The use of passentences in his speeches is a
strategy to accentuate to the object that in passtntence becomes the subject.
There are two kinds of passive sentences in hisctigs which involve passive
sentences by first subject or without first subjacsubject in active sentence.

Senator Edwards voted for the war in 2002. He Basunced that vote,

instead of pretending that it was a vote for amgtbut war. But Senator

Clinton makes a different argument. She says tmawsasn't really voting

for war back in 2002, she was voting for more isjo@s, or she was

voting for more diplomacy. But all of us knomhat was being debated

in the Congress in the fall of 2002We didn't need to authorize a war in

order to have United Nations weapons inspectionsomé thought

Congress was debating whether or not to condutdrdigcy. The

headlines on October 12, 2002 did not read: "Casyaeithorizes

diplomacy with Irag" -- the headlines on Octobey 2202 read "Congress
backs war."

The example of the quotation of Barack Obama’sd@pedove shows
how he makes the first subject of the passive sertdoes not necessarily exist in
the sentence because indeed the object is moretempas represented byhatf’
that refers to the war in Iraq. Through this disote tactic, Barack Obama
attempts to influence the meaning of the discounrseder the recipients focus

more to the object that is debated in the congtessto the subject who debates

it.
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America's standing has suffer&lr diplomacy has been compromised
by a refusal to talk to people we don't like. Our diances have been
compromised by bluster. Our credibility has been caopromised by a
faulty case for war. Our moral leadership has beesompromised by

Abu Ghraib. That is a cost of this war.

Barack Obama uses passive sentences which areatechplith the first
subject has two intentions to show the cause @vant by mentioning the first
subject and to influence the recipients to focushiject of the event. When
mentioning the first subject, Barack Obama can gvsitive and negative effect
to the meaning. It seems clear that Barack Obames the first subject in passive
sentences to show as if the United States governamehall American people
who support the war are responsible for the coresseps that Americans must
receive because of the war in Iraqg.

3. Rhetorical Question

A claim is more convincing when it is formulatedanmhetorical question.
The discursive tactics on sentential structuredognfilating a rhetorical question
invites the intended answer by the questioners.riiemrical questions such as
“Will we make these decisions based on polls, cedas our principles?and
“Why is this amendment so dangerous®é used by Barack Obama after he
delivers the arguments. These rhetorical quesfiomgion to present strong
arguments or to strengthen the argument and soeetssociated with forceful
arguments. In this case, it functions as peripharat and increases the

persuasiveness of the discourse regardless thmargustrength. If the rhetorical

question is about yes/no question, it producestiemded answer by the
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questioners. However, if the type of question isudlwhy, the answer varies

among the recipients.

And when | said that we can rule out the use ofgaroveapons to take

out a terrorist training camp, it was immediatefgirited a "gaffe” because

| did not recite the conventional Washington-spéak.is there any

military planner in the world who believes that weneed to drop a

nuclear bomb on a terrorist training camp?

In his speech, Barack Obama uses rhetorical queatier the argument to
influence the coherence of the discourse and tlesage which are transferred to
the recipients. Rhetorical question evokes a judgenbut this judgement is not
founded in the argument. Barack Obama puts thenicat question after he
explained that to go to war in Iraq is not a regotufor capturing the terrorist
base because in fact the nuclear weapon is noeprov

How we made that decision, and how we talk aboig tritical to

understanding what we would do as Presidéfill. we carefully evaluate

the evidence and the consequences of action, orlwike skip over the
intelligence and scare people with the consequenaafsinaction? Will

we make these decisions based on polls, or basedoam principles?

Will we have the courage to make the tough choicer will we just

choose the course that makes us look tough?

It seems very unique when Barack Obama uses rbatapiestions by
providing the choices for the recipients even thoiligs clear that that rhetorical
guestion beforedr” is the intended goal by Barack Obama while thetatical
question afterdr” is to indicate the wrong decision made by theggament
today. It functions to distinguish that his resmlntfor the country who conduct
nuclear program proposed by him is better that vd@exirge Bush did.

Sowhy do we reject the cynicism2Ve reject it because of men and

women like him. We reject it because the legactheir sacrifice must be
a better America. We reject it because they emlbloegpirit of those who
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fought to free the slaves and free a continent faomadman; who rebuilt
Europe and sent Peace Corps volunteers aroundotibe; dpecause they
are fighting for a better America and a better dorl
The discursive tactic of Barack Obama as he Ueegetorical question
“why’ always precedes the argument because the ansnes when someone
use it. It means that he uses it just to ask femtlore attention of the recipients to
the reasons that he reveals.
4. Repetition
Repetition functions as persuasive language tadtthe recipients and to
give impressive meaning to the statement. Baracdn@buses it to end the
argument and to stimulate the recipients to thimkerabout the statement.
Nearly 4,000 Americans have been killed in IrageRimes that number
have suffered horrible wounds, seen and unseered_omes have been lost,
dreams denied. Children will grow up without fatheand mothers. Parents
have outlived their childre.hat is a cost of this war
When all is said and done, the price-tag will rwiroa trillion dollars. A
trillion dollars. That's money not spent on homdlaecurity and counter-
terrorism; on providing health care to all Amerisand a world-class
education to every child; on investments in endogyave ourselves and our
planet from an addiction to oiThat is a cost of this war
The excellence of our military is unmatched. Buaassult of this war, our
forces are under pressure as never before. OunidiGuard and reserves
have half of the equipment they need to resporirtergencies at home and
abroad. Retention among West Point graduates is dowr powers of
deterrence and influence around the world are ddwat is a cost of this
war.
4.1.2 Result of Analysis
The result of analysis provides some categorigseofepresentative data.

All of the categories are in accordance with treeegch findings and data

descriptions above. To make it easier and morelsirtige researcher decides to

80



take the amount from each categories of discutsistics based on the result data

analysis that are enclosed in the second appendix.
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4.1.2.1 The Tactics on Word Structure

Title Pronoun | Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing | DM | Sensory
Lessons
From Iraq 145 22 19 22 86 78
Turning the
Pageinlrag 164 25 19 23 91 60
A New
Beginning 170 17 22 23 118 71
4.1.2.2 The Tactics on Phrasal Structure
Title of Noun Phrase Adjective Verb
Speech | Art+ N | Pro+ N | Adj + N | Mixing Phrase Phrase
Lessons from
Iraq 70 17 21 55 3 22
Turning the
Page in Iraq 95 45 40 60 6 25
A New
Beginning 110 22 29 81 5 20

4.1.2.3 The Tactics on Oral Structure

Ungrammatical Sentence

No. Discourse Markers
1 | Well Real, direct and sustained diplomacy
2 | You know A trillion dollar
3 | Yes -
4 | Thank you -

4.1.2.4 The Tactics on Sentential Structure

Title of Temporal Sentence Passive Voice|Rhetorical Question Sentential
Speech Present| Past | Future| Switch | Comp. | Incomp.| Yes/ng Others | Repetition
Lessons
from Iraq 34 26 3 20 3 3 5 2 4
Turning the
Page in Iraq 85 38 6 8 6 18 - 13
A New
Beginning 61 34 8 19 4 12 2 2 6
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4.2 Discussion

It is very clear based on the data descriptionrasdlt of analysis that in
discourse of his political speeches, Barack Obasea in general discursive
tactics to influence the cohesion and the cohereftee discourse to attract the
recipients and change the attitude of the recipi€ftie discursive tactics that are
investigated in specific consist of four discursiaetics that are the tactics on
word, phrasal, oral, and sentential structure.

The tactics on word structure involvesonoun generalizationintensifier,
trivializing word, discourse markerandsensory wordPronoun is a word used to
influence the cohesion and the coherence of tlwodise in line with the context
of the discourse such as the choicelbfihstead of'we” and forth.
Generalization is a word used to influence the nmepof discourse event.
Intensifier is a word used to amplify the effectaoibther word that intensifies the
meaning and particularly the emotional contentvi@itizing word is a word which
has an effect of deflating and making somethingllemand less important than it
really is. Discourse marker is a word that signiaéscohesion of the discourse in
order the discourse can be easily understood bgettipients. The last of the
tactics on word structure is sensory word, a wolnittvevokes sense that
semantically can give more effect to the recipievitether positive or negative.

Secondly, the tactics on phrasal structure areléd/intonoun phrase
adjective phraseandverb phraseln political discourse, noun phrase is a
modification of two or more words that functionatactic to affect the meaning

of the noun itself. Adjective phrase is a unifioatof adjective to emphasize the
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meaningful sense of the discourse which can senalytistimulate the recipients
to involve their emotions. Moreover, verb phrasa mmodification of a verb to
strengthen the meaning of the verb that can supip@rtoherence of the
discourse.

Thirdly, the tactics on oral or expression struetust perform the tactics
throughdiscourse markerandungrammatical sentenc&he researcher
distinguishes the discourse markers in word strecaimd what he called as Oral
Discourse Markers. It is a part of the discourse thnctions as a pause before the
important statements to ask for the more atteritom the recipients while
ungrammatical sentence is a sentence that carergzitbgorized as a sentence in
term of written discourse, but it is used as asstte the sentence before.

The next discursive tactic is the tactics on sdigkstructure that cover
temporal sentence, passive voice, rhetorical qoesand repetitionTemporal
sentence is a sentence that contains the partiom@revent that can cognitively
force the recipients to move to the time indicafigus tactic on sentential
structure emphasizes to the main tenses such sempr@ast, and future.
Sometimes the mixed tenses are manifested to give gffect to the recipients.
Passive sentence is a strategy to accentuate tbjbet that in passive sentence
becomes the subject. There are two kinds of passingence: complete passive
sentence and incomplete one. Some passive sentgitlcest its “subject” is
called as incomplete passive sentence and conyelisdépends on the speaker’s
or writer’s interest. Rhetorical question is a digswhich functions to strengthen

the argument. Usually it emerges after the argusndintne speaker or writer is
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convinced that the argument is strong enough,ghimcome first before the
argument. Repetition is a tactic on sentence tsuaele the recipients to be more
concerned with what is delivered by the speakeavrder. It can happen in term of
the arrangement of the sentence and pattern clethtence.

Some findings of the study actually have been awarstigated by other
researchers. In the tactics on word structure, &Rwosidi has found pronoun,
discourse markers and generalization as the syrafetpe discourse while in the
tactics on sentential structure, there are sevesalarchers such as Daniel Howard
who analyzed the rhetorical questions. He, howeysd pragmatics as an
approach to investigate the rhetorical questions $tudy, therefore, enriches
some theories that have existed.

It seems very effective when Barack Obama useditfoeirsive tactics to
influence the cohesion and the coherence of tlewdise because it enables him
to persuade his recipients to trust him and corvthem as if he is very qualified
to be the president of the United States. He fretipi@ses temporal sentence
especially future tense in his speeches and théication of words in phrasal
structure to give more effects on the meaningsthaadliscourse events.

Barack Obama'’s victory in primaries and caucusedune 3, 2008
confirms that he has powerful words and charisnmaparing with other
candidates especially Hillary Clinton who has siéfint experience but she failed
to win the nomination. It is what can make sens¢ Barack Obama wins the

primaries and caucuses because his powerful spgeche
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

This chapter consists of conclusion and suggestiaat are related to the

research findings.

5.1 Conclusion

In all of studied speeches, Barack Obama uses satauctural level

strategies to enhance the cohesion and coherernig jdlitical discourse.

Furthermore, he uses those strategies to ensueaithences that he is eligible to

lead the American people and government for theebiture. At last, he lets the

people to vote him for the next president of thetéthStates. The table below

shows the detailed Discursive Tactics at Micro &trral level of discourse.

Discursive Tactics Kinds of Tactics Functions Examies
Forming the cohesio| Select‘we”
Pronoun and the coherence tq instead of
attract the receivers. | “I”
Influencing the Americans
Generalization meaning of the United State
discourse. Senate,
enemies.
Word Structure Intensifier Reinforcing the Very,
meaning of the always, and
discourse. never.
Deflating and makin(| Just,
Trivializing Word something smaller or differently,
less than it really is. | less.
Supporting the Because
cohesion and but, and,
Discourse Markers | coherence of the however,
discourse to make it | excreta.
easily understood.
Evoking sense of Terrorist,
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Sensory Word

words in the
discourse.

judgement,
and badly.

Inducing the meaning

J A president,

Noun Phrase of the noun in the the vote,
discourse. and a new
beginning.
Reinforcing the Partially
Phrasal Structure | Adjective Phrase | meaning of the true, very
adjective in important.
discourse.
Supporting the Badly need,
meaning of the verb | have
Verb Phrase in discourse. enough,
really
understand
Attracting the Yet«andwell
Discourse Markers | recipients to pay
more attention to the
Oral Structure arguments.
Ungrammatica Influencing the
Sentence coherence of
discourse.
Temporal Sentenc | Persuading th
recipients to think to
particular time and
adorning the meaning

Sentential Structure

of discourse.

Passive Voice

Emphasizing certai
events in discourse
and inducing the
coherence of
discourse.

Rhetorical Question

Reinforcing the
arguments and
stimulating people to
think about what
speaker or writer
mean.

Repetition

Reinforcing the
statements and
reminding people to

the discourse events
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Barack Obama'’s discursive tactics can be specigedord structures that
include pronoun, generalization, intensifier, @iizing word, discourse marker,
and sensory word. He, then, uses the discursitiegamn phrasal structure that
consist of noun phrase, adjective phrase, andpiendose. The next micro-
structural level strategy is the using of oral stinwe: oral discourse markers and
ungrammatical sentences. The last, he uses tliestact sentential structures
which involve temporal sentence, passive voiceorial question, and
repetition.

In conclusion, this study produces the descrigtivewledge of the micro-
structural level strategies that are used by anriae Senator Barack Obama in
his speeches. Those tactics cover on word, phm@sdl,and sentential structures.
Finally, the research findings support van Dijk’'edel of Critical Discourse

Analysis.

5.2 Suggestions

After doing this research, the researcher admitisttiere are some
weaknesses and limitation of this study becauséqadlspeeches are full of
certain goals and self-interests. The researcherefore, suggests the next
researchers to study more deeply and more focpscesly to the discourse
markers, rhetorical questions, passive voice, apdtition because theses
findings of sentential structure have more sigatficcontribution and influence to

the whole discourse.
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A New Beginning

DePaul University
Barack Obama
October 2, 2007

Thank you, Ted. Ted Sorenson has been counsedoPtesident in
some of our toughest moments, and he has helpetwdrfr national purpose at
pivotal turning points. Let me also welcome altloé elected officials from
lllinois who are with us. Let me give a special egghe to all of the organizers
and speakers who joined me to rally against gangdr in Iraq five years ago.
And | want to thank DePaul University and DePasitiglents for hosting this
event.

We come together at a time of renewal for DePauley academic year
has begun. Professors are learning the names o$toelents, and students are
reminded that you actually do have to attend clBkat cold is beginning to creep
into the Chicago air. The season is changing.

DePaul is now filled with students who have notrgesingle day on
campus without the reality of a war in Irag. Folasses have matriculated and
four classes have graduated since this war begahw& are reminded that
America's sons and daughters in uniform, and faeiilies, bear the heavy
burden. The wife of one soldier from lllinois wrdteme and said that her
husband "feels like he's stationed in Iraq andaephome." That's a tragic
statement. And it could be echoed by families exms country who have seen
loved ones deployed to tour after tour of duty.

You are students. And the great responsibilitytefients is to question
the world around you, to question things that dadt up. With Irag, we must ask
the question: how did we go so wrong?

There are those who offer up easy answers. Théyssert that Iraq is
George Bush's war, it's all his fault. Or that Iveas botched by the arrogance and
incompetence of Donald Rumsfeld and Dick Cheneyth@rwe would have
gotten Iraq right if we went in with more troops,ifowe had a different proconsul

instead of Paul Bremer, or if only there were argger Iragi Prime Minister.
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These are the easy answers. And like most easyeasistiey are
partially true. But they don't tell the whole trutiecause they overlook a harder
and more fundamental truth. The hard truth is thatwar in Iraq is not about a
catalog of many mistakes -- it is about one bigtakis. The war in Iraq should
never have been fought.

Five years ago today, | was asked to speak atyaageinst going to war
in Iraq. The vote to authorize the war in Congneas less than ten days away and
| was a candidate for the United States SenateeSonends of mine advised me
to keep quiet. Going to war in Irag, they pointed, evas popular. All the other
major candidates were supporting the war at the.tlfrthe war goes well, they
said, you'll have thrown your political career away

But | didn't see how Saddam Hussein posed an immhiheeat. | was
convinced that a war would distract us from Afglséann and the real threat from
al Qaeda. | worried that Iraq's history of sectarigalry could leave us bogged
down in a bloody conflict. And | believed the waowd fan the flames of
extremism and lead to new terrorism. So | wenheorally. And | argued against
a "rash war" -- a "war based not on reason, bygaditics" -- "an occupation of
undetermined length, with undetermined costs, amtermined consequences."

| was not alone. Though not a majority, millionsAshericans opposed
giving the President the authority to wage waragl Twenty-three Senators,
including the leader of the Senate Intelligence @uitee, shared my concerns
and resisted the march to war. For us, the waedefbmmon sense. After all, the
people who hit us on 9/11 were in Afghanistan, Irex.

But the conventional thinking in Washington hasaywf buying into
stories that make political sense even if theytdoake practical sense. We were
told that the only way to prevent Iraq from gettimgclear weapons was with
military force. Some leading Democrats echoed tbmiistration's erroneous
line that there was a connection between Saddarsdifuand al Qaeda. We were
counseled by some of the most experienced voicégaishington that the only

way for Democrats to look tough was to talk, act sate like a Republican.
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As Ted Sorenson's old boss President Kennedy @ide-s'the pursuit
of peace is not as dramatic as the pursuit of wand frequently the words of the
pursuer fall on deaf ears." In the fall of 2002yl deaf ears were in Washington.
They belonged to a President who didn't tell theletruth to the American
people; who disdained diplomacy and bullied allas] who squandered our
unity and the support of the world after 9/11.

But it doesn't end there. Because the Americanlpeegren't just failed
by a President -- they were failed by much of Wiagtaun. By a media that too
often reported spin instead of facts. By a forggficy elite that largely boarded
the bandwagon for war. And most of all by the mi&jasf a Congress -- a
coequal branch of government -- that voted to gneePresident the open-ended
authority to wage war that he uses to this dayslbe clear: without that vote,
there would be no war.

Some seek to rewrite history. They argue that theren't really voting
for war, they were voting for inspectors, or fopldimacy. But the Congress, the
Administration, the media, and the American pe@tlenderstood what we were
debating in the fall of 2002. This was a vote abeléther or not to go to war.
That's the truth as we all understood it then,ad/e need to understand it now.
And we need to ask those who voted for the war: bawyou give the President
a blank check and then act surprised when he cé#ghes

With all that we know about what's gone wrong aglreven today's
debate is divorced from reality. We've got a sulge is somehow declared a
success even though it has failed to enable thegabkeconciliation that was its
stated purpose. The fact that violence today ig aslhorrific as in 2006 is held
up as progress. Washington politicians and punidiver each other to debate a
newspaper advertisement while our troops fightdiadn Irag.

And the conventional thinking today is just as enthed as it was in
2002. This is the conventional thinking that measwexperience only by the
years you've been in Washington, not by your tipgnsserving in the wider

world. This is the conventional thinking that hasned against the war, but not
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against the habits that got us into the war irfitiseé place -- the outdated
assumptions and the refusal to talk openly to theAcan people.

Well I'm not running for President to conform to $#angton's
conventional thinking -- I'm running to challengelim not running to join the
kind of Washington groupthink that led us to watraqg -- I'm running to change
our politics and our policy so we can leave theldvarbetter place than our
generation has found it.

So there is a choice that has emerged in this dgmpane that the
American people need to understand. They shouldheskselves: who got the
single most important foreign policy decision sitice end of the Cold War right,
and who got it wrong. This is not just a mattedebating the past. It's about who
has the best judgment to make the critical decssadrihe future. Because you
might think that Washington would learn from Ir&ut we've seen in this
campaign just how bent out of shape Washingtonwhké&s you challenge its
assumptions.

When | said that as President | would lead dirgdbdhacy with our
adversaries, | was called naive and irrespondthlehow are we going to turn the
page on the failed Bush-Cheney policy of not tajkio our adversaries if we don't
have a President who will lead that diplomacy?

When | said that we should take out high-levelaests like Osama bin
Laden if we have actionable intelligence aboutrtiviereabouts, | was lectured
by legions of Irag War supporters. They said wetd¢ake out bin Laden if the
country he's hiding in won't. A few weeks latee tto-chairmen of the 9/11
Commission -- Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton -- agre@t my position. But few
in Washington seemed to notice.

Some people made a different argument on this iy said we can
take out bin Laden, we just can't say that we Wilgject this. | am a candidate for
President of the United States, and | believetttmAmerican people have a right
to know where | stand.

And when | said that we can rule out the use ofgaroveapons to take

out a terrorist training camp, it was immediatelgridled a "gaffe" because | did
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not recite the conventional Washington-speak. Btiiére any military planner in
the world who believes that we need to drop a randdemb on a terrorist training
camp?

We need to question the world around us. When we hadebate about
experience, we can't just debate who has the mpstience scoring political
points. When we have a debate about experienceamitjust talk about who
fought yesterday's battles -- we have to focus ba van face the challenges and
seize the opportunities of tomorrow. Because ndenathat we think about
George Bush, he's going to be gone in January 20€9.not on the ballot. This
election is about ending the Iraq War, but evenenits about moving beyond it.
And we're not going be safe in a world of uncons@al threats with the same
old conventional thinking that got us into Iraqg. Yéenot going to unify a divided
America to confront these threats with the samecoli/entional politics of just
trying to beat the other side.

In 2009, we will have a window of opportunity tanesv our global
leadership and bring our nation together. If we'tde#ize that moment, we may
not get another. This election is a turning polite American people get to
decide: are we going to turn back the clock, an the page?

| want to be straight with you. If you want convientl Washington
thinking, I'm not your man. If you want rigid idegjly, I'm not your man. If you
think that fundamental change can wait, I'm dediginot your man. But if you
want to bring this country together, if you wanperence that's broader than just
learning the ways of Washington, if you think ttfee global challenges we face
are too urgent to wait, and if you think that Angarmust offer the world a new
and hopeful face, then | offer a different choieehis race and a different vision
for our future.

The first thing we have to do is end this war. Ahé right person to end
it is someone who had the judgment to oppose it fitee beginning. There is no
military solution in Iraqg, and there never was.ill wegin to remove our troops
from Iraq immediately. | will remove one or two gaides a month, and get all of

our combat troops out of Iraq within 16 months. Dinéy troops | will keep in
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Iraq will perform the limited missions of protedjiour diplomats and carrying
out targeted strikes on al Qaeda. And | will lautizdh diplomatic and
humanitarian initiatives that are so badly needletithere be no doubt: I will end
this war.

But it's also time to learn the lessons of Irag.fé/aot going to defeat
the threats of the 21st century on a conventioatldfield. We cannot win a fight
for hearts and minds when we outsource criticabiorss to unaccountable
contractors. We're not going to win a battle oislevith bullets alone.

Make no mistake: we must always be prepared tdarse to protect
America. But the best way to keep America safeoisto threaten terrorists with
nuclear weapons -- it's to keep nuclear weaponsiaolgar materials away from
terrorists. That's why I've worked with Republicd@nator Dick Lugar to pass a
law accelerating our pursuit of loose nuclear malgrAnd that's why I'll lead a
global effort to secure all loose nuclear materialgng my first term in office.

But we need to do much more. We need to changauatlear policy
and our posture, which is still focused on detertime Soviet Union -- a country
that doesn't exist. Meanwhile, India and Pakistaohdorth Korea have joined the
club of nuclear-armed nations, and Iran is knockinghe door. More nuclear
weapons and more nuclear-armed nations mean mogeds us all.

Here's what I'll say as President: America seekeréd in which there
are no nuclear weapons.

We will not pursue unilateral disarmament. As l@asgnuclear weapons
exist, we'll retain a strong nuclear deterrent. Bell keep our commitment under
the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty on the longddowards eliminating nuclear
weapons. We'll work with Russia to take U.S. anddrfan ballistic missiles off
hair-trigger alert, and to dramatically reduce steckpiles of our nuclear weapons
and material. We'll start by seeking a global barthe production of fissile
material for weapons. And we'll set a goal to exptire U.S.-Russian ban on
intermediate-range missiles so that the agreermsagibbal.

As we do this, we'll be in a better position todelae world in enforcing

the rules of the road if we firmly abide by thos&es. It's time to stop giving
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countries like Iran and North Korea an excusetiltie for America to lead. When
I'm President, we'll strengthen the Nuclear Nonlfenation Treaty so that
nations that don't comply will automatically fadeosg international sanctions.

This will require a new era of American diplomag@y. signal the dawn
of that era, we need a President who is willingatk to all nations, friend and foe.
I'm not afraid that America will lose a propagatadtle with a petty tyrant -- we
need to go before the world and win those battlfege take the attitude that the
President just parachutes in for a photo-op afieagieement has already been
reached, then we're only going to reach agreemmtiiour friends. That's not the
way to protect the American people. That's nowvthg to advance our interests.

Just look at our history. Kennedy had a direct tm&hrushchev. Nixon
met with Mao. Carter did the hard work of negotigtthe Camp David Accords.
Reagan was negotiating arms agreements with Goglbamlen as he called on
him to "tear down this wall."

It's time to make diplomacy a top priority. Instesdhuttering
consulates, we need to open them in the tough apelléss corners of the world.
Instead of having more Americans serving in miitaands than the diplomatic
corps, we need to grow our foreign service. Instdaetreating from the world, |
will personally lead a new chapter of American eyegaent.

It is time to offer the world a message of hopedanter the prophets of
hate. My experience has brought me to the hopelesss. As a boy, | lived in
Indonesia and played barefoot with children wholdmwt dream the same
dreams that | did. As an adult, I've returned tavite my family in their small
village in Kenya, where the promise of AmericatiB an inspiration. As a
community organizer, | worked in South Side neighloods that had been left
behind by global change. As a Senator, I've beeeftmee camps in Chad where
proud and dignified people can't hope for anyttbegond the next handout.

In the 21st century, progress must mean more thaeaat the ballot
box -- it must mean freedom from fear and freedoymfwant. We cannot stand
for the freedom of anarchy. Nor can we supporigibbalization of the empty

stomach. We need new approaches to help peopldgdhiemselves. The United
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Nations has embraced the Millennium Developmenti€ eehich aim to cut
extreme poverty in half by 2015. When I'm Presiddmy will be America's
goals. The Bush Administration tried to keep the fdhin proclaiming these
goals; the Obama Administration will double fore@gsistance to $50 billion to
lead the world to achieve them.

In the 21st century, we cannot stand up beforevitréd and say that
there's one set of rules for America and anotheev¥eryone else. To lead the
world, we must lead by example. We must be willmgcknowledge our failings,
not just trumpet our victories. And when I'm Presig we'll reject torture --
without exception or equivocation; we'll close Gizaramo; we'll be the country
that credibly tells the dissidents in the prisompa around the world that
America is your voice, America is your dream, andekica is your light of
justice.

We cannot -- we must not -- let the promotion of walues be a casualty
of the Irag War. But we cannot secure America drahsour best face to the
world unless we change how we do business in Wgkinin

We all know what Iraq has cost us abroad. But thestefew years we've
seen an unacceptable abuse of power at home. Wedalthreats. Any President
needs the latitude to confront them swiftly ande§urBut we've paid a heavy
price for having a President whose priority is exgiag his own power. The
Constitution is treated like a nuisance. Matteraaf and peace are used as
political tools to bludgeon the other side. We gidijected to endless spin to keep
our troops at war, but we don't get to see thedi@gped coffins of our heroes
coming home. We get secret task forces, secretdbundg slanted intelligence,
and the shameful smearing of people who speakgaihst the President's

policies.

All of this has left us where we are today: monéd#d, more distrusted, more in
debt, and mired in an endless war. A war to disadictator has become an open-
ended occupation of a foreign country. This isAwierica. This is not who we

are. It's time for us to stand up and tell GeorgsltBthat the government in this
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country is not based on the whims of one persangtvernment is of the people,
by the people and for the people.

We thought we learned this lesson. After Vietnamn@ess swore it
would never again be duped into war, and even vaatew law -- the War
Powers Act -- to ensure it would not repeat itstakiss. But no law can force a
Congress to stand up to the President. No law akerBenators read the
intelligence that showed the President was ovenmsgt#ite case for war. No law
can give Congress a backbone if it refuses to st@rak the co-equal branch the
Constitution made it.

That is why it is not enough to change parties fime to change our
politics. We don't need another President who palitics and loyalty over
candor. We don't need another President who thirgkbut doesn't feel the need
to tell the American people what they think. We 'tloeed another President who
shuts the door on the American people when theyerpakcy. The American
people are not the problem in this country -- theythe answer. And it's time we
had a President who acted like that.

I will always tell the American people the truthwill always tell you
where | stand. It's what I'm doing in this campaidgs what I'll do as President.
I'll lead a new era of openness. I'll give an ahh\8tate of the World" address to
the American people in which | lay out our natiosaturity policy. I'll draw on
the legacy of one our greatest Presidents -- AraRdosevelt -- and give regular
"fireside webcasts," and I'll have members of miyamal security team do the
same.

I'll turn the page on a growing empire of classifisformation, and
restore the balance we've lost between the nedgssaaret and the necessity of
openness in a democratic society by creating aNational Declassification
Center. We'll protect sources and methods, but a@twise sources and methods
as pretexts to hide the truth. Our history dodsltng to Washington, it belongs
to America.

I'll use the intelligence that | do receive to mak®d policy -- | won't

manipulate it to sell a bad policy. We don't nelay more officials who tell the
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President what they want to hear. | will make thee€tor of National Intelligence
an official with a fixed term, like the Chairmantbie Federal Reserve -- not
someone who can be fired by the President. We oaesistency and integrity at
the top of our intelligence agencies. We don't neadics. My test won't be
loyalty -- it will be the truth.

And I'll turn the page on the imperial presidenugtttreats national
security as a partisan issue -- not an Americareisswill call for a standing,
bipartisan Consultative Group of congressionaléesdn national security. | will
meet with this Consultative Group every month, endsult with them before
taking major military action. The buck will stoptwime. But these discussions
have to take place on a bipartisan basis, and sufgpahese decisions will be
stronger if they draw on bipartisan counsel. Wittegoing to secure this country
unless we turn the page on the conventional thgnitiat says politics is just
about beating the other side.

It's time to unite America, because we are at gentrand pivotal
moment.

There are those who suggest that there are easgent® the
challenges we face. We can look, they say, to Wigsbin experience -- the same
experience that got us into this war. Or we can the page to something new, to
unite this country and to seize this moment.

| am not a perfect man and | won't be a perfectiBeat. But my own
American story tells me that this country movesvmd when we cast off our
doubts and seek new beginnings.

It's what brought my father across an ocean ircbeaira dream. It's
what | saw in the eyes of men and women and childréndonesia who heard
the word "America" and thought of the possibiligybnd the horizon. It's what |
saw in the streets of the South Side, when peobtehvad every reason to give in
decided to pick themselves up. It's what I've sed¢he United States Senate
when Republicans and Democrats of good will do ctogether to take on tough
issues. And it's what I've seen in this campaigremover half a million

Americans have come together to seek the changedhintry needs.
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Now | know that some will shake their heads. lésyeto be cynical.
When it comes to our foreign policy, you get itrfrall sides. Some folks on the
right will tell you that you don't love your coumtif you don't support the war in
Irag. Some folks on the left will tell you that Anea can do no right in the
world. Some shrug their shoulders because Waslirggys, "trust us, we'll take
care of it." And we know happened the last time/thaid that.

Yes, it's easy to be cynical. But right now, somemehn Iraq, there's
someone about your age. He's maybe on his secahdatour. It's hot. He
would rather be at home. But he's in his uniforot,lgs combat gear on. He's
getting in a Humvee. He's going out on patrol. Hessa buddy in this war,
maybe more. He risked his life yesterday, he'srigskis life today, and he's
going to risk it tomorrow.

So why do we reject the cynicism? We reject it liseaof men and
women like him. We reject it because the legactheir sacrifice must be a better
America. We reject it because they embody thetggfithose who fought to free
the slaves and free a continent from a madman;refailt Europe and sent Peace
Corps volunteers around the globe; because thefygateng for a better America
and a better world.

And | reject it because | wouldn't be on this stégdroughout our
history, America had not made the right choice dkiereasy choice, the
ambitious choice over the cautious choice. | wotilde here if | didn't think we
were ready to move past the fights of the 1960stla@d 990s. | wouldn't be here
if, time and again, the torch had not been passadiew generation -- to unite
this country at home, to show a new face of thistxy to the world. I'm running
for the presidency of the United States of Amesiadhat together we can do the
hard work to seek a new dawn of peace and proggeribur children, and for

the children of the world.
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Senator Barack Obama: Lessons from Iraq

Des Moines, IA | October 12, 2007

Let me start by congratulating a great American,Gdre, for being
named this year's winner of the Nobel Peace Pyim® President Gore has been
an extraordinary leader for this country. Througs many years of public
service; his early and vocal opposition to the walraq; and -- above all -- his
singular leadership in drawing attention to thebgloclimate crisis, Al Gore has
advanced the cause of peace at home and arounbtiee This award is richly
deserved.

You know, it was five years ago yesterday thatUing¢ed States Senate
voted to give President Bush the authority to wage in Iraqg. At the time, | was
a candidate for the U.S. Senate and | spoke augir in opposition to going to
war. Nearly all of my opponents for the Democratmmination for President
made a different choice, and voted to authorizentée

Now, some have asked me, "Why are you always renmgnas that you
opposed the war? Isn't that yesterday's newsfatekperience really relevant?"

And what | always say is this -- this isn't jusbabthe past, it's about the
future. | don't talk about my opposition to the w@asay "l told you so." | wish the
war had gone differently. But the reason | talk&hio is because | truly believe
that the judgment, and the conviction, and the actability that each of us
showed on the most important foreign policy decisad our lives is the best
indicator you have of how each of us will make #hdscisions going forward.

How we made that decision, and how we talk abqutsitcritical to
understanding what we would do as President. Wdl carefully evaluate the
evidence and the consequences of action, or wikkife over the intelligence and
scare people with the consequences of inaction? Wéilmake these decisions
based on polls, or based on our principles? Willhaee the courage to make the

tough choice, or will we just choose the course thakes us look tough?
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These decisions aren't just Washington parlor gaabesit who's up and
who's down. These are life and death decisionsy Timpact your safety and
security. Above all, they impact the soldier froowhk, or the airman from lllinois,
and every single one of our brave young men andewowho are in harm's way,
and all of their families and friends back home.

Now, it's easy to oppose a war after it has gorangrlit's easy to say --
years later -- that the war shouldn't have happege®n what we know now
about how badly it has turned out. But every singfee of us running for
President only had one chance to make a judgmenit athether or not to go to
war.

As | travel around the country, so many Americasis me: how did we
go so wrong in lrag? And they're not just askingease they want to understand
the past -- they're asking because they don't weeit leaders to make the same
mistakes again in the future. They don't want lesdeho will bog us down in
unnecessary wars; they don't want leaders who allmerica to lose its standing;
and they don't want leaders who tell the Americaopte anything less than the
full truth about where they stand and what theigll

That is a big part of what this campaign is ab&gcause we need to
learn the painful lessons of the Iraq War if weoéng to secure this country and
renew America's leadership.

The first thing we have to understand is what hapgden Iraq. Because
there are two ways to look at this. The first wayta say that Iraq is a disaster
because of George Bush's mismanagement. Or becdude arrogance and
incompetence of Dick Cheney or Donald Rumsfeld riaspcuting the war. Or
because Iraq's Prime Minister just hasn't beerm tipet job.

But | take a different view. | think the problemn’isjust how we've
fought the war -- it's that we fought the war ie first place. Because the truth is,
the war in Iraq should never have been authoriaed,it should never have been
waged. The Iraq War had nothing to do with al Qaeda/11. It was based on
exaggerated fears and unconvincing intelligenced Anhas left America less

safe, and less respected around the world.
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Five years ago, my friends warned me not to spgakgainst the war.
Going to war was popular. So was President Bushi:IMmze putting your political
career on the line, they said. But | just didn# sew Saddam Hussein posed an
imminent threat. | was convinced that a war wouktrdct us from Afghanistan
and al Qaeda, and fan the flames of extremismemdrism. And | didn't get into
politics to stay silent on the tough issues, otaitor my positions to the polls. |
didn't want to look back, after an unnecessary!veal been waged, and regret that
| didn't speak out against going to war just beeagesng to war was popular. So |
spoke out against what | called a "rash war" -war"based not on reason but on
politics."

But the conventional thinking in Washington line@ €or war. The
President and his advisors told us that the only twastop Saddam Hussein from
getting a nuclear weapon was to go to war, thatewddn't let the smoking gun
be a mushroom cloud. Leading Democrats -- inclu@egator Clinton -- echoed
the erroneous line that there was a connectiondmivsaddam Hussein and al
Qaeda. We were counseled by some of the most exped voices in
Washington that the only way for Democrats to léokgh was to talk, act, and
vote like Republicans.

There is no doubt that President Bush failed useénrun-up to war. But
the American people weren't just failed by the Plerst -- they were failed by the
Congress. Too many members of Congress faileckibasl questions. Too many
members of Congress, including some of my opponearitss race, failed to read
the National Intelligence Estimate for themselveanintelligence report that was
so unconvincing, and so filled with qualificatiotisat the chairman of the Senate
Intelligence Committee decided to vote against Wa when he read it for
himself. Too many Democrats fell in line with GeerBush, and voted to give
him the open-ended authority to wage war that hes de this day. So let's be
clear: without that vote, there would be no war.

Senator Edwards voted for the war in 2002. He basunced that vote,
instead of pretending that it was a vote for amgHhdut war. But Senator Clinton

makes a different argument. She says that shetwaalily voting for war back in
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2002, she was voting for more inspections, or shg woting for more diplomacy.

But all of us know what was being debated in thagtess in the fall of 2002. We

didn't need to authorize a war in order to have té¢hiNations weapons

inspections. No one thought Congress was debatimgther or not to conduct

diplomacy. The headlines on October 12, 2002 didead: "Congress authorizes
diplomacy with Iraq" -- the headlines on October 2002 read "Congress backs
war."

In the course of this campaign, we haven't jush skierent candidates
talk about their vote in different ways -- we'veséow different candidates have
drawn different lessons from their experience eflttag War.

Five years later, we should all have learned teedes of that vote -- we
should all have learned that you can't give thisnidstration an excuse to wage
war. But just last month, the Senate voted for meradment that raises the risk
that we could repeat the mistake of Iraqg.

Here is why this amendment is so reckless. It opsits seventeen
findings that highlight Iran's influence inside lbhgq. Then it says we have to
structure our military presence inside Iraq to deutran. It goes on to say that it
is "a critical national interest of the United @&t to prevent the lIranian
government from exerting influence inside Irag. Wisythis amendment so
dangerous? Because George Bush and Dick Cheneg weal this language to
justify keeping our troops in Iraq as long as tleay point to a threat from Iran.
And because they could use this language to juatifattack on Iran as a part of
the ongoing war in Irag.

| don't want to give this President any excuseamy opening for war.
Because as we learned with the authorization ofirdg War -- when you give
this President a blank check, you can't be sugpmg®en he cashes it.

Senator Clinton is the only Democratic candidate feesident who
supports this amendment. She said, like she dayfears ago, that it is a way to
support diplomacy. | disagree. We all know thahlppses a threat. We do need
to mount international pressure to stop Iran's earchbrogram. We do need to

tighten sanctions on the Iranian regime -- paréidyl on Iran's Revolutionary
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Guard, which supports terrorism. But this must lomel separately from any
saber-rattling about checking Iranian influencehvaitir military presence in Iraq.

We should not be arguing that our troops haveayp st Irag to counter
Iran. Now is the time to end the war in Iraq. N@athe time to start bringing our
troops out of Iraq -- immediately. That's why | kaa plan to remove one or two
combat brigades a month so that we get all of oorbat troops out of Iraq within
16 months -- that's as quickly and responsibly ax&n do this. The only troops |
will keep in Irag for a limited time will protectun diplomats and carry out
targeted strikes on al Qaeda -- not sustained confoad | will launch the
diplomatic and humanitarian initiatives that arebsally needed. So let there be
no doubt: | will end this war.

Now is not the time to give George Bush and Dicle@y any excuse to
escalate this war. Now is not the time for the Geng to send mixed messages.
That's why my position today is the same as it whsn | stood up in lowa on
September 12 and said: "George Bush and Dick Chenest hear -- loud and
clear -- from the American people and the Congrgss:don't have our support,
and you don't have our authorization for another.'wa

Five years after that vote for war, we should aé learned the lesson
that the cowboy diplomacy of not talking to peopwie don't like doesn't work. We
do need tougher diplomacy with Iran. But the wagtipport tough diplomacy is
not to vote for reckless amendments -- the wayppert diplomacy is to actually
pursue it. That's what I've called for throughdus tampaign -- direct diplomacy,
without preconditions. And that's what I'll do ag$tdent. Not the Bush-Cheney
diplomacy of talking to our friends and ignoringranemies. Real, direct, and
sustained diplomacy.

A couple of months ago, Senator Clinton called mmeaive and
irresponsible” for taking this position, and saltt we could lose propaganda
battles if we met with leaders we didn't like. Jyssterday, though, she called for
diplomacy with Iran without preconditions. So I'mtrsure if any of us knows

exactly where she stands on this. But | can tall fos: when | am President of
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the United States, the American people and thedwwill always know where |
stand.

| don't see how we can rally the world unless weehea President who is
willing to lead. I'm not afraid that America wilb$e a propaganda battle with a
petty tyrant -- we need to go before the world avid those battles. And as
President, I will.

You know, the cautious, conventional thinking in $Negton says that
Democrats can't take these positions. Or that ved t@ say one thing in a caucus
and primary campaign, but another in a generakielecThis is the conventional
thinking that said that Democrats had to vote far i 2002 because there was
an election coming up -- an election that we Id$te conventional thinking that
says that Democrats can't win elections, unlesy th&, act and vote like
Republicans when it comes to foreign policy andomat security.

Well, I'm not running to conform to Washington'shgentional thinking
-- I'm running to challenge it. That's what | did 2002. That's what | did in
2004. And that's what | will do as President & United States.

Because | think the pundits have it wrong. | thihk American people
have had enough of politicians who go out of thvedry to look tough, who say
one thing in a caucus and another in a generdi@edVhen | am the nominee of
our party, the choice will be clear. My Republicgmponent won't be able to say
that we both supported this war in Iraq. He wbe'table to say that we really
agree about using the war in Iraq to justify mijtaction against Iran, or about
the diplomacy of not talking and saber-rattling. #Wen't be able to say that |
haven't been open and straight with the Americaplee or that I've changed my
positions. And you know what? The American peapat that choice. Because
| believe that's what we need in our next President

We've had enough of a misguided war in Iraq thatnehould have
been fought -- a war that needs to end.

We've had enough of Presidents who put tough thkkaa of real

diplomacy.
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And we've had enough of politicians who put poweegrgorinciple, of a
government in Washington that shuts you out, angresidents who don't hold
themselves accountable.

This is about what we stand for as Democrats. Buthhnmore than that -
- it's about what we stand for as Americans. Bezailgere are plenty of
Democrats and plenty of Independents and, yesfyptEhRepublicans out there
who are ready to turn the page on the broken pslénd blustering foreign policy
coming from Washington. That's how we're going timdp this country together.
That's how we're going to restore our security amew our standing in the
world. Not by shifting with the political winds, by standing strong in any
storm, and standing up for what we believe.

I would not be on this stage today if the promi$eAmerica had not
brought my father across an ocean. | would notbéhe stage if generations of
Americans had not fought before me so that the Agaerdream could be
extended to a man named Barack Obama. That's wayd spent my own life
fighting for that dream, no matter how difficultsitbeen, no matter how tough it
was to take a stand. That's why | will always &l where | stand and what |
believe. And when | am President, that is how wk mveet the hard challenges,
and reclaim that dream, and make the United Staftesmerica a light to the

world once more.
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Senator Barack Obama: Turning the Page in Iraq

Clinton, 1A | September 12, 2007

A few months ago, | met a woman who told me hehegpwas leaving for Iraqg.
As she started to tell me about how much she'd himssand how worried she
was about him, she began to cry. "l can't breashe,'said. "I want to know when

| am going to be able to breathe again.’

I have her on my mind when | think about what wejeee through as a country
and where we need to go. Because we've been haldimigreath over Iraq for
five years. As we go through yet another debateiiayet another phase of this
misguided war, we've got a familiar feeling. Agaire're told that progress is
upon us. Again, we're asked to hold our breatttla longer. Again, we're

reminded of what's gone wrong with our policies and politics.

It was five years ago today - on September 12, 2QBat President Bush made
his case for war at the United Nations. Standinfgant of a world that stood with
us after 9/11, he said, "In the attacks on Amesigaar ago, we saw the
destructive intentions of our enemies.' Then Hesthhbout Saddam Hussein - a
man who had nothing to do with 9/11. But citing l&geson of 9/11, he and others
said we had to act. "To suggest otherwise," theitRFat said, "is to hope against

the evidence.'

George Bush was wrong. The people who attackech @14 were in
Afghanistan, not Iraq. Al Qaeda in Iraq didn't ¢xisfore our invasion. The case
for war was built on exaggerated fears and empgegxce - so much so that Bob
Graham, the Chairman of the Senate Intelligence@ittee, decided to vote

against the war after he read the National Intetige Estimate.

But conventional thinking in Washington lined up ear. The pundits judged the

political winds to be blowing in the direction dfet President. Despite - or



perhaps because of how much experience they Haahington, too many
politicians feared looking weak and failed to askchquestions. Too many took
the President at his word instead of reading ttedligence for themselves.
Congress gave the President the authority to geatoOur only opportunity to

stop the war was lost.

I made a different judgment. | thought our priotigd to be finishing the fight in
Afghanistan. | spoke out against what | calleddshrwar' in Iraqg. | worried

about, "an occupation of undetermined length, witdetermined costs, and
undetermined consequences.' The full accountinigasfe costs and consequences

will only be known to history. But the picture isdinning to come into focus.

Nearly 4,000 Americans have been killed in IrageRimes that number have
suffered horrible wounds, seen and unseen. Loved bave been lost, dreams
denied. Children will grow up without fathers andtimers. Parents have outlived

their children. That is a cost of this war.

When all is said and done, the price-tag will rareraa trillion dollars. A trillion
dollars. That's money not spent on homeland segcamid counter-terrorism; on
providing health care to all Americans and a walklss education to every child;
on investments in energy to save ourselves an@lanet from an addiction to oil.

That is a cost of this war.

The excellence of our military is unmatched. Buaassult of this war, our forces
are under pressure as never before. Our Nationaldzand reserves have half of
the equipment they need to respond to emergenciesmze and abroad. Retention
among West Point graduates is down. Our powergtefrcence and influence
around the world are down. That is a cost of thas.w

America's standing has suffered. Our diplomacyl®esn compromised by a
refusal to talk to people we don't like. Our altas have been compromised by
bluster. Our credibility has been compromised ligudty case for war. Our moral

leadership has been compromised by Abu Ghraib. iSteatost of this war.



Perhaps the saddest irony of the Administratioyrsoal use of 9/11 is that the
Iraq War has left us less safe than we were bé&idre. Osama bin Ladin and his
top lieutenants have rebuilt a new base in Pakistaare they freely train recruits,
plot new attacks, and disseminate propaganda. @lieah is resurgent in
Afghanistan. Iran has emerged as the greatestgitathallenge to America in
the Middle East in a generation. Violent extremtsas increased. Terrorism has

increased. All of that is a cost of this war.

After 9/11, instead of the politics of unity, wetgopolitical strategy of division
with the war in Iraq as its centerpiece. The ohipg we were asked to do for our
country was support a misguided war. We lost teags of common purpose as
Americans. And we're not going to be a truly unied resolute America until
we can stop holding our breath, until we can coogether to reclaim our foreign

policy and our politics and end this war that hast @is so much.

So there is something unreal about the debate tiakihg place in Washington.

With all that our troops and their families haversfaced, with all this war has
cost us, and with no discernible end in sight,sdu@me people who told us we
would be greeted as liberators, about democra®asimg across the Middle
East, about striking a decisive blow against tésmy about an insurgency in its
last throes - those same people are now trump#tergneven and precarious
containment of brutal sectarian violence as iaiidates all of their failed

decisions.

The bar for success is so low that it is almosidolin the sand.

The American people have had enough of the shifipig. We've had enough of
extended deadlines for benchmarks that go unmeuétad enough of mounting
costs in Iraq and missed opportunities around thdy\We've had enough of a

war that should never have been authorized anddinever have been waged.



| opposed this war from the beginning. | opposexdvitiar in 2002. | opposed it in
2003. | opposed it in 2004. | opposed it in 2008pposed it in 2006. | introduced
a plan in January to remove all of our combat lolegaby next March. And | am

here to say that we have to begin to end this war. n

My plan for ending the war would turn the pageramglby removing our combat
troops from Iraq's civil war; by taking a new apgeh to press for a new accord
on reconciliation within Iraqg; by talking to all ¢fag's neighbors to press for a

compact in the region; and by confronting the humasts of this war.

First, we need to immediately begin the responsieoval of our troops from
Iraqg's civil war. Our troops have performed briilily. They brought Saddam
Hussein to justice. They have fought for over fpears to give Iragis a chance for
a better future. But they cannot - and should roear the responsibility for

resolving the grievances at the heart of Iraq's wiar.

Recent news only confirms this. The Administratmints to selective statistics

to make the case for staying the course. Killingg mortar attacks and car bombs
in certain districts are down from the highest Iswee've seen. But they're still at
the same horrible levels they were at 18 monthsoagwo years ago. Experts will
tell you that the killings are down in some plabesause the ethnic cleansing has

already taken place. That's hardly a cause famfshalism.

The stated purpose of the surge was to enable lieaglers to reconcile. But as
the recent report from the Government Accountabdiffice confirms, the Iraqis
are not reconciling. Our troops fight and die ia 120 degree heat to give Iraq's
leaders space to agree, but they aren't fillinghiey are not moving beyond their

centuries-old sectarian conflicts, they are falliagher back into them.

We hear a lot about how violence is down in paft&rdbar province. But this has
little to do with the surge - it's because Sunibialrleaders made a political
decision to turn against al Qaeda in Iraq. Thiy emlderscores the point - the

solution in Iraq is political, it is not military.



Violence is contained in some parts of Baghdadt'$tme surprise. Our troops
have cleared these neighborhoods at great codteuBtroops cannot police
Baghdad indefinitely - only Iraqis can. Rather thee our presence to make
progress, the Iragi government has put off takegponsibility - that's the finding
of a Commission headed by General Jim Jones. Antt@ap presence cannot be
sustained without crippling our military's ability respond to other contingencies.

Let me be clear: there is no military solutionriad, and there never was. The best
way to protect our security and to pressure Irggders to resolve their civil war
is to immediately begin to remove our combat trodyst in six months or one

year - now.

We should enter into talks with the Iraqi governinendiscuss the process of our
drawdown. We must get out strategically and cakgfuémoving troops from
secure areas first, and keeping troops in mordil@kreas until later. But our
drawdown should proceed at a steady pace of otveodbrigades each month. If
we start now, all of our combat brigades shouldieof Iraq by the end of next

year.

We will need to retain some forces in Iraq andréggon. We'll continue to strike
at al Qaeda in Iraq. We'll protect our forces &ytleave, and we will continue to
protect U.S. diplomats and facilities. If - but wiifl - Iraq makes political progress
and their security forces are not sectarian, wellshoontinue to train and equip
those forces. But we will set our own direction and own pace, and our
direction must be out of Iraq. The future of oulfitary, our foreign policy, and

our national purpose cannot be hostage to theiamaof the Iragi government.

Removing our troops is part of applying real pressin Iraq's leaders to end their
civil war. Some argue that we should just replacs® Minister Maliki. But that
wouldn't solve the problem. We shouldn't be inlihsiness of supporting coups.
And remember - before Maliki, we said that we juseded to replace the last

Prime Minister to make everything all right. It dittlwork.



The problems in Iraq are bigger than one man. neseds a new Constitutional
convention that would include representatives fedhhevels of Iragi society - in
and out of government. The United Nations shoudy jal central role in
convening and participating in this convention, ethshould not adjourn until a
new accord on national reconciliation is reachexréiconcile, the Iragis must
also meet key political benchmarks outside of tbagfitutional process,

including new local elections and revising debéthtion.

Now the Iragis may come out of this process cha@psaome kind of soft partition
into three regions - one Sunni, one Shia, one KBud.it must be their choice.

America should not impose the division of Irag.

While we change the dynamic within Irag, we musgewur diplomacy in the
region.

At every stage of this war, we have suffered besafiglisdain for diplomacy. We
have not brought allies to the table. We have exfuse talk to people we don't
like. And we have failed to build a consensus mrigion. As a result, Iraq is

more violent, the region is less stable, and Anaeisdess secure.

We need to launch the most aggressive diplomdiicteh recent history to reach
a new compact in the region. This effort shouldude all of Iraq's neighbors, and
we should also bring in the United Nations Secutiuncil. All of us have a
stake in Iraqg's stability. It's time to make thgs$ about what America is trying to

do for Iraq, and more about what the world can @b wag.

This compact must secure Iraq's borders, keep beighirom meddling, isolate al
Qaeda, and support Iraqg's unity. That means hetping urkish and Kurdish
friends reach an understanding. That means preSsingi states like Saudi
Arabia to stop the flow of foreign fighters intaty, increase their financial
support of reconstruction efforts, and encouraggil&unnis to reconcile with
their fellow Iragis. And that means turning the @am the Bush-Cheney policy of
not talking to Syria and Iran.



Conventional thinking in Washington says Presideatmot lead this diplomacy.
But I think the American people know better. Ndkitag doesn't make us look
tough - it makes us look arrogant. And it doesettrgsults. Strong Presidents tell
their adversaries where they stand, and that's Wwhkatild do. That's how tough
and principled diplomacy works. And that's whatweed to press Syria and Iran

to stop being part of the problem in Iraq.

Iran poses a grave challenge. It builds a nuclezgram, supports terrorism, and
threatens Israel with destruction. But we heareeechoes of the run-up to the war
in Iraq in the way that the President and Vice ieeed talk about Iran. They
conflate Iran and al Qaeda, ignoring the violehisu that exists between Shiite
and Sunni militants. They issue veiled threats.yT$wggest that the time for
diplomacy and pressure is running out when we htegan tried direct
diplomacy. Well George Bush and Dick Cheney must héoud and clear - from
the American people and the Congress: you doné& bav support, and you don't

have our authorization for another war.

George Bush suggests that there are two choicesegard to Iran. Stay the
course in Iraq or cede the region to the Iranjdatethis choice. Keeping our
troops tied down in Iraq is not the way to weakem I- it's precisely what has
strengthened it. President Ahmadinejad may talkiabiing a vacuum in the
region after an American drawdown, but he's badstaken. It's time for a new
and robust American leadership. And that shouldrbegh a new cooperative

security framework with all of our friends and edliin the Persian Gulf.

Now is the time for tough and sustained diplomaagked by real pressure. It's
time to rally the region and the world to our sided it's time to deliver a direct
message to Tehran. America is a part of a commauwfitations. America wants
peace in the region. You can give up your nucleasiaions and support for terror

and rejoin the community of nations. Or you wiltéafurther isolation, including



much tighter sanctions. As we deliver this messagewill be stronger - not

weaker - if we are disengaging from Iraqg's civirwa

The final part of my plan is a major internatiomatiative to address Iraq's
humanitarian crisis.

President Bush likes to warn of the dire consege& i ending the war. He
warns of rising Iranian influence, but that hagatty taken place. He warns of
growing terrorism, but that has already taken placel he warns of huge
movements of refugees and mass sectarian killuigthat has already taken
place. These are not the consequences of a fuitivérawal. They are the reality
of Irag's present. They are a direct consequenagging this war. Two million
Iraqgis are displaced in their own country. Anottveo million Iragis have fled as
refugees to neighboring countries. This mass moweofepeople is a threat to the
security of the Middle East and to our common hutgale have a strategic

interest - and a moral obligation - to act.

The President would have us believe there are hoaes: keep all of our troops
in Irag or abandon these Iragis. | reject that oboWe cannot continue to put this
burden on our troops alone. I'm tired of this notibat we either fight foolish
wars or retreat from the world. We are better tiet as a nation.

There's no military solution that can reunite aifgror resettle an orphaned child.
It's time to form an international working groupthvthe countries in the region,
our European and Asian friends, and the UnitedddatiThe State Department
says it has invested $183 million on displacedisr#itjs year -- but that is not
nearly enough. We can and must do more. We shquétlushare to at least $2
billion to support this effort; to expand accessaaial services for refugees in
neighboring countries; and to ensure that Iracgpldced inside their own country

can find safe-haven.

Iragis must know that those who engage in massnaa will be brought to

justice. We should lead in forming a commissiothatU.N. to monitor and hold



accountable perpetrators of war crimes within Ik&@. must also put strict
conditions on U.S. assistance to direct our suppdtiose who want to hold Iraq
together - not those who are tearing it apart. fi$ieof greater atrocities in the
short-term cannot deter us from doing what we rtmgtinimize violence in the
long-term. Yet as we drawdown, we must declarereadiness to intervene with

allies to stop genocidal violence.

We must also keep faith with Iragis who kept faitith us. One tragic outcome of
this war is that the Iragis who stood with Ameridae interpreters, embassy
workers, and subcontractors - are being targetedssassination. An Iragi named
Laith who worked for an American organization talgburnalist, "Sometimes |
feel like we're standing in line for a ticket, wag to die.' And yet our doors are

shut. In April, we admitted exactly one Iraqi redag- just one!

That is not how we treat our friends. That is nmiviwe take responsibility for
our own actions. That is not who we are as Amescéis time to at least fill the
7,000 slots that we pledged to Iragi refugees armktopen to accepting even
more Iraqis at risk. It's also time to go to ouerids and allies - and all the
members of our original coalition in Iraq - to fihdmes for the many Iragis who

are in desperate need of asylum.

Keeping this moral obligation is a key part of haw turn the page in Irag.
Because what's at stake is bigger than this w&r eur global leadership. Now is
a time to be bold. We must not stay the coursela the conventional path
because the other course is unknown. To quote Rezihski - we must not allow

ourselves to become "prisoners of uncertainty.'

George Bush is afraid of this future. That is whyha can do is drag up the past.
After all the flawed justifications for his failgablicy, he now invokes Vietnam as
a reason to stay in Iraq. Let's put aside the ggaeasoning - that all would have
been well if we had just stayed the course in \4etnLet's put it aside and leave

it where it belongs - in the past.



Now is not the time to reargue the Vietnam War -dickthat in the 2004 election,
and it wasn't pretty. | come from a new generatibAmericans. | don't want to
fight the battles of the 1960s. | want to reclaiva future for America, because we
have too many threats to face and too many oppitigsio seize. Just think

about what we can accomplish together when we l@advar.

When we end this war in Iraq, we can finally finisle fight in Afghanistan. That
is why | propose stepping up our commitment theit) at least two additional
combat brigades and a comprehensive program @fraldupport to help Afghans

help themselves.

When we end this war in Iraq, we can more effettiv@ckle the twin demons of
extremism and hopelessness that threaten the petw world and the security
of America. That is why | have proposed a prograrsgread hope - not hate - in
the Islamic world, to build schools that teach ygpyeople to build and not
destroy, to support the rule of law and economietigment, and to launch a

program of outreach to the Islamic world that Il\ehd as President.

When we end this war in Irag, we can once agait flea world against the
common challenges of the 21st century. Againssfitead of nuclear weapons
and climate change. Against genocide in Darfur.iAgfaignorance and
intolerance. Corruption and greed. Poverty and alesy/hen we end this war, we
can reclaim the cause of freedom and democracycafide that beacon of hope,
that light to all the world.

When we end this war, we can recapture our unigffoirt as Americans. The
American people have the right instincts on Irélg.time to heed their judgment.
It's time to move beyond Iraq so that we can movevdrd together. | will be a

President who listens to the American people, ftesident who ignores them.

And when we end the war in Iraq, we can come tagedtihgive our full attention

to advancing the cause of health care for everyrirae, an energy policy that
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does not bankroll hostile nations while we melt plodar ice caps, and a world
class education for our children. Above all, we tiamm the page to a new kind of

politics of unity, not division; of hope, not fear.

You know, | welcome all of the folks who have chaddheir position on the war
over these last months and years. And we need ofidhese votes to change if
we're going to change the direction of this waraflis why | will keep speaking
directly to my colleagues in the Congress, bothuRépan and Democratic.
Historically, we have come together in a bipartigay to deal with our most
monumental challenges. We should do so again. W the power to do this -
not as Republicans or Democrats, but as Amerid&iesdon't have to wait until

George Bush is gone from office - we can begimiad this war today, right now.

But if we have learned anything from Iraq, it iatlhe judgment that matters

most is the judgment that is made first.

Martin Luther King once stood up at Riverside Cluand said, "In this unfolding
conundrum of life and history, there is such adhas being too late." We are too
late to stop a war that should never have beerhtotgp late to undo the pain of
battle, the anguish of so many families, or theguof the fight; too late to redo

the years of division and distraction at home amdad.

But I'm here today because it's not too late toetwgether as Americans.
Because we're not going to be able to deal witlchfadlenges that confront us
until we end this war. What we can do is say thatwill not be prisoners of
uncertainty. That we reject the conventional thgkihat led us into Irag and that
didn't ask hard questions until it was too late.af\ilue can say is that we are

ready for something new and something bold and gunweprincipled.

It's time for us to breathe again. That begins witting this war - but it does not
end there. It's time reclaim our foreign policys time to reclaim our politics.
And it's time to lead this country - and this worldgain, to a new dawn of peace

and unity.
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48 - - - - - -
49 v - - - - -
50 - - - - - -
51 - - - - - -
52 - - - - - -
53 - - - - - -
54 - - - - - -
55 - - - - - -
56 - a - - - -
57 - - - - - -
58 - - - X - -
59 - - - - - -
60 - . - - - -
61 - - - / - -
62 - - - - - -
63 - s - - - -
64 - - - - - -
65 \ - - / - -
66 \ - - - - -
67 - - - - - }
68 - - - - - -
69 - - - - v :
70 - - - - - -
71 - - - - - -
72 - - - - - -
73 - - - - - -
74 - - - - - -
75 - - - - - 4
76 - - - - - v
77 - - - - - -

Paragraph 2

Word| Pronoun| Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory

Markers
1 v - - - - -
2 Y - r - - -
3 v - - - - -
4 - = - = - -
5 - - - = - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 - - - - - -
9 v - - - - -
10 - - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 - v - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
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Paragraph 3

Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializin g

Discourse
Marker

Sensory

1

v

2

3
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4 - - - - - -
5 v - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 v - - - - -
9 - - 4 - - -

10 - - - - - -
11 v - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 v . - - - -
14 - g - - - -
15 - - 5 - - -
16 - - - - . -
17 - - - - A -
18 g - A - - -
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - A \ -
21 - - - - - -
22 - - - - - \
23 - - - - \ -
24 - - - - - -
25 - - v - - -
26 - - - - - -
Paragraph 4
Word | Pronoun | Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 - - - - v -
2 - - g - - a
3 v - - - - -
4 - - v - - -
5 - - » - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - o - X - -
8 9 4 - - - -
9 Y - r - 4 -
10 X - - v - -
11 - - - . i -
12 - - - - - -
13 - - - - - -
14 v - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 v - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 v - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 - - - - - -
24 - - - - - -
25 - - - - - -
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Paragraph 5

Word

Pronoun

Generalization
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Trivializing

Discourse
Marker

Sensory
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39 - - - - - -
40 - - - - - -
41 - - - - - -
42 - - - - - -
43 - - - - - -
44 - - - - - -
45 - - - - - -
46 - - - - - -
47 v - - - - -
48 - g - - - -
49 - # - - - -
50 - - 3 - - -
51 - - L - . -
52 - - - - S -
53 - : A - - -
54 - - - = v R
55 - - - £ - -
56 - - - - - -
57 v - - - - -
58 - - - - \ -
59 - - - - - -
60 v - - - - -
61 - - - - - -
62 - - - - - -
63 - - - - - i
63 - - - - - 4
64 - - - - - -
65 - - - - - -
66 - - - - - v
67 - - - - v ]
68 - - - - - -
69 v - - - S -
70 - - - v - -
71 - - - - - -
72 - - - - - -
73 - / - 1 - -
74 v - - - = -
75 Y - - - - -
76 v - - - r -
77 - - - - - -
78 - - - - - v

Paragraph 6

Word | Pronoun | Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory

Markers
1 - - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - v - -
5 - - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
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61 - - - - % -
62 - - - - - -
63 - - - - - -
63 - - - - - -

Paragraph 7

Word | Pronoun | Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 - - - - v -
2 v - - - - -
3 - - i - _ -
4 4 < ] I - v
5 - - - ] > -
6 - _ A - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 - . - 4 D -
9 v - - - - -
10 - - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - v
13 v - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - v
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - z - = 2
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 - - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 - - - - - -
24 - - - - - -
25 - - - - - -
26 - - - - - -
27 v - - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - - -
30 - - - - - -
31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - v
33 v - - - - -
34 - - - - - -
35 - - - - - -
36 - - - - - -
37 - - - - - -
38 - - - - v -
39 - - v - - -
40 - - - - - -
41 v - - - - -
42 - - - - - -
43 - - - - - -
44 - - - - - -
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88 - - - - - -
89 v - - - - -
90 - - - - - -
91 - - - - v -
92 - - - - - -
93 v - - - - -
94 - - - - - -
95 - - - - - -

Paragraph 9

Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory

Markers
1 - 3 - - - -
2 - - 1 d Y -
3 - - - - - -
4 - ) - p - -
5 & - 5 L - -
6 = - E - - -
7 = - 1 - - -
8 2 Y - - - -
9 - - - - F -
10 - - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - v -
13 v - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - v
18 - - - - - v
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 - - - - f -
22 - - - % - -
23 X - i - v -
24 v - - - - -
25 X - - - - -
26 - - - g - -
27 - . - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - v -
30 - - - - - -
31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - -
Paragraph 10
Word | Pronoun | Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 - - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
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95 - - - - - -
96 - - - - - -
97 - - - - - -
98 - - - - - -
99 - - - - v -
100 - - - - - -
101 - - - - - -
102 v - - - - -
103 - - - - - -
104 - - - . - v
105 - g - S - v
106 - - . - - -
107 - - - - . -
108 - - - - - -
109 v - A - - -
110 - - - - - -
111 - - - - - -
112 - " - - - Y
113 - 4 3 - - N
114 - - - - 3 -
115 < - - - - -
116 - - - - - -
117 . - - - - -
118 4 - - - v -
119 - - - - - }
120 - - - - - J
121 - - - - - -
122 - - - - - -
123 - - - - - ]
124 - - - - - -
125 - - - - - -
126 - - - - - -
127 - - - - - -
128 - - - - - -
129 \ l - - - -

Paragraph 15

Word| Pronoun| Generalization Intensifier | Trivializing | Discourse | Sensory

Markers
1 - - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - - - -
5 - - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
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9 v - - - - -
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85 -

86 =

87 =

88 -

89 =

90 =

91 =

92 =

93 =

94 -

95 =

96 -

97 =

98 =

99 3

100 -

101 .

102 -

103 -

104 -

105 -

106 -

107 -

108 -

109 -

110 -

111 -

112 -

113 -

114 -

Paragraph 15

36




Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializing

Discourse
Markers

Sensory

OIONOO|ADWIN|F

10
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14

15

16

17

18

19
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29

30

AN

31

32

33

34

35

Paragraph 16

Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializing

Discourse
Markers

Sensory

OO |N|O|U|A|WIN|F-

=
[l @]
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12

13
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48

49

50

Paragraph 17

Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializing

Discourse
Markers

Sensory

O[NNI WNF-

38




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
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23
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63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98
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101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

Paragraph 18

Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializing

Discourse
Markers

Sensory

1

v

4C




2 - - - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - - - -
5 - - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 - - - - - -
9 - - - - - v
10 - - - - v
11 - - - . -
12 - g - . - -
13 - - . - - -
14 - - ! - \ -
15 - - - - v -
16 - - - - - -
17 v - - - - -
18 - - - > - -
19 - > - . - -
20 - - - - - A
21 - - - - J v
22 < - - - ; -
23 - - - - - -
24 . - - - - -
25 > - - - - -
26 - - - - - i
27 v - - - - I
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - - -
30 - - - - - -
31 - - - - - v
32 - - - - - -
33 v - - - - -
34 - - - - - -
35 - - - - - -
36 \ - - - - -
37 - - - 3 - -
38 v - : - / -
39 - - - - - -
40 v - - - p -

Paragraph 19

Word| Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializing | Discourse | Sensory

Markers

1 - - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - - - -
5 - - - v - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 - - - - - -
9 - - - - - -

41




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29
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31

32

33

34

35
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37

38

39

40

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

42




64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

2. Turning the Page in Iraq

Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializing

Discourse
Markers
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26 v - - - - -
27 - - - - - -
28 - - - - - v
29 v - - - - -
30 - - - - v -
31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - v
33 v - - - - -
34 - - - - - -
35 - - - . - -
36 v - - - - -
37 v - - - - -
38 2 - - - - -
39 - y - - - -
40 v - g / - -
41 - - L - - -
42 - > - - - -
43 v - - - - -
44 - - - - = -
45 v - - - = -
46 - - - - - -
47 - - - - . -
48 - - - - X -
49 v - - - - -
50 - - - - - -
51 - - - - - -
52 - - - - - -
53 - - - - - -
54 - - - - - -
55 - - - - - -
Paragraph 2
Word | Pronoun Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 v - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 v - - - - -
4 - - - - - -
5 v - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 - - - - - -
9 v - - - - -
10 - - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 v - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -

44




19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48
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50
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52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59
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63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

45




72 - - - - -
73 v - - - - -
74 - - - - - -
75 - - - - - -
76 - - - v - -
77 - - - v - -
78 - - - - v -
79 v - - - - -
80 - - - - - -
81 - - - . - -
82 - - - - - -
83 - - - - - -
84 2 - - - - -
85 - y - - - -
86 - - i v - -
87 - - L - - -
88 v S - - - -
89 - - - \ - -
90 - - - L v -
91 v - - - - -
92 - - - - - -

Paragraph 3

Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializi ng Discourse | Sensory

Markers
1 v - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 - - a i - -
4 - - - 3 - -
5 - - - - - -
6 - C - - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 - - - _ 4 -
9 - P - J - -
10 X - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 X - - - - -
13 - - - a - -
14 - . - - - -
15 v - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 - - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 - - - - - -
24 - - - - - -
25 - - - - - -
26 - - - - - -
27 - - - - - -

46




28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39
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41

42

43

44
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58

59

60

61
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63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

47




81 - - - - - -
82 - - - - - -
83 - - - - - -
84 - - - - - -
85 - - - - - -
86 - - - - - -
87 - - - - - -
88 - - . - - -

Paragraph 4

Word | Pronoun Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 - - - - - -
2 - - [ d Y -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - 2 = v
5 N - - L - -
6 - v - - - -
7 s - 3 - - -
8 2 S - - - -
9 v - - - - -
10 - - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 - - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 - - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 v - - - - -
24 - - - - - -
25 - - - - - -
26 - - - - - -
27 - - - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - - -
30 - - - - - -
31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - v
33 - - - - - -
34 - - - - v -
35 - - - - - v
36 - - - - - -
37 - - v - - -
38 - - - - - v
39 - - - - - -
40 - - - - - -

48




a1 - - - - - -
42 - - - - - -
43 - - - - - -
44 - - - } - -
45 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
47 - - - - - -
48 - - . - - -
49 - - S - - -
50 - - - . - -
51 - - - - - -
52 - - - - - -
53 - - : - - -
54 % ) - ] \ 5
55 ; - ] / - -
56 - - 1 - X -

Paragraph 5

Word | Pronoun Generalization | Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 - - - - v -
2 - 2 - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - = - - -
5 - - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - E i - -
8 - - - - - -
9 - - - - - -
10 - v - - - -
11 - - - - - v
12 - - - - - -
13 - - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 - - - - -
22 - - - v -
23 - - - v -
24 - - - v -
25 - - - - v -
26 - - - - - -
27 - - - - - v
28 - - - - - -
29 v - - - - -
30 - - - - - -

48




31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - -
33 - - v - - -
34 - - - - - -
35 - v - - - -
36 - - - - - -
37 - - - - - -
38 - - - - - -
39 - - - - - v
40 - - - - v -
41 - - - - - v
42 - - - - - -
43 - - - - - v
44 - - - - 9 -
45 - - v / - -
46 - - L - - -
47 - > - - - -
48 - - - \ - -
49 - - - L - -
50 - - - - - -
51 v - - - - -
52 - v - - . -
53 - - - - X -
54 - - - - - -
55 - - - - - -
56 - - - - - -
57 - - - - - v
58 - - - - - -
59 - - - - - -
60 - - - - - -
61 v - - - - -
62 - - - v - -
63 - - - - - -
64 - - - - - -
65 - - - - - -
66 \ - - - - -
67 - - - - - -
68 - - - - - -

Paragraph 6

Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializi ng Discourse | Sensory

Markers
1 v - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - v - -
5 v - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 v - - - - -
8 - - - - - -
9 - - - - - -
10 - - - - - -

5C




11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29
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33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49
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51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

Paragraph 7

Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializing

Discourse
Markers

Sensory

51




1 - \ - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - - - -
5 - - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - - -
8 - - = - - -
9 - - S - - -
10 - - - . - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 2 - - - - v
14 - - - - = v
15 - - i g - -
16 - - L - - -
17 - > - - v -
18 - - - \ - -
19 - - - L - -
20 - - - - - -
21 - - - - - -
22 - - - - . -
23 - - - - X -
24 - - - - - -
25 - v - - - -
26 - - - - - -
27 - - - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - v -
30 - - - - - -
31 - v - - - -
32 - - - - - -
33 - - - - - -
34 v - - - = -
35 - - - - - -
36 \ - - - - -
37 - - - - - -
38 - - - - - -
39 - - - - - -
40 - - - - - -
41 - - - - - -
Paragraph 8
Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializi ng Discourse | Sensory
Markers

1 - - - - - -
2 - - - - - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - - - -
5 - - - - v -

52
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50
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52

53

54

55

56

57

58

53




59 - - - - - -
60 - - - - - -
61 - - - - - -
62 - - - - - -
63 - - - - - -

Paragraph 9

Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializi ng Discourse | Sensory
Markers

1 - - - > - -
2 - - 4 - - -
3 v - - - - -
4 - - - - - -
5 - - [ d Y -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - - v -
8 N - - L - -
9 - - - - - -
10 - - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 v - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 - - v - - -
20 - - - = = -
21 v - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 - - - - - -
24 - - - - v -
25 - - - - - -
26 - - - - - -
27 - - - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - - -
30 v - - - - -
31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - -
33 - - - - - -
34 - - - - - -
35 - - - - - -
36 - - - - v -
37 - - - - - -
38 - - - - - -
39 - - - - - -
40 - - - - - -
41 - - - - - -
42 - - - - - -
43 - - - - - -

54




44 - - - - - -
45 - - - - - -
46 - - - - - -
47 v - - - - -
48 - - - - - -
49 - - - - - -
50 - - - - - -
51 - - - - v -
52 - - - - - -
53 - - - . - -
54 - - - - - -
55 - - - - - -
55 2 - - - - -
56 - y - - - -
57 - - i g - -
58 - - L - - -
59 - > - - - -
60 - - - \ - -
61 - - - L - -
62 - - - - - -
63 - - - - - -
64 - - - - . -
Paragraph 10
Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializi ng Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 - - - - - -
2 - - a i - -
3 - - - 3 - -
4 - - - - - v
5 v - - - - -
6 - - - - - -
7 - - - _ 4 -
8 - P - J - -
9 L - . - £ -
10 - - - - - -
11 X - - - - -
12 - - - a - -
13 - . - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 v - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 v - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 - - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 - - - - - -
24 - - - - - -
25 - - - - - -
26 - - - - - v

58




27 v - - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - - -
30 - - - - - -
31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - -
33 - - - - - -
34 - - - - - -
35 - - - - - -
36 - - - . - -
37 - - - - - -
38 v - - - - -
39 2 - - - - -
40 - y - - - -
41 - - i g - -
42 - - L - - -
43 - > - - - -
44 - - - - = -
45 - - - L - -
46 - - - - - -
47 - - - - - -
48 - - - - . -
49 - - - - X -
50 - - - - - -
51 - - - - - -
Paragraph 11
Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializi ng Discourse | Sensory
Markers
1 - - - v - -
2 - C - - - -
3 - - v - - -
4 - - - - 4 -
5 - P - J - -
6 L - . - A -
7 - - - - - -
8 Y - - - - -
9 - - - = - -
10 - . - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 - - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 v - - - - -
18 - - - v - -
19 - - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 v - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 - - - - - -

56




24
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27

28

29
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31

32
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39
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57
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64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

57




76 - - - - - -
77 - - - - - -
78 - - - - - -
79 - - - - - -
80 - - - - - -
81 - - - - - -
82 - - - - - -
83 - - . - - -
84 - - S - - -
85 - - - . - -

Paragraph 12

Word | Pronoun | Generalization Intensifier | Trivializi ng Discourse | Sensory
Markers

1 - & - z - -
2 S - - [ - -
3 - - - - - -
4 S - 3 - « -
5 > - - - - -
6 J . - - L -
7 E - - - - -
8 v - - - - -
9 - - - - - -
10 - z : = = -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 - - - - - -
14 - - - - - -
15 - - - - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 - - - - - -
20 v - - - - -
21 - - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 - - - v - -
24 - - - - - -
25 v - - - - -
26 - - - - - -
27 - - - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - - -
30 v - - - - -
31 - - - - - -
32 - - - - - -
33 - - - - - -
34 - - - - - -
35 - - - - - -
36 - - - - - -

58
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Paragraph 13
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69

70
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82

83
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85
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86
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Paragraph 14

Word

Pronoun

Generalization

Intensifier

Trivializing

Discourse
Markers

AWNF

61
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54

55
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57 - - v - - -
58 - - - - - -
59 - - - - - v
60 - - - - v -
61 - - - - - -
62 - - v - - -
63 - - - - - -
64 - - - - - -
65 - - - - - -
Paragraph 15
Word | Pronoun | Generalization| Intensifier | Trivializing Discourse Sensory
Markers
1 v - - - - -
2 - - - n - -
3 \ - - - - -
4 - - - - 1 -
5 = - - - ” -
6 - - - d ' -
7 J - - - a -
8 v - - - - -
9 - 4 - - - -
10 - - - - - -
11 - - - - - -
12 - - - - - -
13 - - - - - -
14 v - - - = -
15 - - - - - -
16 v - - - - -
17 - - - - - -
18 - - - - - -
19 v - - - - -
20 - - - - - -
21 v - - - - -
22 - - - - - -
23 Y - - - - -
24 - . - - - -
25 v - - - - -
26 - - - - - -
27 v - - - - -
28 - - - - - -
29 - - - - - -
30 v - - - - -
31 - - - - - -
32 v - - - - -
33 - - - - - -
34 v - - - - -
35 - - - - - -
36 - - - - - -
37 - - - - - -

63
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Paragraph 16
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2. The Tactics on Phrasal Structures

1. Lessons from Iraq

Noun Phrase Adjective Verb
No. | Art+N | Pro+N | Adj+N | Mixing Phrase Phrase
1 - - - v - -
2 - - - < - -
3 - - - - - -
4 - - - - S -
5 - - - v - -
6 - Z - i - -
7 - - - v - -
8 - - v - - -
9 - - - v - -
10 - - R v 4 /
11 v - - - - Z
12 - - - v - 3
13 - - R v - -
14 v - = = = -
15 v > - - - 3
16 - - - - Z -
17 - - - - - v
18 - - R v - -
19 - - - v - -
20 v - - - - -
21 v - - - - =
22 v - - - g =
23 v - - - - -
24 - - . - - v
25 - v - - - =
26 - - - v y .
27 - Z - v - .
28 v - - - - =
29 - - R - E v
30 v - - T \ =
31 - - - ! - =
32 - - - - - -
33 - - - - - v
34 v - . - . -
35 v - - - - -
36 - v - - - -
37 v - - - - -
38 v - - - - -
39 - - - - - v
40 v - - - - -
41 - - - - - v
42 v - - - - -
43 v - - - - -
44 v - - - - -
45 - - - v - -
46 - v - - - -
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2. Turning the Page in Iraq

Noun Phrase
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3. New Beginning

Noun Phrase
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3 Tactics on Oral Structure

No. Discourse Ungrammatical Sentence
Markers
1 | Well Real, direct and sustained diplomacy
2 | You know A trillion dollar
3 | Yes -
4 | Thank yot -

4. The Tactics on Sentential Structure

1. Lessons from Iraq

Temporal Sentence Passive Voice|Rhetorical Question Sentential
Present| Past Future| Mixing | Comp. | Incomp.| Yes/ng Others | Repetition
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2. Turning the Page in Iraq
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