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1 Introduction

Cross language and cross-cultural communication are necessary tools for
comprehending the culture in question and for bridging the gap between various
cultures. Critical discourse analysis can also serve as a vehicle for comprehending
another culture, by explaining and interpreting the strategies and ways of persuading,
carried out by the president of the United States, plus, given the position of the United
States in the present, one of the most important political figures of the contemporary
world. It is for the reason of a better understanding of the said political culture that a
thorough critical discourse analysis of political speaking of President George W. Bush
is carried out, with an aspiration to provide a conclusion based on the analysis of
political speaking of George W. Bush.

In the contemporary political situation, a complex creation of images of the
dichotomous categories of we and you is a vital tool for success in the political struggle.
Political speech is one of the most apt genres, where this technique can be researched in
a most elaborate of ways. The question is, however, what is the right method for
studying current political speaking. Given the character and historic relevance of
political speaking, being one of the oldest studied genres, there is a whole array of
methods, which could be applied. However, due to the recent development of
technology and the higher number of audience that can be reached via radio, TV and the
Internet, it is apparent that the genre of political speaking has gained in dimensionality,
and the focus of the genre has moved toward the mentioned media. From this it follows
that the immediate face-to-face audience of a speaker becomes far less important than
the mass of listeners and viewers that can perceive the speech through these
technologies, and at the same time the quantity and quality of speeches receivable by an
individual or a group grows greatly. Consequently, a method is needed that would
explain the process of comprehending of political speeches by an individual and, which
would account for the way it affects the individual’s perception of social identity and
social relations. At the same time, this method has to incorporate a larger body of
audience, which consists of a great number of various individuals and account for social
cognitions as a group act. Finally, the method has to identify and disclose the linguistic
means, which are applied in the genre of political speaking to link these discursive tools
to social cognition.

2 Grounding

A combined approach is proposed. In such, the qualitative part will provide the
motivation of the proposed approach; it will motivate the use of linguistic means in the
creation of concepts of we and you and make a connection between mental models,
social structures and power relationships. The quantitative part, on the other hand, will
concentrate on the speeches as such in greater detail; it will assess the lexical fields used
in a quantitative way, focusing on the interconnectedness of sets of texts and try to
position the said texts within their order of discourse. Both parts will contribute to
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developing of the hypotheses about the texts analysed, on the one hand, and give

validation for the formed hypotheses, with the additional component, on the other hand.
It is argued that a combined approach is better, for none of the two approaches, neither

the quantitative nor the qualitative alone, can provide a full account of the processes,

associated with the creation of images of we and yow, and; at the same time, a the

manipulative function such a creation process might have. I suggest the application of
the method of political orders of discourse — part of the critical discourse analysis, being

the qualitative component, and apply strategies and methods from corpus linguistics,

being the quantitative component. Only by a sound combination of the two components

will this analysis come to relevant and verifiable findings.

The Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), forming the qualitative part of the
analysis, has a relatively wide conceptual ground. Among the most prominent
theoreticians of CDA belongs the analytical work of Norman Fairclough (1989, 1993,
1995), encompassing a large area of the use of language, defines CDA as

discourse analysis which aims to systematically explore often opaque relationships of
causality and determination between (a) discursive practice, events and texts, and (b) wider
social and cultural structures, relations and processes; to investigate how such practices,
events and texts arise out of and are ideologically shaped by relations of power and struggles
over power; and to explore how the opacity of these relationships between discourse and
society is itself a factor securing power and hegemony.

(Fairclough 1993, 135)

The .issue of multiple discourses and genres is included in the concept of order of
discourse. It is the socio-cognitive approach of Teun Van Dijk(1983, 1993a, 1993b,
2002) that links language practice to social cognition.

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is obviously not a homogenous model, nor a school or a
paradigm, but at most a shared perspective on doing linguistics, semiotic or discourse
analysis.

(van Dijk 1993b, 131)

Corpus linguistics, forming the quantitative part, can be defined as a sub-
discipline of linguistics, which 1is characterised by extensive application of
computational analysis of corpora. It makes use of multiple methods for processing
large quantities of text and interprets the numerical results.

3 Analysis

The speech of President Bush in Congress, given on September 21, 2001, will be
subject to a thorough and detailed analysis. The focus of this analysis will lie in
disclosing the strategies of construction of images of we and you, which would become
a norm for a large number of speeches and addresses that would follow his address in
Congress. Having delivered a number of addresses and speeches, which made a
confused impression, this particular speech, being well prepared and constructed,
employs a great deal of rhetorical tools, which are to clearly specify the images of we
and you.
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It is argued that the extra-linguistic, terrorist events of September 11, 2001, which
have been selected as the turning point of the overall rhetoric strategy of President
Bush, influenced and changed the ways of persuading the American public of the
necessity of certain political decisions of President Bush and his administration,
regarding especially the military campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq, by applying the
dichotomous perception of the world, being divided to two distinct groups, materialised
in the formation of the concepts of we and you, in which we stands for the United
States, her allies, as well as President Bush and his supporters, and you represents
America’s enemies, which are seen as the enemies of democracy and the civilised world
as such.

3.1 Concordance analysis

President Bush very frequently applies a pyramidal model of we, “we” as
Americans, including all of the people, “we”, also as the incumbent government, and
then the concept is narrowed down to the persona of the president. “I” is applied for the
leader of the American people and the government. The lexical fields, which surround
“we”, which, in the president’s speech in Congress is mostly used in order to include all
of the American people, are full of determination, such as: “we will not tire”, “we will
not falter” and “we will not fail”. In more than twenty instances, “we will” is used for a
denotation of a future action. These future actions’ references are primarily applied
when talking about the fight against the terrorism, e.g. “we will starve terrorists”. When
President Bush makes use of a strong linking of an action to be taken and the reference
to we, which is highly inclusive, he attempts to model the image of the concept of we,
which would be in capacity for undertaking such actions. Also discussed will be the
processes of modelling of actions, which are essential for the qualitative analysis. The
process of formation of the attributes for the image of we can be illustrated, when
inspecting the examples of the lexical fields, which follow “our”. A lot of the words,
which follow the possessive references to we, include positive attributes of strengths,
unity or ability: “our union”, “our country”, “our nation”, “our strengths”, “our efforts”,
“our courage” and “our resolve”. The same trend is evident, when the direct references
to ‘“America”, such as ‘“America’s resolve”, “America’s fight”, “America is
determined”, are analysed. Of great importance is the idea of unity, which is reflected
by the inclusion to the references of “our” and “America” of the ideals shared by the
American people: “our freedom”, “our way of life”, “our principles”. As interesting can
be described the way, in which President Bush models the image of himself, as the
leader of the American people. As the president of the United States, he needs not to
legitimate his authoritarian way of governing in the time of peril. As many as three
trends can be identified, when inspecting the structure of the references to “I”. Firstly,
President Bush repeats thanking to everyone, who has offered their help in the
immediate aftermath of the events of September 11. Secondly, he changes his attitude to
a more demanding one and seven times repeats the phrase “I ask you” and the variations
thereof. Thirdly, the president concludes by referring to his determination: “I will
carry”, “I will not forget”, “I will not rest”, “I will not relent”. The images of you are
concentrated and refer to the terrorists. Bush’s objective is to make the image of you as
concrete as possible and he attempts to connect it with the possible future targets; this
technique is similar to the one employed in the radio addresses prior to his speech in
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Congress. As clarified by the results of the quantitative analysis, president’s first step is
to connect the terrorist without identity, who attacked targets in New York City and
Washington D.C., with the global terrorist organisation Al Qaeda. His second step is to
link this terrorist organisation to the current ruling regime in Afghanistan — the Taliban.
The examples of the connection, which apparently existed between the terrorists, Al
Qaeda and the regime in Afghanistan, is demonstrated in Table 2. The way, in which
the regime in Afghanistan is linked with the attacks of September 11, is done in a very
subtle way, and could be interpreted as a technique of manipulation of social cognition.

At this point, the close vicinity between the references to we and you will be
clarified. The references to the concept of you, which is gradually being made more
concrete, such as “Taliban”, “Al Qaeda”, or “terrorists” often co-occur with the
references to we, with only a few words dividing them, e.g.: “we see Al Qaeda”, “we
bring our enemies to justice”, “we will starve the terrorists”, “we condemn the Taliban”.
As the speech progresses, the semantic space between the concepts is diminished. The
dichotomy between the United States and the terrorists is created by the application of
references to other countries. The first nation, which is associated with terrorism, is
Afghanistan. As far as the other countries are concerned, their allegiance is unclear.
President Bush asks them to reveal their loyalties, by addressing them by the means of
rhetorical questions. This model of the president leaves no space between the two
concepts of we and you, and restricts the unhostile countries into the “coalition of the
willing”. The three instances of concordances of “terrorists” are shown in Table 3. Also
on the lexical level, the vicinity of various countries to the “terrorists” is demonstrated
by the concordances. President Bush urges the nations to make a decision as far as their
allegiance is concerned, i.e. whether they are willing to join the “fight against terror” or
“share the fate of the terrorists”. This argument, presented by President Bush, will be
analysed in a qualitative way, for the outcomes of the quantitative analysis have shown
that it employs presupposition greatly and that it attempts to illegitimately manipulate
social cognition evidently.
3.2 Interpretation

A number of rhetorical devices are employed in order to position we and you after
9/11 in the speeches of President Bush. As the most striking is perceived the fact that all
of the devices have been tailored in order to suit the persona of Bush at the time of the
delivery of the speech. The most strategic of functions are achieved in a very subtle
way. It has been shown in the quantitative analysis that President Bush attempts to
connect the tangible images to the abstract concept of you. Bush, for this reason,
invokes the concept of war, as the first one: “On September 11, enemies of freedom
committed an act of war against our country”. Consequently, Bush employs
metaphorical language in order to connect the image of we with the concept of freedom:
“And night fell on a different world, a world where freedom itself is under attack”.
Once this context has been set, the president begins the process of definition of the
concepts of we and you. A question is applied in order to introduce the first concept of
the enemy - the “Al Qaeda”. Bush does not formulate the question himself, but he
employs the American people to ask the questions. This can be explained as Bush’s
intention to contrast the enemy to the inclusive concept of we. The questions are as
follows: “Americans have many questions tonight. Americans are asking, ““Who

409



attacked our country?””. The answer is “Al Qaeda”. President then continuous to make
links between Al Qaeda to Afghanistan and the Taliban: “The leadership of Al Qaeda
has great influence in Afghanistan and supports the Taliban regime in controlling most
of the country”. In consequence from this argument Bush later formulates the reasons to
fight a war against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. This argument works in such a
way, which requires on the functioning of social cognition. Bush believes that
Afghanistan will be associated with and perceived as the global headquarters of the
terrorist organisation Al Qaeda by the vast majority of the receivers of his speech.

Certain parts of the speech are applied in order to contrast and refine the images
of we and you in a more tangible way. The vicinity of references to we and you has been
demonstrated by the outcomes of the quantitative analysis. The answer to the second
question of the American people, as uttered by President Bush, “Why do they hate us?”,
makes the way in which Bush creates the opposition in close vicinity of we and you
quite striking: “They hate our freedoms, our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech,
our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree with each other.” The positive
evaluations of we, which are introduced by Bush earlier are contrasted with the images
of you. The concept of you not only represents the terrorists, but also everyone who
provides help to them: “Our enemy is a radical network of terrorists and every
government that supports them. [...] Our war on terror begins with Al Qaeda, but it
does not end there.” When answering this question, President Bush gives a staccato of
reference-switching from we to you:

With every atrocity they hope that America grows fearful, retreating from the world and
forsaking our friends. They stand against us because we stand in their way. We're not
deceived by their pretences to piety. We have seen their kind before. They are the heirs of all
the murderous ideologies of the 20th century.

The image of you does not primarily include the terrorists of 9/11 anymore.
President Bush manages to divide the world into two distinct categories: America and
her friends and allies, supporting the war on terror, and those who do not support it, and
so oppose the United States: “Every nation in every region now has a decision to make.
Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists.”

President Bush employs the dichotomous concepts of we and you in order to
realise the plans, which had been part of his agenda also before the events of September
11. He asks for a major increase in the military spending and he informs the public
about the formation the Office of Homeland Security — a new government body. It
might be concluded that similar legislature’s acceptance in Congress and similar
measures taken, which are defined as necessary and thus easily accepted and enforced,
would have been difficult in the period prior to 9/11:

We will take defensive measures against terrorism to protect Americans. Today dozens of
federal departments and agencies as well as state and local governments have responsibilities
affecting homeland security. These efforts must be coordinated at the highest level. So
tonight I announce the creation of a cabinet-level position reporting directly to me, the Office
of Homeland Security. [...] These measures are essential. The only way to defeat terrorism as
a threat to our way of life is to stop it, eliminate it and destroy it where it grows.

410



An important point to be realised at this stage is that although the rhetorical structures
and techniques applied, being the results of a meticulous effort of many an expert on the
Bush’s team, the structure and general content of the speech in Congress is consistent
with the model that Bush has of the situation.
4 Summary

The conclusion of our analysis can be summarized in the following three points:
* President Bush can trust that that his audience will be able to follow the instructions
for the representations of the concepts of we and you in the process of creation of their
situational mental models, and also, he can rely that the results and conclusions drawn
from the overall context of such representations will bear the desired results.
» His way of argumentation can be perceived as natural, which can be explained along
the lines that the dichotomy between the concepts of we and you, the binary division
between good and evil, America and terrorists, reflects the mental model of President
Bush.
* In the speech in Congress, President Bush was able to identify with the rhetorical
persona and act in a convincing way, which was instrumental in promoting the ideas of
conflict, of promoting his own administration’s attitude to the looming war, an
introduction of new bodies of government, which certainly had been prepared long
before this speech.
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