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1. Introduction and aim 

The subject of the recent US election is very relevant at this time as the world is watching the 

effects of the controversial policies of President Trump. The first debate of the general election 

was the first meeting between the two candidates for president. Prior to this meeting they had 

both been running campaigns permeated by strong opposition towards each other. Therefore, it is 

of great interest to analyze how this opposition is evident in the discourse of the debate. It is also 

of interest to attempt to find a deeper understanding of how the candidates’ values are 

represented in their choice of language. 

Specifically, this paper will examine the framing by Clinton and Trump in the ‘Race’ 

segment of this debate. It will examine the topicality on a sentence level, taking a closer look at 

agent-patient relationships in the sentence structure. These terms are explained in section 2.1.2. 

The aim of the analysis is to see what discursive strategies the speakers use. What kind of 

political persona are they constructing? How are they trying to present themselves in the debate 

about race? What issues are emphasized or even deemphasized or omitted through their choice of 

language?  

One hypothesis of this essay is that Clinton’s choice of language will show less 

confrontational tendencies than that of Trump’s in the segment examined. Confrontational 

language is here defined as language that directly attacks or places blame on specific persons or 

groups of people. Linguistically this is done by focusing agency (see section 2.1.2) on political 

opponents and targeted groups of people mainly when their acts are considered negative. Due to 

the controversy that Trump created by his racially charged statements during his campaign (see 

section 2.3), this essay departs from the assumption that the expected strategy of Clinton was to 

offer a more diplomatic alternative to this. Furthermore, a hypothesis of this essay is that Clinton 

will speak up about the discrimination of African-Americans and other minorities to a larger 

extent than Trump will. The reason for this is that one might expect there to be different 

expectations on the candidates due to the traditional politics of their parties. The Republican 

Party, represented by Trump, has historically been the more conservative party, and has been 

stricter on immigration policy. The Democratic Party has traditionally promoted a social-liberal 

platform that supports social justice. Therefore, Clinton, as the nominee of a party associated 

with racial equality, might have had the expectation from Democratic voters to speak up about 

these issues. Her approach in her campaign was very different than that of Trump, whose 
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rhetoric was often called unsophisticated. The subline for an article in Politico referred to his 

campaign as “unsophisticated” and “shoe-string” (Schreckinger and Vogel: 2016). Carolina 

Journal also referred to Trump as “unsophisticated”, as well as “callous” and “foul-mouthed” 

(Taylor 2016: par. 6). Therefore, while Clinton was expected to speak up in favor of minorities, 

she also had the opportunity to present herself as the more sophisticated candidate of the two of 

them. 

 The essay will provide a brief description of Critical Discourse Analysis, the method used 

for analysis, and how this sort of study is carried out. The transcript examined is a piece of 

political discourse, and therefore, the definition and characteristics of this type of discourse will 

be discussed. For some context to the debate, a summary of the political campaigns of both 

candidates will be provided. Finally, the background section will provide information about 

previous research on political debates. 

 After the description of the material and the method of analysis, the results of the analysis 

will be presented. The analysis will be in the form of a discussion about the topicality of 

sentences that the candidates use containing certain words and phrases relating to race. Then it 

will go on to describe how the candidates frame themselves, each other, and the racial situation 

in the U.S in this segment of the debate. Finally, the essay will summarize the findings and 

discuss the validity of the hypotheses. 

      

2. Background  

The method of analysis will be Critical Discourse Analysis (henceforth CDA). Section 2.1 

explains the theory and aim of CDA, while section 2.1.1 explains how CDA is done. Section 

2.1.2 defines the features of framing and topicality. Since CDA in general as well as this essay 

studies political discourse, section 2.2 offers a summary of characteristics of that category of 

discourse and discusses what part ideology plays in it. Section 2.3 offers a brief summary of the 

campaigns prior to the debate. Finally, section 2.4 describes previous research on political 

debates. 

 

2.1 CDA  

CDA is a critical approach to discourse analysis that emerged in the 1980’s with Norman 

Fairclough, Ruth Wodak, and Teun van Dijk as forerunners (Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000:450). 
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The aim of these linguists was to improve the socio-theoretical approach to studying discourse. 

The general claim was that language studies had been too isolated from other schools of social 

science, and they therefore called for language to be a more integrative part of social studies. 

This was motivated by the implications of discourse on many levels of society. Therefore, the 

‘critical’ in CDA signifies to not only be descriptive of discourse but to show how a “discourse is 

shaped by relations of power and ideologies, and the constructive effects discourse has upon 

social identities, social relations and systems of knowledge and belief, neither of which is 

normally apparent to discourse participants” (Fairclough 1992:12). Fairclough here argues that 

discourse is both shaped by power systems and relations, as well as a contributor in constructing 

social phenomena in society. Therefore, the scholars of CDA take particular interest in the 

relationship between language and power, and often study political discourse in general, as well 

as discourse related to social (and political) issues such as race and gender (Blommaert and 

Bulcaen 2000:451).  

One object of CDA is to analyze social dimensions of language use in order to effect 

society. This is arguably done by exposing power abuse and empowering the people (Blommaert 

and Bulcaen 2000:449). CDA does this through revealing strategies of presenting perspectives in 

discourse. It is often assumed that discourse contains values that are expressed implicitly rather 

than explicitly and that relaying a message implicitly has strategic value, especially in relation to 

power. This will be further explained in section 2.1.2.  

   

2.1.1 Doing CDA 

According to Fairclough’s three-dimensional framework for studying discourse, language can be 

analyzed in three different dimensions. The first dimension is discourse-as-text, which is the 

study of the linguistic features of specific pieces of discourse. Features and patterns in 

vocabulary, grammar, cohesion, and text structure are studied within this dimension. The second 

dimension is discourse-as-discursive-practice. This refers to the act of producing, distributing, 

and consuming discourse (Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000:448-9).  

The third dimension is discourse as a social practice. This means that “language is a part 

of society, and not somehow external to it”, and that “language is a socially conditioned process, 

conditioned that is by other (non-linguistic) parts of society” (Fairclough 2001:18-9). This means 

that the nature of discourse is determined by social circumstances, and that social circumstances 
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are determined (but not to an equal degree) by discourse. In this manner, discourse plays an 

essential part in social phenomena in general and in social change or resistance to it in particular. 

This third dimension of discourse is what this study will focus on. Assuming the theory that 

discourse is socially constitutive, the study will attempt to explain the choices in language in the 

debate studied.  

 

2.1.2 Framing and topicality 

This study uses the method of CDA to examine topicality and framing in the text in question. To 

study topicality is to study framing (see below) on a sentence level. By placing a word or a 

phrase first in a sentence (the topic) this element is framed as being the most important part of 

the sentence. As Finegan says: “The topic of a sentence is its center of attention― what it’s 

about, its point of departure” (2012:273). He explains that it is difficult to define precisely what 

topic is. It comes first in a sentence and often acts as subject, but this does not mean that the 

topic is always a noun phrase: “While the topic is the element of a sentence that functions as the 

center of attention, a sentence like Oh, look!, uttered to draw attention to a stunning sunset, has 

an unexpressed topic (the setting sun or the sky)” (Finegan 2012:273-274). Another 

characteristic of topic is that it is usually the given information in a sentence. Given information 

is that which is currently on the speaker’s and addressee’s mind. This information has already 

been introduced in the discourse or is presupposed. Finegan points out that “the difference 

between new and given information is reflected in the use of indefinite and definite articles, as in 

the phrases a furnace and the furnace” (2012:271). Finegan goes on to say that “a piece of 

information need not be explicitly mentioned in order for it to be given information. Information 

is sometimes taken as given because of its close association with something that has been 

introduced into the discourse” (Finegan 2012:272). This means that when something is 

introduced into the discourse, a noun phrase for example, all the referents to it can be treated as 

given information. Closely related to topic is comment. The comment is the new information that 

is introduced about the topic. “Often, given information is the sentence element about which we 

say something and is thus the topic. New information represents what we say about the topic and 

is thus the comment” (Finegan 2012:273). In the sentence “Erica gave the speech” for example, 

“Erica” is the given information and the topic and “gave the speech” is the comment (the new 

information given about “Erica”).    
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Framing refers to how the content of the discourse is presented to its receivers. To study 

the framing of a text means to examine what perspective or interpretation of an issue the 

speaker/writer is taking. Matthes (2012:249) argues that “frames are selective views on issues—

views that construct reality in a certain way leading to different evaluations and 

recommendations”. It is this selectiveness of how values are presented through discourse that 

often makes framing strategic. Information can be strategically presupposed, emphasized, de-

emphasized or omitted. Through studying the framing of a text, it is possible to reveal the 

writer’s or speaker’s interpretation of the issue that is being expressed in the discourse. What this 

study will examine specifically in framing is backgrounding and foregrounding (as in what is 

emphasized or de-emphasized, as mentioned above). Consider a newspaper article on a peaceful 

protest gone violent. Consider the author of the article reporting on injured civilians and law 

officials, and on damage made on property, and not mentioning, or just mentioning briefly, the 

reason for the protest or how the protest turned violent. By emphasizing the bad deeds of the 

protesters and de-emphasizing (or even omitting completely) the part played by law officials, the 

reporter is portraying the protesters in a negative manner. The event is thereby framed as merely 

destructive. In a different article the event could be framed as an act of humanitarianism that 

took a bad turn if it emphasized the purpose of the protest and described the events that turned 

the protest violent.     

  When analyzing topicality this essay will also consider agency. Finegan (2012: 215) 

defines the agent as the responsible initiator of an action. The patient is the entity that is affected 

by the action. Hence the patient undergoes a change of state that is initiated by the agent. The 

agent can be deleted for rhetorical effect. This is called agent deletion. This happens in some 

passive constructions for example. Consider the following sentence: “The politician was falsely 

accused of bribery”. Here there is no information provided on who falsely accused the politician, 

and the deletion of the actor serves to foreground the goal (the person or entity affected by the 

process) (Mooney 2011:40). Mooney (2011:40) points out that agent deletion is sometimes due 

to a lack of information, but that “in other cases, it can be to deflect blame from the actor”. This 

essay sometimes mentions impersonal agent which is defined here as an agent that does not refer 

to a person. The same definition goes for impersonal subject.      

Furthermore, this study examines presuppositions and implicatures. Engøy Henriksen 

(2011: 54) defines these as “assumptions which can be drawn from a text or what someone 
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communicates, but does not not make explicit”. She explains that a presupposition is something 

that is taken for granted in an utterance. However, a presupposition is confined to the form of the 

sentence, whereas an implicature is not. An implicature is a conclusion that can be made from 

the information that is shared in an utterance. For something to be a presupposition, it must be 

expressed as given information in a sentence. Engøy Henriksen (2011: 54) gives the example “I 

forgot to ask my cousin for her umbrella”, and states that the utterance presupposes that the 

speaker has a cousin, and that she is a woman. Hence, presuppositions are more specific than 

implicatures and can also, as Engøy Henriksen points out, be rather banal. 

   

2.2 Political discourse and ideology 

Since this is a critical discourse analysis of a piece of political discourse, it is helpful to define 

this particular type of discourse as well as examine some of the features that can be expected in 

the examination of the debate. Most studies of political discourse analysis are of discourse by 

professional politicians, political leaders and other members of government or parliament. This 

interest in political discourse by linguists is largely due to the fact that politics is strongly 

connected to power and ideology, and that discourse can be argued to be the main vehicle in 

ideology (van Dijk 1997:11). In a democracy, leaders gain power by elections rather than 

physical force. Therefore, politicians need to develop the art of persuasion in order to convince 

people to give them power over them.  

The fact that the subjects of political discourse mainly concern the realm of politics 

contributes to an important trait of it, which is its reflexivity. The reflexivity lies in the tendency 

for politicians to talk about themselves as politicians, about the election, about voting for them, 

and about other politicians, etc. (van Dijk, 1997:25). This is not surprising, since one of the 

objectives of their profession (especially for campaigning politicians) is to establish trust from 

the people so that they can practice their ideology. It is, as suggested above, necessary to 

convince the receivers of political discourse of being the better candidate.  

There are several strategies for this positive self-presentation and negative other-

presentation. In using these strategies, politicians tend to portray the opponents’ policies as 

egoistic and one’s own as altruistic (van Dijk, 1997:30). Another tendency is of the political in-

group to treat the opponents’ bad actions as typical, and their own bad actions as incidents. 

Fairclough (2001: 72) suggests that it is most powerful for a political leader to be uniform in 
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criticizing rivals: “As a whole, and at all times, the efficiency of the truly national leader consists 

primarily in preventing the division of attention of a people, and always concentrating it on a 

single enemy”. He argues that this is done by portraying all adversaries as belonging to the same 

category.     

The strategy of positive self-presentation and negative other-presentation is related to 

political polarization. This refers to the act of portraying two entities (individuals, acts, political 

parties, ethnic groups, etc.) as polar opposites of each other. Van Dijk (1997: 33-4) explains that 

a frequently used technique to achieve this is manipulation of pronouns, i.e. ‘us’ vs. them. This 

strategy of including versus excluding groups of people through the use of pronouns is a way of 

making an assumption about who belongs on the side of the speaker or writer. The use of 

positive and negative presentation of the self versus the others is frequently used against 

minorities. In racist political discourse, a general statement might be made about an ethnic group, 

to then be backed up with detailed examples (van Dijk, 1997:32).  

The above-mentioned examples are strategies for gaining and sustaining power.  

Fairclough (2001: 2) argues that the exercise of power is achieved through ideology. He defines 

ideology as ‘common-sense assumptions’. The implication of this is that the ideology of a 

political party for example is accepted as common sense or natural among its followers who 

attempt to impose their values onto others as such. When common-sense assumptions portray 

conventions about power relations as natural, the power relations are reproduced. It can be 

argued that the above mentioned strategy of portraying the self in a positive light and the ‘other’ 

in a negative light only work when the ideology of the speaker is made implicit. Fairclough sums 

up the idea of ‘invisibility’ in ideology: 

 

Ideology is most effective when its workings are least visible. If one becomes aware that 

a particular aspect of common sense is sustaining power inequalities at one’s own 

expense, it ceases to be common sense, and may cease to have the capacity to sustain 

power inequalities, i.e. to function ideologically. And invisibility is achieved when 

ideologies are brought to discourse not as explicit elements of the text, but as the 

background assumptions which on the one hand lead the text producer to ‘textualize’ the 

world in a particular way, and on the other hand lead the interpreter to interpret the text in 

a particular way. (Fairclough 2001:71) 
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Hence, a common goal for participants of political discourse, such as the debate studied in this 

essay, is to try to impose an ideological common sense on the audience. This is done through 

underlying values that are taken for granted. By expressing something as implicit information, it 

is expressed as something that cannot be questioned, or at least, as something that is so natural to 

the speaker that they would never expect anyone to question it.  

 

2.3 Previous research on political debates  

Tørud’s (2015) CDA examines the rhetorical and linguistic devices used for persuasion in a 

debate between the canditades for Prime Minister in the UK. Considering the fact that persuasion 

can only be accomplished through interpersonal interaction, Tørud’s study focuses on the 

interpersonal relationship between speaker and audience. 

  Tørud’s discussion focuses partly on the use of pronouns. She considers I and we and 

how the use of these pronouns reveals interpersonal relationships between politician and 

audience. Tørud shows that, although political leaders in countries with parliamentary systems of 

government are generally expected to speak on behalf of their respective parties and thus use we, 

politicians also speak as individual candidates during debates (see section 4.2). This, she argues, 

is an indication of willingness on their part to, to some extent, accept personal responsibility for 

their statements (Tørud 2015: 125). Furthermore, Tørud states that politicians make reference to 

entities that are both inclusive and exclusive of the addressee in their use of we. She argues that 

by including the audience in the reference, politicians can descend from their elevated position as 

politicians and create the illusion of being equals with the people (Tørud 2015: 72). This is likely 

to have a positive effect on the audience’s perception of their personality. 

 

2.4 The campaigns 

The presidential election of 2016 was an election of negative campaigns. This could be explained 

by the unpopularity of the nominees of the major parties. According to a poll released by ABC 

News in August of 2016, Clinton and Trump were the most unfavorable candidates for president 

in thirty years (Holyk and Langer 2016). The poll showed a rating of fifty-nine percent un-

favorability for Clinton, among registered voters, and sixty percent for Trump. Holyk and Langer 

go on to say that this might mean that voters may be more motivated by their dislike for one 
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candidate rather than support for the other (Holyk and Langer 2016). Perhaps these negative 

ratings could lead to a bigger tendency to use a strategy of making the opponent look worse than 

oneself. After Clinton’s nomination speech at the National Democratic Convention, The 

Washington Post wrote: “If you combine Trump's mentions of Clinton and Obama by name with 

Clinton's mentions of Trump by name, the grand total in the two speeches is 39. In 2012, the two 

nominees — Obama and Mitt Romney — combined for 13 mentions of their opponents. In 2004, 

there were only three, combined” (Blake 2016: par. 6). The Washington Post commentator 

argues that with both candidates being so unpopular, it is more strategic for them to highlight the 

reasons not to vote for the opponent, than to list the reasons to vote for them. Already in January 

2016, Fox News wrote about these expected tendencies of the campaigns. Trippi (2016: par. 9) 

argued that the reason behind negative campaigns is that people have a hard time retaining 

positive information about candidates whereas “we pay attention to negative information and not 

only have an easier time retaining it but we are more likely to spread negative impressions of a 

candidate”.  

One important element that set a negative tone to the election was the racial discourse 

spread by Trump throughout his campaign. He ran a campaign speaking out against the crimes 

committed by illegal immigrants and the threats of terrorism, and suggested a temporary 

shutdown on Muslims entering the U.S. In Trump’s first television commercial, which became 

readily available from a number of sources online after its release, the narrator says: “Politicians 

can pretend it’s something else, but Donald Trump calls it radical Islamic terrorism”. Trump’s 

proclamation that he would build a wall on the border of the United States and Mexico gained a 

lot of attention in the media.  

The racial undertones of the campaigns were frequently reported on in the media. In 

September, CNN.com wrote: “Race and racism have always coursed through American politics. 

But racial issues aren't just sparking the occasional flashpoint this campaign cycle ‒ they are a 

constant and troubling feature of the contest” (Henderson 2016: par. 6). Something that greatly 

contributed to these racial undertones of the campaigns were the controversial shootings of 

African-Americans by police.   

On multiple occasions, Clinton called out Trump for being racist and xenophobic. She 

herself spoke out for racial equality and called for a criminal justice reform, arguing that the 

black prison population is disproportionally large (hillaryclinton.com). However, she was 
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criticized for manipulating the black vote. Trump campaign surrogate Mark Burns tweeted a 

drawing of Clinton in blackface in August, 2016, where her voice is saying “I ain’t no ways tired 

of pandering to African-Americans” (Sinderbrand 2016: par. 2). The title of the tweet read: 

“Black Americans, THANK YOU FOR YOUR VOTES and letting me use you again… See you 

again in 4 years” (Sinderbrand 2016: par. 4). Burns, who as a campaign surrogate often acted on 

the behalf of Trump during the campaign, later apologized for the tweet but added that he stood 

by the message of it, which he said was that the Democratic Party had been “pandering and using 

black people just for their votes” (Sinderbrand 2016: par. 8). This was days after Trump had 

called Clinton a bigot: “Hillary Clinton is a bigot who sees people of color only as votes, not as 

human beings worthy of a better future", he said at one of his rallies in Mississippi (Schleifer and 

Diamons 2016: par. 5).  

The hypothesis of this essay is based on these tendencies of the campaigns and the 

election in general. Trump’s racial discourse, on the one hand, caused controversy, but, on the 

other hand, also contributed to his popularity among his sympathizers. In order to maintain his 

voters, he was expected not to stray far from the values expressed throughout his campaign. The 

controversy of Trump’s campaign created an opportunity for Clinton to present herself as a 

candidate with alternative, contrastive values to those of Trump, and to present these in a 

positive light. In this manner, Clinton was expected to appeal to voters that were alarmed by 

statements made by Trump. Hence the nature of the discourse was expected to reflect the values 

previously expressed by the candidates.  

 

3. Method and Material 

Section 3.1 contains information about my primary material. Section 3.2 will discuss the method. 

 

3.1 Material 

The primary material of the study is a transcript of the race segment from the first debate in the 

general election for president in the United States in 2016. This is the second segment out of 

three in the debate. The participants are Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump. The transcript (see 

the Appendix) was taken from The American Presidency Project, a project by The University of 

California.  
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3.2 Method 

This study examines the way that the both candidates frame themselves, their opponent, and the 

racial divide in the United States through their discourse. With the context of the two individual 

campaigns, and the ideologies that their parties represent, the complete segment on race was 

surveyed to look for implicitly or explicitly expressed values in their discourse. General 

tendencies were noted and different frames (see section 2.1.2) were identified. The general 

strategies of the framing and potential implications of these are summarized with examples from 

the text in order to conclude what values are being expressed. The framing of the candidates was 

examined separately in turn. The purpose of starting the study by examining framing was to 

determine and summarize what the candidates meant by their utterances. This was necessary 

since values are often presupposed or expressed implicitly.  

 The next step was to examine if the general conclusions drawn from the framing of the 

text can be confirmed on a sentence level. This was determined by examining the topicalization 

of extracted sentences. The sentences discussed in this part of the study were extracted on the 

basis of dealing explicitly with race. That means that sentences that mention race, racism, or 

minorities directly (African-Americans, Hispanics, illegal immigrants, Latinos, black, white etc.) 

as well as implicit bias were extracted together with surrounding text when necessary to provide 

context. The purpose of this selection was to examine how the candidates used these words in 

their discourse. The topic was identified and its form and use were explained. Single quotation 

marks were used to indicate topics. Elements such as comment and agency were considered. This 

was examined through studying the extracts in turn.  

The method of extracting sentences that deal explicitly with race has one serious 

limitation. It stems from the fact that values, whether expressed implicitly or explicitly, are not 

typically expressed exclusively in contact with words that have to do with the subject at hand. In 

the case of this essay’s material, statements about race and racism were sometimes made without 

using words or phrases selected for the extracts. Some of these statements are brought up in 

sections 4.2 and 4.4 on framing. However, the main focus of the analysis is on the extracts. This 

was done purposefully to limit the scope for analysis and to approach the subject systematically. 

This unfortunately mainly leads to suggestions about how the candidates use language and 

express values when specifically mentioning matters that relate to race.       
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4. Results 

This section contains the results of my critical discourse analysis. Section 4.1 shows the results 

from my analysis of Hillary Clinton’s use of topicality in the debate and section 4.2 the results of 

her framing. Section 4.3 shows Donald Trump’s use of topicality, and section 4.4 shows his 

framing.  

Going into this segment of the debate that deals with race, the moderator provides a 

background to the topic and directs a question to the both candidates:  

 

The share of Americans who say race relations are bad in this country is the highest it's 

been in decades, much of it amplified by shootings of African-Americans by police, as 

we've seen recently in Charlotte and Tulsa. Race has been a big issue in this campaign, 

and one of you is going to have to bridge a very wide and bitter gap. So how do you heal 

the divide? 

 

He then gives each candidate two minutes to respond to this question, starting with Clinton.  

 

4.1 Topicality of the Clinton extracts  

Clinton starts her response to Holt’s question by agreeing with the general opinion expressed in 

the statistics presented by Holt: 

                       

(1) Race remains a significant challenge in our country. Unfortunately, race still determines 

too much, often determines where people live, determines what kind of education in 

their public schools they can get, and, yes, it determines how they're treated in the 

criminal justice system. We've just seen those two tragic examples in both Tulsa and 

Charlotte. 

 

In this extract, ‘race’ can be identified as the topic. It is given information since it was already 

mentioned by Holt. It is also the agent and subject in all sentences but the last, where ‘we’ is the 

agent and subject. Clinton states that race is a challenge and that this fact is unfortunate. She 

states the ways in which people are treated differently depending on race. On a semantic level, 
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no person, political institution, party, organization or group of people is being specifically 

blamed. In this manner, there is nothing directly aggressive or confrontational about the 

statement. On the contrary, it is a relatively neutral statement considering the rather controversial 

topic. It is by ending this paragraph by saying, “we have just seen those tragic examples in both 

Tulsa and Charlotte” that she is taking a stand. Since Clinton has just mentioned how the way in 

which people are treated in the criminal justice system is determined by race, she is implying that 

what happened in Tulsa and Charlotte was an example of this. Clinton implies that the police 

officers involved in the shootings abused their power and, in the context of what she has stated 

about the determination of race in how people are treated, that it was motivated by their racial 

prejudice. It is the fact that race, as mentioned above, is the agent in a majority of the phrases 

(but not the topic in all of them) in this extract that makes Clinton’s statement appear non-

confrontational. By saying that race is what determines where people live, where they go to 

school and how they are treated by police, no one is directly being held accountable for these 

challenges in society. The topic ‘unfortunately’ in the second sentence of (1) strengthens her 

statement that the factors that are determined through race are unfortunate. By topicalizing 

‘unfortunately’, the things that she labels unfortunate are framed as given information and 

unquestionable. The third sentence of the extract has ‘we’ as the topic. Through this inclusive 

topic in combination with the comment “have just seen those tragic examples […]” Clinton 

implies that it is given that we all have seen the same thing and agreed that it is tragic. 

Furthermore, since the sentence is directly followed by the statement that race determines things 

that it should not determine, it is implied that (at least a part of) what was tragic about the events 

in Tulsa and Charlotte was that they were influenced by the officers’ racial bias. It should also be 

noted that agent deletion occurs in the second sentence in the case of “how they’re treated”. Here 

the agent is merely implied through “in the criminal justice system”.   

 

(2) And we've got to get guns out of the hands of people who should not have them. The 

gun epidemic is the leading cause of death of young African-American men, more than 

the next nine causes put together. 

 

In (2), the phrase “we’ve got to” with the topic ‘we’ expresses an urgency to the audience to take 

responsibility and action. ‘We’ is given agency, and since ‘we’ can be exclusive or inclusive of 
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the audience, it is necessary to look at the context to determine what group is being referred to. 

Since Clinton refrains from making any reference to the government or to her party, it can be 

concluded that by ‘we’ she is referring to ‘we as a country’, and is therefore inclusive of the 

addressee(s). Tørud (2015: 72) comments on the use of ‘we need to’ and ‘we’ve got to’ in 

political debate: “The effect of this is that everyone is encouraged to feel responsibility for the 

collective as individuals.” Furthermore, the use of ‘we’ creates a virtual bond between speaker 

and its audience. It provokes feelings of belonging to the same group, and creates the illusion 

that the politician and the audience are equals (see section 2.4). Creating this sense of community 

is essential for a politician in order to bring a feeling of having the same goals for the society in 

question.  

Since the Democratic Party traditionally proposes gun regulations, the complete first 

sentence of example (2) seems to represent an urgency for ‘us as a country’ to impose 

regulations on guns, and, additionally, to confiscate illegal guns. Through the comment “have 

got to get guns away from people who should not have them” in this sentence where she is 

answering a question about race relations, it is likely that Clinton is referring specifically to 

African-Americans who have guns. This is clarified by the next sentence of the extract, where 

Clinton motivates her utterance by implying that a reason to confiscate illegal guns is that 

African-American men are dying from gun violence. Thus, she first states that action needs to be 

taken against African-Americans that are causing violence, but then defends the statement by 

explaining that the reason why this is necessary is the protection of African-Americans. 

However, since African-Americans are also the alleged predators, the utterance still highlights 

the crime within the African-American community.  

In the second sentence, ‘the gun epidemic’ can be identified as the topic, considering the 

definite article, which signifies given information. As in (1), Clinton’s use of an impersonal 

agent as a topic is a way to avoid criticizing any specific person or group of people. However, as 

mentioned above, by implying that the existence of the topic is caused by African-Americans, 

Clinton is still placing blame on them as a group. Nevertheless, giving agency to the impersonal 

subject, she lessens the impact of controversy by such a statement. Thus, African Americans are 

not given agency in relation to committing crime in this extract.  
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(3) Well, I've heard—I've heard Donald say this at his rallies, and it's really unfortunate 

that he paints such a dire negative picture of black communities in our country. You 

know, the vibrancy of the black church, the black businesses that employ so many 

people, the opportunities that so many families are working to provide for their kids. 

There's a lot that we should be proud of and we should be supporting and lifting up. 

In the first sentence of example (3), Clinton gives Trump agency in “he paints such a dire 

negative picture of black communities”. As mentioned in section 2.1.2, the agent is the 

responsible initiator of an action. By giving Trump agency in this sentence, Clinton states that he 

actively portrays black communities in a negative fashion. The second utterance in example (3) 

is not actually a complete sentence but rather a number of noun phrases. The sentence that 

follows explains the purpose of bringing these up; they are aspects that merit pride and support. 

The fact that Clinton brings these things up suggests that she is addressing people that are not 

convinced of her portrayal of black communities and potential Trump supporters that are drawn 

to him because of his utterances about minorities (see section 2.3). Even though the second 

utterance of the extract is not a complete sentence, every phrase contains a topic. An examination 

of the topics shows that agency is given to African-American people and families and occurs in a 

positive context in this extract. The noun phrase ‘The vibrancy of the black church’ contains a 

headword with an obviously positive connotation: ‘vibrancy’.  The agency of ‘the black 

businesses’ is also set in a positive context as it is said to provide jobs. Furthermore, the word 

‘family’ generally has a positive connotation and is often used in context of ‘family values’. 

Giving ‘so many families’ agency, especially in the context of providing for their children, 

emphasizes that people of different ethnicities are more the same than they are different. 

  

(4) Too many young African-American and Latino men ended up in jail for nonviolent 

offenses. And it's just a fact that if you're a young African-American man and you do 

the same thing as a young white man, you are more likely to be arrested, charged, 

convicted, and incarcerated. 

 

As in (2) above, in (4) Clinton implies that there is abuse of power within the criminal justice 

system. ‘Too many young African-American and Latino men’ can be identified as the topic in 
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the first sentence. The comment ‘ended up in jail’ makes the topic the patient rather than the 

agent. By expressing it this way, Clinton de-emphasizes responsibility of the topic. The motive 

behind this kind of language use is its non-confrontational effect. As mentioned above, the 

Democratic Party has traditionally advocated social equality. Therefore, it is important for 

Clinton to come across as someone who highlights racial inequality, and as a sympathizer of 

minorities. The fact that the first part of the topic is ‘too many’ makes it clear that Clinton 

disagrees with the extent of incarceration of the mentioned minorities. Through this phrase the 

sentence as a whole has the function of expressing a value rather than merely a fact.   

 The topic ‘and it’s just a fact’ of the following sentence in the extract signals that what 

she is about to say is undebatable and hence has the potential of rhetorical effect. ‘You’ is the 

subject in the rest of this extract, and refers to African-American men that commit the same type 

of crimes as young white men. ‘You’ in combination with “do the same thing as a young white 

man”, also makes the subject an agent. However, the following subject is combined with “are 

more likely to be arrested […]”. This implies discriminatory actions by the agents who ‘arrest’, 

‘charge’, ‘convict’, and ‘incarcerate’: members of the criminal justice system. This is another 

example of Clinton giving criticism through indirect language.   

 

(5) Lester, I think implicit bias is a problem for everyone, not just police. I think, 

unfortunately, too many of us in our great country jump to conclusions about each 

other. And therefore, I think we need all of us to be asking hard questions about, you 

know, why am I feeling this way? 

 

In (5) there are several examples of Clinton using agency to avoid placing blame while still 

making a clear statement. The extract is a response to Holt’s question “Do you believe that 

police are implicitly biased against black people?”. Clinton gives the impersonal subject ‘implicit 

bias’ agency and thus cushions the criticism that underlies the utterance. She still manages to 

make a statement about race without criticizing the police.  Clinton starts the extract by 

accentuating that she is expressing her opinion rather than facts, by using the hedge “I think”. 

Repeating this phrase while talking about implicit bias, Clinton covers herself from accusations 

of supplying false information, or of making assumptions. Also, by using the first person 

singular, the impact of Clinton’s utterance becomes more personal. As Tørud (2015: 62) argues, 
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politicians tend to use first person singular when they want to express personal beliefs rather than 

party politics. It is likely that Clinton wants to achieve this personal effect with the audience.  

       In having “too many of us” be a topic in the following sentence in (5), Clinton includes 

herself among the people whose behavior needs scrutiny. She does this again through the 

topicalization of ‘we’ in the following sentence. By saying ‘we need all of us to be asking hard 

questions’ Clinton urges everyone in the audience (‘all of us’) to confront their own feelings. By 

including herself among people who have implicit bias, Clinton lightens the criticism that she 

directs at people with racist tendencies. This is because by uniting herself with the people that 

she criticizes, Clinton creates an image of herself as the morally superior person who has an 

awareness of her own tendencies. She recognizes that she has faults that she needs to look at 

closely in order not to act immorally (i.e. racist).    

 

(6) He has really started his political activity based on this racist lie that our first black 

president was not an American citizen. 

 

(7) But, remember, Donald started his career back in 1973 being sued by the Justice   

Department for racial discrimination because he would not rent apartments in one of his 

developments to African-Americans, and he made sure that the people who worked for 

him understood that was the policy.  

 

(8) So he has a long record of engaging in racist behavior. 

 

In examples (6), (7), and (8) Trump is the agent and often topic when Clinton’s purpose is to 

emphasize racist tendencies in him. In (6), ‘he’ (referring back to Trump) combined with the 

active verb ‘started’, makes what follows sound like racist behavior that is intentional and active.  

In (7) ‘but, remember’ is the topic, signaling that what Clinton is about to say is of utter 

importance. When examining the meaning of the passive construction in this extract, it shows 

that the act that was performed was that of the Justice Department suing Trump for racial 

discrimination. However, Clinton makes the choice making Trump the subject in “Donald started 

his career”, and thus gives ‘Donald’ agency. Thus the racist behavior of Trump is emphasized. 

Additionally, by using the verb ‘start’, like in (6), Clinton emphasizes an intention behind 
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Trump’s actions.  In the rest of the extract ‘he’ has agency and the acts described are examples of 

the racist behavior that Clinton wants to accentuate. In (8), Clinton is intending to conclude what 

she has already stated about Trump’s racist behavior. 

 

4.2 Framing by Clinton  

As has traditionally been the role of her party, Clinton takes on the role of an advocate for social 

equality (see section 2.3). She emphasizes the racial injustice in the country, and that racial 

implicit bias is present in all people. This is done in her speech as a whole by emphasizing racial 

segregation and discrimination and accentuating how unfairly African Americans, Latinos, and 

other minorities are being treated in the criminal justice system. This is angled by Clinton as 

being the main problem when it comes to racial inequality in the country, hence she makes the 

criminal justice system one of the main enemies of minorities, and thus of the country as a 

whole. To strengthen this image, Clinton uses the shootings in Tulsa and Charlotte: “We have to 

work to make sure that our police are using the best training, the best techniques, that they're 

well prepared to use force only when necessary” (appendix: par. 6). In this statement Clinton 

takes a stronger stand than it might first seem. Her statement implies that police are not using the 

best training or the best techniques, and that they use force even when it is not necessary. Seeing 

that this is in response to a question about race, Clinton is also implying that police are likely to 

use unnecessary force against minorities. This is not a surprising stand that she is taking, 

considering that a candidate representing the more liberal party is expected to take a stand for the 

weaker people in their society. However, the statement is clearer than the wording might suggest 

due to what it actually implies (see example (3) in section 4.1).    

In referring to her suggested criminal justice reform, Clinton paints a picture of herself as 

a dynamic leader that has a plan for how to move forward. Her statement that basically people 

need to remember that not all police are bad is used to protect her from criticism from police 

sympathizers, and also to portray her as diplomatic. She is showing that she can see different 

perspectives of the problem by providing a counter statement.   

Clinton paints a picture of Trump as the enemy by labelling his portrait of minority 

neighborhoods negative and dire (see example (3) in section 4.1). This is contrasted with her 

own diplomatic political persona by referring to her approach and solutions as positive (see 

appendix: par. 35). This is an example of what van Dijk calls ‘positive self-presentation’ versus 
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‘negative other-presentation’ in political discourse (see 2.2). She not only creates a contrast 

between the way that she and Trump view the black community, but additionally tries to 

highlight differences between them as candidates. She criticizes Trump for building his political 

career on the so called ‘birther lie’ about where former President Barack Obama was born. She 

refers to this strategy as ‘racist’. In fact, she refers to behavior and acts of Trump as ‘racist’ on 

three occasions during this segment. The only times that Clinton gives Trump agency is when it 

has to do with behavior that she labels ‘racist’ (see examples (6), (7), and (8) in section 4.1). This 

manner of portraying Trump, in combination with her recognition and emphasis of the racial 

injustice in the country, shows her strategy for creating a contrast between the two of them as 

candidates. 

By pointing to for example a declining crime rate, Clinton paints a positive picture of the 

current administration. She frames a picture highlighting that, in spite of the social injustice that 

exists in the country, things are moving forward in regards to improvement of these injustices. 

This frame is not surprising since she is not only a member of the same party as the sitting 

president, but as Secretary of State, is a member of his administration as well. By portraying the 

present as positive, or at least a present situation that is moving in the right direction, Clinton 

makes a point that this progress will be continued with her as president. It is necessary for her 

that the current administration is seen in a positive light, since it can be argued that a new 

administration with her in the lead would signify “more of the same” rather than change.  

 

4.3 Topicality in the Trump extracts  

Trump starts the segment by talking about the lack of law and order: 

 

(9) We have a situation where we have our inner cities, African-Americans, Hispanics are 

living in he'll [sic] because it's so dangerous. You walk down the street, you get shot. 

 

In (9), it looks like Trump is changing what he is saying mid-sentence. ‘We’ is the topic and “we 

have a situation” is the topic clause in the first sentence. As mentioned in section 4.1, the use of 

‘we’ signals a bond between the speaker and its audience. It signals that the issue spoken about is 

something that speaker and hearer have in common. By this topic clause, Trump immediately 

puts a negative tone on his argument. This is due to the use of ‘situation’, since this word in the 
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context of “there is a situation”, typically is referred to as something bad. Used in this way it is 

almost synonymous to ‘issue’. 

 In the second part of the sentence, the topic is ‘African-Americans, Hispanics’. The 

argument is made that the inner cities of the country, where it is said that the minorities 

mentioned above live, are very dangerous. This is partly expressed through a metaphor: they are 

“living in hell”.  

 The topic of the next sentence is ‘you’ and the topic clause is “you walk down the street”. 

The topic is also the agent. It does not refer to the addressees, but to people in general. The 

following clause “you get shot” is expressed as a consequence of the topic clause. Therefore, this 

use of ‘you’ expresses something that is a fact, that this is generally what happens when someone 

walks down the street. It can be noted that “you get shot” also contains an agent deletion. Who is 

doing the shooting is not mentioned. In this extract Trump paints a picture of minority 

neighborhoods as extremely dangerous.  

 

(10) We have gangs roaming the street. And in many cases, they're illegally here, illegal 

immigrants. And they have guns. And they shoot people. And we have to be very 

strong. And we have to be very vigilant. 

 

The subject in (10) is we and thus Trump has started out by signaling that the issue he is about to 

talk about concerns the audience as well as himself. Choosing ‘we’ as topic rather than the 

construction “there are” for example, has the impact of creating a closeness to the problem for 

the hearer.  The phrase “roaming the street” has negative connotations and gives the sentence a 

very negative tone.  

What follows in this extract are three sentences where the topic is ‘they’. In the first 

example the topic is a referent to ‘gangs’. In the two following sentences, the topic refers back to 

‘gangs’ again, or to ‘illegal immigrants’, or to both. ‘Illegal immigrants’ has negative 

connotations in a similar manner to ‘gangs’. The three sentences all start with ‘and’, as do the 

two following sentences. Repetition of this kind gives the impression that the speaker’s argument 

is supported by a multitude of factors. Some of these factors are the comments of the clauses; 

‘have guns’ and ‘shoot people’. The topic ‘we’ in the two following sentences combined with the 

comments ‘have to be very strong’ and ‘have to be very vigilant’, creates a stark contrast 
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between ‘they’ and ‘we’ in this extract. As mentioned in section 2.2, this manipulation of 

pronouns creates a sense of polarization. ‘They’ has agency when it has to do with crime and 

‘we’ has agency when it has to do with responsibility. The underlying message in the last two 

sentences is that ‘we’ (the white elite) have the power to do something about the problem with 

crime caused by (especially) illegal immigrants and that ‘we’ should. Considering the fact that 

Trump started his response to Holt’s question about how to heal the divide, by calling for ‘law 

and order’, Trump probably means that the way to be strong and vigilant is by allowing police to 

use harsher methods.  

 

(11) Right now, our police, in many cases, are afraid to do anything. We have to protect 

our inner cities, because African-American communities are being decimated by crime, 

decimated. 

 

The topic ‘right now’ signals that there is a problem in the present that needs to be solved. As 

van Dijk (1997: 27) argues, the present is often referred to negatively in political discourse, 

especially if an opposing party is in power. The fact that the subject ‘our police’ are said to be 

“afraid to do anything” is portrayed as something negative. It is implied that they should not 

have to be afraid to take more action. This view is strengthened in the next sentence where ‘we’ 

is the topic and “have to protect our inner cities” is the comment. With this expression of 

urgency following the statement that the police are somehow passive, a contrast is created 

between the present situation and Trump’s vision of what needs to be done. Since he has 

previously stated that there is a lack of law and order, his argument is probably that the police 

need to be allowed to do more to stop the crime of illegal immigrants.  

 

(12) And we need law and order in the inner cities, because the people that are most 

affected by what's happening are African-American and Hispanic people. And it's very 

unfair to them what our politicians are allowing to happen. 

 

Arguments made by Trump for the use of ‘stop-and-frisk’ precede the extract in (12). This 

extract is another example where the underlying meaning is a call for ‘law and order’, and 

Trump again uses the topic ‘we’ in combination with ‘need’.  
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In the following sentence in (12), “it’s very unfair” is the topic and it refers forward to the 

comment “what the politicians are allowing to happen”. The comment contains a presupposition 

about who is to blame for the crime in the inner cities (or at least who is to blame for not enough 

being done about it): the politicians.  

In (12), Trump takes the opportunity to legitimize his argument that the police should be 

allowed to use harsher methods. This is necessary for him since what preceded this extract was 

him arguing for stop-and-frisk and Holt pointing out that it has been called racial profiling. Since 

Trump brings up stop-and-frisk, the listener gets an idea about what he means by ‘law and order’ 

and why he brings it up in the context of race. Therefore, in order to avoid seeming racist, it is 

necessary for him to point out that these measures are necessary in order to protect minorities, 

thus legitimizing his proposition and negating any accusations of racism. 

Furthermore, Trump gets the opportunity to create a contrast between politicians and 

himself as a non-politician. As mentioned in section 2.3, this was an important strategy in his 

campaign. He distances himself from politicians by using ‘our politicians’. This construction 

places him on the same side as the listeners, on the side of an ordinary citizen that has no 

responsibility for anything that is happening. By presupposing that politicians are ‘allowing’ 

things to happen, Trump is painting a negative picture of them. 

 

(13) I do want to bring up the fact that you were the one that brought up the words super-

predator about young black youth. And that's a term that I think was a—it's—it's been 

horribly met, as you know. I think you've apologized for it. But I think it was a terrible 

thing to say. 

 

In (13), Trump repeatedly makes ‘I’-constructions topics of sentences even though he is making 

arguments about Clinton’s allegedly racist comment. He repeatedly uses the first person singular 

“I think” construction. As mentioned in section 4.1, when a politician wants to express a personal 

opinion independent from party politics, first personal singular is often used. This is a strategic 

move by Trump, since he needs to distance himself from racism to win over certain voters that 

may find some of the comments he has made racist. By saying “I do want”, he emphasizes how 

important this issue is for him. Furthermore, by using “terrible” in the last sentence of the 

extract, he not only expresses an opinion, but also what he felt about Clinton’s statement. This 
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has the potential effect of making Trump look like a sympathetic person, and particularly 

sympathetic towards African-American youth in this context. 

Trump makes ‘you’, which refers to Clinton as the addressee, the agent in the clause “you 

were the one”. This choice of language has the purpose of highlighting that Clinton is the racist 

one. He is implying that she has called him out on the same type of racist behavior that she 

herself is prone to. ‘You’, with the same referent, is also given agency by Trump in “you’ve 

apologized for it”. Here, he is implying that Clinton is well aware that what he is suggesting 

about her is true.   

 

4.4 Framing by Trump  

Trump paints a picture of his own disbelief in how things are going when it comes to crime in 

the United States. His arguments are strengthened by referring to his own feelings and thoughts: 

“And I’m saying, where is this? Is this a war-torn country? What are we doing?” (Apenndix: par. 

13). Trump is here stating that the country is so devastated by crime that it does not seem like the 

United States anymore. By asking what ‘we’ are doing, he is implying that ‘we’ are doing 

something detrimental to the country. By ‘we’, he is not referring to himself as part of the 

responsible party, but to the leaders of the country, as seen in his implicatures in (10) below. He 

is arguing that the government of the country is leading it in the wrong direction. It is important 

for Trump to make this argument, since his opponent is a member of the same party as the 

president, and hence can be expected to apply a similar ruling style. By portraying the country as 

going in the wrong direction, he is arguing that the current administration is doing a poor job and 

hence that electing Clinton would be to go in the same negative direction as he is portraying it 

going currently. Trump does not respond to the question proposed by Holt about how to heal the 

racial divide in the country by in any way painting a picture acknowledging that racial inequality 

exists. He responds to the question by portraying minority neighbourhoods as decimated by 

crime. The crime is the real problem, maybe even the root of the problem. According to the 

picture he paints, these places are so dangerous that you might get shot while walking down the 

street. Since, according to his claim, the crime in these neighbourhoods is a product of gangs 

made up by illegal immigrants, these illegal immigrants are the enemy in the racial struggles. 

By responding to Holt’s question in this manner, Trump takes a stance opposing that of 

Clinton’s. He rejects the idea that the recent questioned shootings of African-Americans by 
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police are immoral or cases of discriminatory conduct. By bringing up existing crime in these 

neighborhoods in response to Holt’s question, he is suggesting that there is no racial 

discrimination by police, but rather that the crime of the neighborhoods in question are the root 

of the problem. Minorities are portrayed as people that are creating a problem and an unsafe 

environment, especially since gangs of illegal immigrants are said to cause the crime and 

violence.  It could be argued that Trump is in this way reproducing resentful views of immigrants 

and minorities. However, Trump attempts to protect himself from that accusation by proposing 

that these problems need to be dealt with for the purpose of protecting the people who live in 

these neighborhoods (minorities). He similarly argues that minorities need to be protected from 

abuse from politicians: “In a place like Chicago, where thousands of people have been killed, 

thousands over the last number of years, in fact, almost 4,000 have been killed since Barack 

Obama became president, over—almost 4,000 people in Chicago have been killed” (appendix: 

par. 13) This statement implies that the fact that 4000 people have been killed is a somewhat 

direct consequence of President Obama being in office. Trump suggests that the fact that so 

many people have been killed is due to Obama’s policies. Since, in Trump’s view, these policies 

are failing, Obama’s presidency is portrayed as dangerous. It is implied by Trump making this 

argument about the current administration that he represents the alternative to this, or in other 

words, that he would be able to deal with this problem.   

 This state of unsafety in the neighborhoods where minorities live is portrayed by Trump 

to be a consequence of a lack of law and order. The phrase ‘law and order’ is repeated by Trump 

seven times during this segment. The lack of law and order is explained by the fact that the 

police are “too afraid to do anything”. This implies that the police are hesitant to use force with 

criminals of color. As already mentioned, this shows a strong contrast between the standpoints of 

the two candidates; while Clinton suggests that the police in many cases have gone too far in 

using force, Trump is suggesting that methods of the police do not go far enough. Since the 

police force in the country has been questioned in their dealings with African-Americans in 

particular, suggesting that they should be allowed to use more force, signals a stance for the 

police. Trump pointing out that he has the endorsement of the Fraternal Order of Police, 

strengthens this stance.   

 Trump’s discourse is prominently reflexive in the way that he repeatedly brings up 

actions of politicians and in what ways their policies have failed. As mentioned in section 2.2, 
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political discourse is often reflexive since the subjects mainly concern the realm of politics. 

Running a campaign on being a non-politician, he reproduces that image of himself here. He 

refers to the fact that he, through being a businessman, has created “great relationships” with the 

African-American community.  

 To create this image of himself as the non-politician, and the image of Clinton as a 

politician of the establishment, seems to be Trump’s main strategy in creating a contrast between 

them as candidates. ‘Politician’ has bad connotations, especially in the U.S, as can be seen in the 

low voting rate; hence the positive connotations of being the opposite of that.  He implies that 

Clinton is presenting herself in a false manner and explicitly suggests that she would be 

proposing policies such as ‘stop-and-frisk’ if it were not for political reasons. This is a way of 

implying that Clinton is saying what she needs to say for political reasons, but that she actually 

agrees with him. This is a way for Trump to portray himself as the honest one that has no 

scruples against saying exactly what is on his mind, and at the same time contrasting himself to 

Clinton by implying that she is a hypocrite (see (16) in section 4.3). In this manner, Trump 

portrays politicians as being the real enemies. Politicians are framed as people with bad 

intentions. Their actions, even when they are good, are only for appearances. 

  

5. Discussion and conclusions  

The purpose of this study was to examine the topicality and framing of Trump and Clinton in the 

race segment of the first debate in the general election for president. The study used CDA to 

show the use of framing on a sentence level (topicality) by the candidates and how their 

discourse in general helped frame their political personas, their opponent, and the racial situation 

in the U.S. The hypothesis to be examined was whether Clinton’s use of language would be less 

confrontational than that of Trump’s. 

 The analysis was carried out by extracting sentences based on the mention of minorities 

directly, mention of racism and bias as well as mentions of black and white. The extracts were 

then examined for topicality and agency for each candidate in turn. Values expressed explicitly 

as well as implicitly were identified. Thereafter, the framing of the text was examined for each 

candidate in turn. 

From examining utterances containing words relating to race, several tendencies were 

identified in Clinton’s discourse. First of all, she was only direct in her criticism when it was 
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directed towards Trump. In those cases, Trump was given agency. In other cases, agency was not 

given to people or institutions that her criticism was directed towards. Agency was instead given 

to impersonal subjects. Another tendency identified in the discourse of Clinton is her use of 

‘we’-constructions when she expresses what needs to be done. In all the cases of her use of ‘we’, 

the analysis showed inclusion of the audience, thus she was not only referring to herself and 

fellow politicians. This strategy was used to create a sense of unity between her and the audience 

as well as urging for action by the hearer. Furthermore, she gave agency to minorities only when 

it was to express positive aspects about them and when expressing that they are discriminated 

against in various ways. 

It was concluded through examining the framing of Clinton that she made a strong 

statement about racism still being present in American society. This was made clear, to a large 

extent, through her stance on the police having a racial bias against minorities. Other elements 

that were identified about her framing were ‘positive self-presentation’ versus ‘negative other-

presentation’ in her portraying of herself versus Trump. Clinton played on the controversial 

statements that Trump had made prior to the debate in his campaign, and tried to create her own 

political persona as being opposite of that. She portrayed minorities in a positive light through 

pointing out the ways in which they contribute to American society. Furthermore, she portrayed 

herself as diplomatic and dynamic. She did this through counter-statements in regards to the 

issues spoken about by for example pointing out that police are implicitly biased against African-

Americans as well as making the argument that they are not all bad.  

 An important conclusion drawn from analyzing the framing of Clinton was that, above 

all, she makes the criminal justice system into the enemy when it comes to race. This was 

concluded by the fact that she repeatedly brings up the discriminatory actions by police and the 

court against minorities.     

When analyzing topicality, the study showed that Trump, just like Clinton, used ‘we’ to 

signal a bond between himself and the audience. A contrast was shown between Trump’s way of 

using the pronouns ‘we’ and ‘they’. These were used to express a contrast between ‘they’ 

(minorities) as creating the problem and ‘we’ as the responsible people that need to take a stand 

and do something about the problem. This creates a stark contrast between ‘us’ doing good and 

‘them’ doing bad.  
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  In the analysis on framing by Trump, it was shown that he highlights the crime in the 

country in general and specifically in neighborhoods where minorities live. He suggests that the 

reason for the allegedly high crime rate is that President Obama has done a poor job keeping it 

down. Minorities and illegal immigrants more specifically are the cause of the lack of safety. It is 

however argued that the reason that the problem of crime needs to be dealt with is to protect 

minorities that are living in these neighborhoods, hence Trump’s statement serves to both 

criticize minorities as well as express concern for them. He proposes that the way to deal with 

the problems of crime in these neighborhoods is through law and order. By repeating this phrase 

throughout the segment, he is expressing his sympathies for the police and for police being 

allowed to use more force and harsher methods.  

 Furthermore, a very important distinction that Trump makes throughout the segment is 

that between himself as a non-politician and of Clinton as a politician of the establishment. This 

is highly strategic, especially considering the overall bad reputation of politicians in the U.S. The 

enemy is not only Clinton, but politicians in general since they, according to Trump, use the 

people to gain power. He argues that politicians have used African-Americans, in particular, for 

their own gain.  

 One of the hypotheses of this study was that Clinton’s language would show less 

confrontational tendencies than that of Trump’s. This was not proven to be valid even though it 

is true that the only examples of Clinton using confrontational language is against Trump. He 

was the only one that she directly criticized by giving him agency. In the instances where Clinton 

criticized police and members of the criminal justice system, she did so in linguistically indirect 

ways, for example by using impersonal topics. In the case of Trump, he was much more direct in 

his criticism. However, the argument cannot be made that Clinton’s language was less 

confrontational than Trump’s in general. She criticizes Trump directly for being racist on two 

different occasions (see section 4.2) and Trump only criticizes Clinton directly once (see section 

4.4). Furthermore, Trump agrees with Clinton on two occasions (see Appendix: par. 24 and 46).  

However, Trump was generally direct in his criticism. He criticized politicians in general, 

democrats, and illegal immigrants in a direct manner whereas Clinton’s criticism was often 

implied. 

 The second hypothesis of this study was that Clinton would speak up about 

discrimination against minorities more than Trump would. This hypothesis came from the 
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difference in the traditional politics of their parties and the expectations that this could put on the 

both candidates since they are representatives of their parties. This hypothesis was found to be 

true since Clinton repeatedly brought up the issue of race. It is of great interest to mention that 

out of the extracts taken out for analysis of topicality only five fit the category for Trump versus 

eight for Clinton. Consequently, there were more mentions of phrases involving racism, bias and 

minorities versus white people made by Clinton. When commenting on the mentions of 

minorities made by Clinton the essay argues that the reasons for them being brought up is to 

either demonstrate an injustice in the treatment of minorities in society in general and in the 

criminal justice system in particular. In contrast, Trump’s direct mentions of minorities and 

racism are significantly fewer. This essay shows that the mentions of minorities made by Trump 

tend to serve the purpose of showing that problems that exist in neighborhoods where the 

inhabitants are mainly minorities, are due to members of the minority groups themselves. 

Strategically, politicians (and particularly politicians of liberal parties) are portrayed as not being 

on the minorities’ side but rather as using their official political agenda to gain the vote of 

minorities. It could be that Clinton attempts to frequently bring up minorities in a positive 

manner since Trump has been criticized for doing the opposite. By playing on Trump’s argued 

weaknesses, Clinton has an opportunity to use them to her advantage. It is possible that she is not 

expecting to win over Trump supporters that support him because of his statements on 

immigration and in that case it might be more strategic to appeal to voters who are undecided on 

these issues. The result is that Clinton clearly states that race is a significant problem in the 

country and expresses disapproval of how minorities are treated in the criminal justice system. 

Furthermore, she confronts Trump about racist behavior which, although strategic, is another 

way to stand up against discrimination. Trump does not explicitly state that race is a problem. He 

does however express concern for minorities, for example in by saying that African-Americans 

and Hispanics are “living in hell”. He also confronts Clinton for racist behavior by for example 

pointing out that she used the word “super-predator” about black youth. However, it is clear that 

Clinton makes the strongest statement against discrimination against minorities throughout the 

segment.   

In conclusion, it is of great importance to point out the distinction between the true values 

of the candidates and the values that they are trying to prescribe themselves, hence the numerous 

references to ‘strategy’ throughout this study. There were many strategic reasons for both 
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candidates to portray themselves and their values the way that they did. In order to not lose 

sympathizers that wanted a leader who was tough on crime and illegal immigration, for example, 

Trump was not expected to not drift too far away from those views. Equally, Clinton had good 

reason to portray herself the way she did in the segment. Due to the controversies started by 

Trump through his discourse, it was opportunistic of her to attract voters that had distanced 

themselves from Trump for that reason.  
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Appendix: the transcript of the race segment 

What follows is the transcript of the race segment from the first debate in the general election for 

president in the United States in 2016. This transcript was taken from The American Presidency 

Project, a project by The University of California. The extracts taken out for analysis of 

topicality are highlighted. 

 

HOLT: Well, we're well behind schedule, so I want to move to our next segment. We move into 

our next segment talking about America's direction. And let's start by talking about race. 

The share of Americans who say race relations are bad in this country is the highest it's been in 

decades, much of it amplified by shootings of African-Americans by police, as we've seen 

recently in Charlotte and Tulsa. Race has been a big issue in this campaign, and one of you is 

going to have to bridge a very wide and bitter gap. 

So how do you heal the divide? Secretary Clinton, you get two minutes on this. 

CLINTON: Well, you're right. Race remains a significant challenge in our country. 

Unfortunately, race still determines too much, often determines where people live, 

determines what kind of education in their public schools they can get, and, yes, it 

determines how they're treated in the criminal justice system. We've just seen those two 

tragic examples in both Tulsa and Charlotte. 

And we've got to do several things at the same time. We have to restore trust between 

communities and the police. We have to work to make sure that our police are using the best 

training, the best techniques, that they're well prepared to use force only when necessary. 

Everyone should be respected by the law, and everyone should respect the law. 

Right now, that's not the case in a lot of our neighborhoods. So I have, ever since the first day of 

my campaign, called for criminal justice reform. I've laid out a platform that I think would begin 

to remedy some of the problems we have in the criminal justice system. 

But we also have to recognize, in addition to the challenges that we face with policing, there are 

so many good, brave police officers who equally want reform. So we have to bring communities 

together in order to begin working on that as a mutual goal. And we've got to get guns out of the 

hands of people who should not have them. 

The gun epidemic is the leading cause of death of young African- American men, more 

than the next nine causes put together. So we have to do two things, as I said. We have to 

restore trust. We have to work with the police. We have to make sure they respect the 

communities and the communities respect them. And we have to tackle the plague of gun 

violence, which is a big contributor to a lot of the problems that we're seeing today. 

HOLT: All right, Mr. Trump, you have two minutes. How do you heal the divide? 

TRUMP: Well, first of all, Secretary Clinton doesn't want to use a couple of words, and that's 

law and order. And we need law and order. If we don't have it, we're not going to have a country. 
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And when I look at what's going on in Charlotte, a city I love, a city where I have investments, 

when I look at what's going on throughout various parts of our country, whether it's—I mean, I 

can just keep naming them all day long—we need law and order in our country. 

I just got today the, as you know, the endorsement of the Fraternal Order of Police, we just—just 

came in. We have endorsements from, I think, almost every police group, very—I mean, a large 

percentage of them in the United States. 

We have a situation where we have our inner cities, African- Americans, Hispanics are 

living in he'll because it's so dangerous. You walk down the street, you get shot. 

In Chicago, they've had thousands of shootings, thousands since January 1st. Thousands of 

shootings. And I'm saying, where is this? Is this a war-torn country? What are we doing? And we 

have to stop the violence. We have to bring back law and order. In a place like Chicago, where 

thousands of people have been killed, thousands over the last number of years, in fact, almost 

4,000 have been killed since Barack Obama became president, over—almost 4,000 people in 

Chicago have been killed. We have to bring back law and order. 

Now, whether or not in a place like Chicago you do stop and frisk, which worked very well, 

Mayor Giuliani is here, worked very well in New York. It brought the crime rate way down. But 

you take the gun away from criminals that shouldn't be having it. 

We have gangs roaming the street. And in many cases, they're illegally here, illegal 

immigrants. And they have guns. And they shoot people. And we have to be very strong. 

And we have to be very vigilant. 

We have to be—we have to know what we're doing. Right now, our police, in many cases, are 

afraid to do anything. We have to protect our inner cities, because African-American 

communities are being decimated by crime, decimated. 

HOLT: Your two—your two minutes expired, but I do want to follow up. Stop-and-frisk was 

ruled unconstitutional in New York, because it largely singled out black and Hispanic young 

men. 

TRUMP: No, you're wrong. It went before a judge, who was a very against-police judge. It was 

taken away from her. And our mayor, our new mayor, refused to go forward with the case. They 

would have won an appeal. If you look at it, throughout the country, there are many places where 

it's allowed. 

HOLT: The argument is that it's a form of racial profiling. 

TRUMP: No, the argument is that we have to take the guns away from these people that have 

them and they are bad people that shouldn't have them. 

These are felons. These are people that are bad people that shouldn't be—when you have 3,000 

shootings in Chicago from January 1st, when you have 4,000 people killed in Chicago by guns, 
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from the beginning of the presidency of Barack Obama, his hometown, you have to have stop-

and-frisk. 

You need more police. You need a better community, you know, relation. You don't have good 

community relations in Chicago. It's terrible. I have property there. It's terrible what's going on in 

Chicago. 

But when you look—and Chicago's not the only—you go to Ferguson, you go to so many 

different places. You need better relationships. I agree with Secretary Clinton on this. 

You need better relationships between the communities and the police, because in some cases, 

it's not good. 

But you look at Dallas, where the relationships were really studied, the relationships were really 

a beautiful thing, and then five police officers were killed one night very violently. So there's 

some bad things going on. Some really bad things. 

HOLT: Secretary Clinton... 

TRUMP: But we need—Lester, we need law and order. And we need law and order in the 

inner cities, because the people that are most affected by what's happening are African-

American and Hispanic people. And it's very unfair to them what our politicians are 

allowing to happen. 

HOLT: Secretary Clinton? 

CLINTON: Well, I've heard—I've heard Donald say this at his rallies, and it's really 

unfortunate that he paints such a dire negative picture of black communities in our 

country. 

TRUMP: Ugh. 

CLINTON: You know, the vibrancy of the black church, the black businesses that employ 

so many people, the opportunities that so many families are working to provide for their 

kids. There's a lot that we should be proud of and we should be supporting and lifting up. 

But we do always have to make sure we keep people safe. There are the right ways of doing it, 

and then there are ways that are ineffective. Stop-and-frisk was found to be unconstitutional and, 

in part, because it was ineffective. It did not do what it needed to do. 

Now, I believe in community policing. And, in fact, violent crime is one-half of what it was in 

1991. Property crime is down 40 percent. We just don't want to see it creep back up. We've had 

25 years of very good cooperation. 

But there were some problems, some unintended consequences. Too many young African-

American and Latino men ended up in jail for nonviolent offenses. And it's just a fact that 
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if you're a young African-American man and you do the same thing as a young white man, 

you are more likely to be arrested, charged, convicted, and incarcerated. So we've got to 

address the systemic racism in our criminal justice system. We cannot just say law and order. 

We have to say—we have to come forward with a plan that is going to divert people from the 

criminal justice system, deal with mandatory minimum sentences, which have put too many 

people away for too long for doing too little. 

We need to have more second chance programs. I'm glad that we're ending private prisons in the 

federal system; I want to see them ended in the state system. You shouldn't have a profit 

motivation to fill prison cells with young Americans. So there are some positive ways we can 

work on this. 

And I believe strongly that commonsense gun safety measures would assist us. Right now—and 

this is something Donald has supported, along with the gun lobby—right now, we've got too 

many military- style weapons on the streets. In a lot of places, our police are outgunned. We 

need comprehensive background checks, and we need to keep guns out of the hands of those 

who will do harm. 

And we finally need to pass a prohibition on anyone who's on the terrorist watch list from being 

able to buy a gun in our country. If you're too dangerous to fly, you are too dangerous to buy a 

gun. So there are things we can do, and we ought to do it in a bipartisan way. 

HOLT: Secretary Clinton, last week, you said we've got to do everything possible to improve 

policing, to go right at implicit bias. Do you believe that police are implicitly biased against 

black people? 

CLINTON: Lester, I think implicit bias is a problem for everyone, not just police. I think, 

unfortunately, too many of us in our great country jump to conclusions about each other. 

And therefore, I think we need all of us to be asking hard questions about, you know, why 

am I feeling this way? 

But when it comes to policing, since it can have literally fatal consequences, I have said, in my 

first budget, we would put money into that budget to help us deal with implicit bias by retraining 

a lot of our police officers. 

I've met with a group of very distinguished, experienced police chiefs a few weeks ago. They 

admit it's an issue. They've got a lot of concerns. Mental health is one of the biggest concerns, 

because now police are having to handle a lot of really difficult mental health problems on the 

street. 

They want support, they want more training, they want more assistance. And I think the federal 

government could be in a position where we would offer and provide that. 

HOLT: Mr. Trump... 

TRUMP: I'd like to respond to that. 
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HOLT: Please. 

TRUMP: First of all, I agree, and a lot of people even within my own party want to give certain 

rights to people on watch lists and no- fly lists. I agree with you. When a person is on a watch list 

or a no-fly list, and I have the endorsement of the NRA, which I'm very proud of. These are very, 

very good people, and they're protecting the Second Amendment. 

But I think we have to look very strongly at no-fly lists and watch lists. And when people are on 

there, even if they shouldn't be on there, we'll help them, we'll help them legally, we'll help them 

get off. But I tend to agree with that quite strongly. 

I do want to bring up the fact that you were the one that brought up the words super-

predator about young black youth. And that's a term that I think was a—it's—it's been 

horribly met, as you know. I think you've apologized for it. But I think it was a terrible thing 

to say. 

And when it comes to stop-and-frisk, you know, you're talking about takes guns away. Well, I'm 

talking about taking guns away from gangs and people that use them. And I don't think—I really 

don't think you disagree with me on this, if you want to know the truth. 

I think maybe there's a political reason why you can't say it, but I really don't believe—in New 

York City, stop-and-frisk, we had 2,200 murders, and stop-and-frisk brought it down to 500 

murders. Five hundred murders is a lot of murders. It's hard to believe, 500 is like supposed to be 

good? 

But we went from 2,200 to 500. And it was continued on by Mayor Bloomberg. And it was 

terminated by current mayor. But stop-and- frisk had a tremendous impact on the safety of New 

York City. Tremendous beyond belief. So when you say it has no impact, it really did. It had a 

very, very big impact. 

CLINTON: Well, it's also fair to say, if we're going to talk about mayors, that under the current 

mayor, crime has continued to drop, including murders. So there is... 

TRUMP: No, you're wrong. You're wrong. 

CLINTON: No, I'm not. 

TRUMP: Murders are up. All right. You check it. 

CLINTON: New York—New York has done an excellent job. And I give credit—I give credit 

across the board going back two mayors, two police chiefs, because it has worked. And other 

communities need to come together to do what will work, as well. 

Look, one murder is too many. But it is important that we learn about what has been effective. 

And not go to things that sound good that really did not have the kind of impact that we would 

want. Who disagrees with keeping neighborhoods safe? 
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But let's also add, no one should disagree about respecting the rights of young men who live in 

those neighborhoods. And so we need to do a better job of working, again, with the communities, 

faith communities, business communities, as well as the police to try to deal with this problem. 

HOLT: This conversation is about race. And so, Mr. Trump, I have to ask you for five... 

TRUMP: I'd like to just respond, if I might. 

HOLT: Please—20 seconds. 

TRUMP: I'd just like to respond. 

HOLT: Please respond, then I've got a quick follow-up for you. 

TRUMP: I will. Look, the African-American community has been let down by our 

politicians. They talk good around election time, like right now, and after the election, they 

said, see ya later, I'll see you in four years. 

The African-American community—because—look, the community within the inner cities 

has been so badly treated. They've been abused and used in order to get votes by Democrat 

politicians, because that's what it is. They've controlled these communities for up to 100 

years. 

HOLT: Mr. Trump, let me... 

[crosstalk] 

CLINTON: Well, I—I do think... 

TRUMP: And I will tell you, you look at the inner cities—and I just left Detroit, and I just left 

Philadelphia, and I just—you know, you've seen me, I've been all over the place. You decided to 

stay home, and that's OK. But I will tell you, I've been all over. And I've met some of the greatest 

people I'll ever meet within these communities. And they are very, very upset with what their 

politicians have told them and what their politicians have done. 

HOLT: Mr. Trump, I... 

CLINTON: I think—I think—I think Donald just criticized me for preparing for this debate. 

And, yes, I did. And you know what else I prepared for? I prepared to be president. And I think 

that's a good thing. [applause] 

HOLT: Mr. Trump, for five years, you perpetuated a false claim that the nation's first black 

president was not a natural-born citizen. You questioned his legitimacy. In the last couple of 

weeks, you acknowledged what most Americans have accepted for years: The president was 

born in the United States. Can you tell us what took you so long? 
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TRUMP: I'll tell you very—well, just very simple to say. Sidney Blumenthal works for the 

campaign and close—very close friend of Secretary Clinton. And her campaign manager, Patti 

Doyle, went to—during the campaign, her campaign against President Obama, fought very hard. 

And you can go look it up, and you can check it out. 

And if you look at CNN this past week, Patti Solis Doyle was on Wolf Blitzer saying that this 

happened. Blumenthal sent McClatchy, highly respected reporter at McClatchy, to Kenya to find 

out about it. They were pressing it very hard. She failed to get the birth certificate. 

When I got involved, I didn't fail. I got him to give the birth certificate. So I'm satisfied with it. 

And I'll tell you why I'm satisfied with it. 

HOLT: That was... 

[crosstalk] 

TRUMP: Because I want to get on to defeating ISIS, because I want to get on to creating jobs, 

because I want to get on to having a strong border, because I want to get on to things that are 

very important to me and that are very important to the country. 

HOLT: I will let you respond. It's important. But I just want to get the answer here. The birth 

certificate was produced in 2011. You've continued to tell the story and question the president's 

legitimacy in 2012, '13, '14, '15... 

TRUMP: Yeah. 

HOLT: .... as recently as January. So the question is, what changed your mind? 

TRUMP: Well, nobody was pressing it, nobody was caring much about it. I figured you'd ask 

the question tonight, of course. But nobody was caring much about it. But I was the one that got 

him to produce the birth certificate. And I think I did a good job. 

Secretary Clinton also fought it. I mean, you know—now, everybody in mainstream is going to 

say, oh, that's not true. Look, it's true. Sidney Blumenthal sent a reporter—you just have to take a 

look at CNN, the last week, the interview with your former campaign manager. And she was 

involved. But just like she can't bring back jobs, she can't produce. 

HOLT: I'm sorry. I'm just going to follow up—and I will let you respond to that, because there's 

a lot there. But we're talking about racial healing in this segment. What do you say to Americans, 

people of color who... 

[crosstalk] 

TRUMP: Well, it was very—I say nothing. I say nothing, because I was able to get him to 

produce it. He should have produced it a long time before. I say nothing. 
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But let me just tell you. When you talk about healing, I think that I've developed very, very good 

relationships over the last little while with the African-American community. I think you can see 

that. 

And I feel that they really wanted me to come to that conclusion. And I think I did a great job 

and a great service not only for the country, but even for the president, in getting him to produce 

his birth certificate. 

HOLT: Secretary Clinton? 

CLINTON: Well, just listen to what you heard. [laughter] 

And clearly, as Donald just admitted, he knew he was going to stand on this debate stage, and 

Lester Holt was going to be asking us questions, so he tried to put the whole racist birther lie to 

bed. 

But it can't be dismissed that easily. He has really started his political activity based on this 

racist lie that our first black president was not an American citizen. There was absolutely no 

evidence for it, but he persisted, he persisted year after year, because some of his supporters, 

people that he was trying to bring into his fold, apparently believed it or wanted to believe it. 

But, remember, Donald started his career back in 1973 being sued by the Justice 

Department for racial discrimination because he would not rent apartments in one of his 

developments to African-Americans, and he made sure that the people who worked for him 

understood that was the policy. He actually was sued twice by the Justice Department. 

So he has a long record of engaging in racist behavior. And the birther lie was a very hurtful 

one. You know, Barack Obama is a man of great dignity. And I could tell how much it bothered 

him and annoyed him that this was being touted and used against him. 

But I like to remember what Michelle Obama said in her amazing speech at our Democratic 

National Convention: When they go low, we go high. And Barack Obama went high, despite 

Donald Trump's best efforts to bring him down. 

HOLT: Mr. Trump, you can respond and we're going to move on to the next segment. 

TRUMP: I would love to respond. First of all, I got to watch in preparing for this some of your 

debates against Barack Obama. You treated him with terrible disrespect. And I watched the way 

you talk now about how lovely everything is and how wonderful you are. It doesn't work that 

way. You were after him, you were trying to—you even sent out or your campaign sent out 

pictures of him in a certain garb, very famous pictures. I don't think you can deny that. 

But just last week, your campaign manager said it was true. So when you tried to act holier than 

thou, it really doesn't work. It really doesn't. 
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Now, as far as the lawsuit, yes, when I was very young, I went into my father's company, had a 

real estate company in Brooklyn and Queens, and we, along with many, many other companies 

throughout the country—it was a federal lawsuit—were sued. We settled the suit with zero—

with no admission of guilt. It was very easy to do. 

I notice you bring that up a lot. And, you know, I also notice the very nasty commercials that you 

do on me in so many different ways, which I don't do on you. Maybe I'm trying to save the 

money. 

But, frankly, I look—I look at that, and I say, isn't that amazing? Because I settled that lawsuit 

with no admission of guilt, but that was a lawsuit brought against many real estate firms, and it's 

just one of those things. 

I'll go one step further. In Palm Beach, Florida, tough community, a brilliant community, a 

wealthy community, probably the wealthiest community there is in the world, I opened a club, 

and really got great credit for it. No discrimination against African- Americans, against Muslims, 

against anybody. And it's a tremendously successful club. And I'm so glad I did it. And I have 

been given great credit for what I did. And I'm very, very proud of it. And that's the way I feel. 

That is the true way I feel. 

HOLT: Our next segment is called "Securing America”. 
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