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1. Introduction and Aim

Language is a powerful tool when it comes to exercising influence over others, one which
politicians can be argued to rely heavily on to achieve their goals (Hamdaoui 2015). The ability to
manipulate language effectively to influence ideology is an important aspect of political speech. It
can be argued that gaining political power is closely affiliated to the ability to manipulate speech
acts by using certain words to influence a listener’s interpretation to one’s political advantage. A
lot of information is communicated by words that are context bound, and a politician can
communicate much more than he or she actually formulates in words by using these words
strategically. Deixis is a term for referring expressions, words that are context bound. I will go
through the different forms of deixis in section 2.5. Studying words that are context bound can
offer “a pronominal window into the thinking and attitude of politicians towards particular political
topics and political personalities” (Wilson 1990:59).

The aim of this study is to focus on Donald Trump’s use of person deixis to create division
in American politics. My objectives are to study how Trump indexes himself as a politician and
how this supports his political agenda. This will be carried out through a discourse analysis of
Trump’s use of person deixis in political speech. I intend to use Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)
as the framework, and the critical discourse analysis method as the methodology, to analyze
speeches by President Donald Trump to explore ways in which person deixis can be used
strategically in political discourse to further inflame division in a hyper-partisan political system,
as a means to achieving a political advantage.

My hypothesis is that Donald Trump uses a distinctively more aggressive approach with a
more divisive rhetoric in speeches held in a context of battle and defeat than he uses in a winning
context. I believe that he uses person deixis strategically to shift between different rhetorical
approaches to intentionally aim to influence both how the American people perceive him, and the

political climate at various points in time.

2. Background

In this section I will set out the theoretical background on which I will base my analysis. I start by
giving a brief description of Critical Discourse Analysis as well as that of Political Discourse
Analysis in section 2.1. I will move on to elaborate on the importance of understanding the Micro

and Macro levels of social interaction when analyzing political speech acts in section 2.2, which



will lead to a discussion of the concept of Political Cognition in section 2.3. Subsequently I will
look at the concept of Reference in 2.4, and then zoom in on different forms of Deixis in section
2.5, of which Person Deixis (2.5.1) will be at the forefront of this study. I will end the theoretical
section of this essay by accounting for some previous research on Deixis in political discourse in

2.6.

2.1 Critical Discourse Analysis and Political Discourse Analysis

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is an analytical practice. It is a perspective rather than a
direction of studies and is sometimes thought of as something of a movement (van Dijk 2015:466).
Critical discourse analysts take on the task of spelling out the “general social strategies of
dominance and knowledge management” (Weiss and Wodak 2003:88) and analyzing how
cognitive knowledge structures and strategies affect discourse structures, and vice versa, and how
discourse strategies may in turn affect the cognitive and then the social properties of the audience
and society at large.

Political Discourse Analysis (PDA) is closely related to the discourse analytic approach of
CDA and aligning these ideas implies that political discourse should be examined through a critical
perspective, with CDA fundamentally being a political undertaking (Dunmire 2012:738).
According to van Dijk, PDA can refer “either to the analysis of political discourse, defined as the
text and talk of politicians within overtly political context, or to a political, i.e., critical, approach
to discourse analysis” (1997:736). According to Wodak and Weiss (2003:12), the particular
interest within CDA for the relationship between language and power has made political discourse
one of its central focuses, with numerous critical studies being carried out on power abuse and
resistance to it (van Dijk 2015:478). Van Dijk underlines the importance of defining the socio-
cognitive interface between political discourse and the “shared political representation that control
political actions, processes and systems” (van Dijk 2002:234). I will discuss this further in section
2.3 below.

Van Dijk measures power in the amount of control one group exercises over another
(2015:469). This power can be based on money, force, knowledge etc. If one group has the power
over another in some way, and is able to influence its knowledge and ideologies, they have the
opportunity to influence the minds and attitudes of members of this group. By doing so they

indirectly have the power to influence their actions. In other words, those who have access to



discourse, have the opportunity to influence other people’s minds and thereby manipulate their
actions. In order to access such power over people through discourse it is crucial to control topics
and topic change (van Dijk 2015:470—-471). In political discourse, politicians exert influence by
the language they choose to use: lexical expressions like illegal or undocumented for example,
impact public opinion on immigration (van Dijk 2015:474). An alternative, more neutral term to
“illegal” might be “unauthorized” for example. Implications and presuppositions are powerful
semantic properties of discourse that aim to assert “facts” that may not be true. A recent example
of this can be found in the presidential debate between Donald Trump and Kamala Harris on 10
September 2024, where Trump asserted that “In Springfield, they’re eating the dogs, the people
that came in, they’re eating the cats” (The American Presidency Project 2024), which has proved
to be entirely fabricated. The social nature of “knowledge sharing” allows for such presuppositions
and makes discourse understandable without having to give explicit details of the context (van
Dijk 2015:473). Pronouns are other typical markers of power differences, deference, and politeness
between speakers and recipients (Brown and Gilman 1960). Who is allegedly eating the pets in
Springfield? Who is they re referring to? The use of pronouns to refer to someone or something
that is context bound in order to include or exclude certain groups from the discourse can be
considered a strategic, linguistic tool to achieve political goals, which I will discuss further in

section 2.4.

2.2 Micro and Macro

The use of language through discourse and verbal interaction is considered to take place on the
micro-level of the social order, whereas power, dominance, and inequality between social groups
happen on a macro-level of analysis. According to Van Dijk (2015), in everyday interaction the
macro- and micro-levels merge into something of a unified whole. A misogynistic speech held by
Donald Trump could, looking at it this way, be considered discourse at the interactional micro-
level of social structure in the specific situation of a presidential speech, but simultaneously, act
as a potential reproduction of misogynism at the macro-level of social structure. Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA) aims to bridge the gap between the societal micro- and macro-levels by doing the
following (van Dijk 2015):

¢ Unifying the member with the groups they belong to.



e Considering actions by individuals to be the constituents of larger context of processes they
really are.

e Identifying the constraints placed on discourse by interactions that are part of a larger social
structure.

e Acknowledging that language users are social actors with social cognition in the form of

memories, knowledge and opinions that are shared with a larger social group.

To sum up, political speech acts performed by individual actors are by no means separated
from or protected against the larger context they are in. What starts at the micro-level does not
always stay there, but travels upwards to become part of a bigger political picture. This means that,
at the micro-level, people are constantly using a variety of techniques to serve their own agendas,
like persuasion, rational argument, irrational strategies, threats, bribes, manipulation etc. In doing
so, they work to move their positions forward (Jones et al. 1994:5) and although these
conversations with friends, colleagues or political party members etc. all happen on a micro-level,
they can be connected to other speech acts on the same level. Together they will grow and
eventually come to influence what happens on the macro extreme, where we find the political

institutions of the state (Chilton 2004:3).

2.3 Political Cognition
As briefly mentioned in section 2.1, a theory of political cognition needs to explicitly connect the
variation of political discourse with the socially shared political institutions and groups. The idea
of people in Springfield eating pets may derive from personal perceptions of the people in
Springfield, particularly immigrants, and these could be influenced by the broader ideologies of a
larger group. If people listen to utterances like this and other similar discourses of politicians and/or
the mass media, without having any competing, alternative information to balance it with, such
information may be “generalized to socially shared, abstract representations” (van Dijk 2002:212)
of minority groups such as the immigrants in Springfield and contribute to the formation of racist
ideologies.

According to van Dijk (2002) there is a need for a theoretical instrument to further
understand the relation between political discourse and political cognition and he introduces the

concept of context models. These serve as the referential basis for deictic expressions and are
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essential for both the creation and understanding of numerous discourse structures, highlighting
the significance of the social context and its interpretation in communication and discourse (van
Dijk 2002:216). At the socio-political level of analysis, Trump’s claim that the people in
Springfield eat pets may translate into suspicion against immigrants in the Springfield
surroundings (and beyond) by (mostly) members of the Republican Party. The fact that Trump
made this claim when debating the current immigration situation places the utterance in the context
of immigration and so feeds the narrative of immigrants as inferior. Van Dijk (2002:216) claims
that political discourse is not primarily defined by topic or style, but rather by who speaks to whom,
as what, on what occasion and with what goals. The context of political discourse, i.e., the setting,
the general circumstances surrounding it, the participant roles etc., plays such a defining role that
political discourse may well be considered contextual rather than textual. Speakers are aware of
these contextual categories and use them to identify themselves and others. The most typical
political pronoun is “our” which lets the speaker identify himself with and index himself to a
certain group. This group is not objective however, and “our” is used strategically as inclusive (us
Republicans) and to exclude others. “Us” and “them” are examples of discursive polarization that
reflects mental representations of “people talked about, but also the categories of participants
talked to in a communicative situation” (van Dijk 2002:226). Such discursive polarization can thus
have fundamental effects on how others view us (and themselves and others) depending on how

we choose to index ourselves in a certain context.

2.4 Reference
Yule (2014:17) proposes that reference can be best understood as an act in which a speaker or
writer uses language to help a listener or reader identify something. As listeners/readers, what we
identify depends on our ideology and how we see the world. Discourse is closely related to social
structures and we can influence and be influenced by discourse by engaging in a social
construction, for example when taking the role of an interlocutor.

According to Yule (2014:16) reference is clearly tied to the speaker’s goals and beliefs,
i.e., what he or she wants the listener to understand and what the listener can be expected to know
about the subject. In other words, what background information the listener has and what is needed
for successful reference to occur. The role of inference plays an important part here because if

there is no direct relationship between entities and words, “the listener’s task is to infer correctly



which entity the speaker intends to identify by using a particular referring expression” (Yule
2014:16). This introduces some complexities between semantics and cognition, or between what
sentences /iterally mean and what we intend when we use them, as well as the thoughts they convey
(Levinson 2004:99). As listeners we are, for example, expected to identify what is meant by for

example “that” and “them” without the speaker directly pointing it/them out.

2.5 Deixis
“Deixis” is a technical, Greek term for one of the most basic things we do with utterances. It means
“pointing” via language. Any linguistic form used to accomplish this ‘pointing’ is called a deictic
expression (Yule 2014:8). Biihler (1934:79-83) referred to the center of a deictic expression as an
anchorage of events in terms of spatio-temporal location (here and now) and of person (/) with
respect to an axis of reference called a deictic origo (a deictic center). In an utterance like “I will
see you here next month” the speaker, time and place are at the center. In order to decode this
sentence, we need additional information about who the speaker is, when the utterance is made and
where it is made. Levinson argues that an utterance can be tested to be a deictic expression or not
based on its truth conditions (Levinson 2004). The sentence Toby is Anna’s dog can be tested to
be true or not based on there being a person called Anna having a dog called Toby. He is her dog
is a sentence whose truth condition cannot be tested without further information like, who is se
and who is she? For Levinson (1983:64), deixis is organized in an egocentric way (Stapleton 2017)
and this perspective, where the speaker is at the center of the utterances, can only be interpreted in
a given context. If the speaker changes, so does the context (Levinson 2004:101). The proximal
deictic forms of a direct speech communicate a sense of being in the same context as the utterance
whereas the distal deictic forms of indirect speech make the original speech event seem more
remote (Yule 1996:15). The property of deixis is that reference is provided by the context as
opposed to the “semantic conditions imposed by the expression” (Levinson 2004:101) and deictic
expressions always communicate much more than what is said (Yule 2014:16). The three most
common types of deixis are: Person, Temporal (Time) and Spatial deixis. I will go through these
in turn in 2.5.1-2.5.3.

Charles Peirce referred to the relationship between a deictic sign and its object of reference
as a “dynamical coexistence” (Hanks 1999) and it is normally associated with linguistic

expressions that are “semantically insufficient to achieve reference without contextual support”



(Levinson 2004:103). The interlocutors will need to pay mutual attention to the clues given in the
environment in which the utterance is made. They need to have the ability to reconstruct the
speakers “referential intentions” (Levinson 2004:103). Below is a graphic model, illustrating the
concept of a deictic center. I will proceed to go through the most common forms of deixis in the
following sections of this paper and this model will serve to show how, not only person deixis, but
also temporal and spacial deixis move towards or away from the distal center depending on the

perspective of the speaker.

PERSON DEIXIS
you (sin.), he, she, it, you (pl.), they

then, yesterday, etc. there, etc.
TIME DEIXIS SPACE DEIXIS

Figure 1. A trilateral coordinate system showing person, space and time deixis (Botha 1980).

2.5.1 Person Deixis

Person deixis is personal pronouns used by the speaker to make personal reference. “First and
second person pronouns typically refer to the speaking and hearing speech participants, whereas
third person pronouns designate the non-speech or narrated participant” (Stapleton 2017). Person
deixis is said to encode participant roles as the interlocutors take turns in being speaker and
addressee. The roles in a conversation, and with it the deictic center, changes from one person to
another (Levinson 2004:112) and each person shifts from being “you” to being “me” in
conversations. There are ambiguities to be found in the English pronoun we. The example below
provides a subtle opportunity for a hearer to decide what is in fact communicated: The example

We clean up after ourselves around here, allows two different interpretations: There is an exclusive
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“we” (speaker plus other(s), excluding addressee) and an inclusive “we” (speaker and addressee
included) (Yule 2014:10). The listener can either decide that he or she is a member of the group to
whom the rule applies (i.e., an addressee) or an outsider to whom the rule does not apply (i.e., not
an addressee). In either case the listener gets to decide what kind of “we” is being communicated
(Yule 2014:10). According to Hamdaoui (2015), politicians use these ambiguities to their
advantage when they “manipulate the pronominal system to assume or reject responsibility and to
establish solidarity with the audience and to persuade them regarding certain decisions”.

When people engage in verbal interaction, they take on a position in relation to the person
they are talking to. In his research, Goffman (1979) referred to this as people having different
footing depending on the participation framework. For example, most people realize that a
messenger must not be blamed for the content of a message he or she merely delivers. Goffman
underlines the importance of the different “interactional rights and responsibilities” (1979:128-
130) people have in participation frameworks. These frameworks are, however, often revised in
interaction. People regularly change their positions in conversation and so change the framework.
Goffman tried to explain how footing gets established in conversation by introducing the idea of
verbal and non-verbal “cues and markers” that indicate the relative footing of participants in a
conversation. This concept would help us understand how people manage their roles in a
conversation. It would show us who is speaking and who is being spoken to and how this would
change throughout the interaction. Levinson (2004) attempted to take Goffman’s idea further with
his research on how deictics can provide such cues about the participation framework with their
referents being fixed by parameters of the speech situation itself (Wortham 1996:333). Wortham
(1996) has focused his research on how deictic expressions are used in context to construct roles,
relationships, and social positioning. He created a system for analysis called Deictic Mapping,
which is a methodological technique that can help analysts uncover interactional patterns
established through deixis (Wortham 1996). Mapping deixis makes it easier to discover patterns
of social behavior. For example, when people use person deixis like “us” or “them,” they are not
only referring to specific objects or individuals but also positioning themselves within a particular
social structure. Another important contributor to research on deixis is Rees (1983), who created
a scale that reflects the different social roles that pronouns can reflect and how they relate to others

1n conversation.



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
I ME YOU ONE YOU IT SHE HE THEY

(direct) (indefinite)

Figure 2. Pronominal scale for political referencing (Rees 1983:16)

Rees’s (1983) Pronominal scale (Figure 2) shows the movement from the proximal to the
distal when using pronominals for (political) referencing. “The basic principle behind the scale is
that in considering personal pronouns we begin from the most fundamental and subjective form,
‘I’ (and its variants, ‘me’, ‘my’ or ‘mine’) and then progressively move outward, or away, from
this deictic center” (Wilson 1990:58). The scale starts from the deictic center of “I” to the distal
other of “They”.

2.5.2 Temporal Deixis

Temporal (time) deixis refers to an event of an utterance, which takes place any time relative to
the speaking time and is, therefore, represented by tense (will go, ate, is sleeping), time adverbials
(now, then) and sometimes by temporal prepositions such as in the evening, at midnight and on
time (Stapleton 2017). Temporal deictic expressions refer to the time an utterance (mainly by the
speaker/writer) takes place and “now” is generally understood as referring to some point or period
in time that has the time of the speaker’s utterance at its center. There is an important distinction
to be made between the time an utterance is made, the coding time (CT) and the time an utterance
is received by the addressee, the receiving time (RT) (Marmaridou 2000:82). Stapleton (2017)
describes how the “location of an event referred to and represented by time and tense constitutes
the deictic center in the utterance of a speaker”. In the example I am leaving next week, we need
to know the context (when the utterance was made, i.e., the coding time) in order to know when

next week is.

2.5.3 Spatial Deixis

Spatial deixis is used by a speaker to locate its referents as either close by or more distant. Deixis
of place “do not mean much in isolation, it is only when you know where the speaker is standing
or what the speaker is indicating that they become truly meaningful” (Thomas, 1995:9) The most

common spatial deixis are the demonstratives this/that and these/those. Proximal terms are



typically interpreted in terms of the speaker’s location, or the so-called deictic center (see Figure
1). In considering spatial deixis, it is important to remember that location from the speaker’s
perspective can be fixed mentally as well as physically, as in the example I’m not here now (Yule
2014). It may be that the truly pragmatic basis of spatial deixis is actually psychological distance
since physically close objects will tend to be treated by the speaker as psychologically close (Yule
1996).

2.6 Previous Research on Deixis in Politics

The majority of previous research on the use of deixis in politics centers around political speeches.
This is not surprising since, according to Wilson (1990), it is in the scripted speech that most
attention is given to the selection of pronouns. A written speech is prepared in advance, which
makes it intentional rather than spontaneous in nature. This makes it more interesting to look at
for potential strategic patterns.

Yahya (2020) conducted a study into the rise to power of the former cricketer and current
Pakistani president Imran Khan. His research relies on CDA and its methodological procedures.
Yahya set out to study “the way Khan as a politician indexes his identity when he talks about local
politics in Pakistan” (Yahya 2020:2) with the objective to look at how Khan indexes his identity
through political discourses and how he uses this as a strategy to overcome “the political ethos of
the present and how it can be interpreted in a way towards the construction of a Naya Pakistan”
(Yahya 2020:2). A corpus of five speeches by Khan were analyzed with a focus on person, spatial
and temporal deixis to see which ones were used and how to interpret them, with the main focus
on the first-person plural (we) with the objective to identify whether the politician performs in the
role of a leader for his party or keeps his national identity as a former cricketer. Yahya draws the
conclusion that Imran Khan indexes his own identity as a leader of his party more often than that
of his national identity.

Hamdaoui (2015) studied Obama’s use of person deixis as a means to exercising persuasive
power in his speeches on the financial crisis. A quantitative as well as a qualitative method is used
and Hamdaoui concludes that the pronoun “we” is the most frequently used deictic category for
persuasive ends: “It is used by Obama to create a stereotypical image of the American character,
to remind the audience of their glorious past, and to spread the load of responsibility, to persuade

the audience and gain their support” (2015).
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Ivanova (2016) focuses her study on how the elected president of the Chilean Republic,
Michelle Bachelet, shaped her rhetorical space in her 2013 (post-election) victory speech. Ivanova
concentrates her study on the linguistic analysis of the deictic reference with particular attention
given to how political actors represent or construct the reality in a certain context, according to the
theory of Fairclough (2012). Her findings clearly “emphasize predominant choice of the inclusive
and proximal dichotomy (over the exclusive and distal one) in Bachelet’s victory rhetoric”
(Ivanova 2016) where she draws the conclusion that this “proximization is a typical (political)
phenomenon for the election victory environment where one of the main aims of the politician is
to claim for the national unity and thank the supporters” (Ivanova 2016).

Wilson (1990) studied how Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter (in the US presidential debates
of 1976) regularly altered between “I” and “We” in order to employ a shift of reference and self-
positioning with the aim of dodging responsibility, and to avoid being misinterpreted by the
audience (or co-debater for that matter). Wilson describes how it is evident that Carter follows “a
pattern of marking out his own position in relation to certain positive and negative issues by
generating different I/we choices” (1990:52). Using “we” can lesson any negative effects since
it is a word that can be said to be ambiguous in nature due to it being interpreted as either

exclusive or inclusive (see section 2.5.1).

3. Method

I conducted a quantitative analysis of the usage of person deixis in four of Trump’s speeches with
the objective to detect any variation in usage. Consecutively I did a qualitative discourse analysis
of how these pronominal deictics are used strategically to exercise political power. I will describe

the procedure in sections 3.1 and 3.2 below.

3.1 Quantitative Analysis
I carried out a quantitative study of the use of person deixis in political discourse by studying four
speeches held by Donald Trump. My first step was to exclude parts of the speeches not held by
Trump himself, where third party speakers like his Vice President elect or family members are
invited to speak.

I began by identifying the person deixis in the texts, count occurrences and calculated the

mean usage by using the normalized frequency per 1000 words. It was imperative that I use the
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normalized frequency since the speeches vary considerably in length. I disregarded this fact when
selecting my material since the contexts of the respective speeches were of greater importance in
my selection process than the size of the speech itself.

I decided not to include singular third person pronouns (he/she/it) in this study. The reason
for this is that in two of the speeches, Donald Trump has guest speakers joining him and a
substantial number of the third person pronouns refer back to these speakers, presenting a dialogue

that I was not looking to include in this limited study.

3.2 Qualitative Analysis

I conducted a critical (political) discourse analysis of the speeches. I paid particular interest to
person deixis, or participant and non-participant deixis, in this study, as these are “often used by
speakers to establish what roles they are playing with respect to each other” (Wortham1996: 352).
Furthermore, I set out to analyze the strategic use of the most typical political pronoun “our” (van
Dijk 2002) as well as “I”, “we”, “us, “them”, “they” and “their” to establish with which group the
speaker, in this case Donald Trump, identifies himself. In line with a Critical Discourse Analysis,
I aimed to identify the particular discourse structures Donald Trump uses to reinforce social
dominance when holding his speeches. I hoped to see a pattern in the way Trump alternates the
use of person deixis as he switches perspective from a competitive approach (prior to an election),
to that of a winner/loser in a post the election scenario. I analyzed the four speeches in reverse
chronological order to anchor my analysis in the context of current political affairs. By framing
the most recent speech as part of an ongoing political narrative, this approach allowed me to trace
the evolution of Donald Trump’s strategic use of person deixis, highlighting both continuity and

change.

4. Material
My primary material consists of transcripts of speeches (Table 1) held by Donald Trump at times
before and after he won the 2024 election campaign, the speech he held to a large crowd on January

6 2021, shortly before the riot at the Capitol as well as the inauguration speech of 2017.
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Table 1. The speeches analyzed in the study

Location Date Word count
Florida Nov 5, 2024 3,213
Reading, PA Nov 4, 2024 9,661
Washington DC Jan 6, 2021 10,943
Washington DC Jan 20, 2017 1,460

I selected speeches that were set in contexts suitable for my research question. Since I set out to
explore whether Donald Trump changes his use of person deixis to manipulate inclusiveness and
exclusiveness in order to either divide or unite, depending on his personal agenda, I chose speeches
held before and after a victory, as well as before and after a defeat. I chose to focus this study on
Donald Trump alone and not compare him to any other politician since my objective is not to set
him apart from anyone else, but rather to investigate how he strategically uses alternating
narratives.

The victory speech of 2024 is set directly after the election, where the speaker found
himself in a state of victory and profound political comeback. The Rally Speech from a day earlier,
the 4 November 2024, took place on the very last day of the campaign, which places it in a context
of a battle with only 24 hours left to win over potential undecided voters. The speech held by
Trump on January 6 2021, prior to the storming of the Capitol, is set in a context of failure and
aggression. The Inauguration Speech of 2017 is set in a similar winning context as the Victory
Speech from 2024, although not in the immediate euphoria of the election but a few months later.

The full transcripts of the four speeches are found in Appendix 1-Appendix 4.

5. Results

The results of the quantitative analysis are presented in 5.1 In section 5.2, I present my qualitative
analysis by analyzing samples of the corpora. Analyzing the speeches in their entirety goes beyond
the scope of this essay, which is why I have chosen a limited amount of sample sentences to
illustrate how one can interpret Trump’s use of person deixis in the particular context in which

they appear.

13



5.1 Quantitative Results
The diagram below (Figure 3) illustrates Donald Trump’s use of person deixis in the four speeches

analyzed in this study. I have broken down the data in Table 2.

Person Deixis used in 4 political speeches by Donald Trump

40
35
30
25
20
15
10

5 | ]

0 | I

We Us Our They Them Their You Your
M Victory Speech Nov 5th 2024 M Inauguration Speech Jan 20th 2021
Rally Speech Nov 4th 2024 Rally Speech Jan 6th 2021

Figure 3. Diagram illustrating Trump’s use of deixis in 4 separate political speeches

Table 2. The normalized frequencies for Trump’s use of person deixis in the four speeches (raw

figures in parentheses)

We Us Our | They Them | Their | You Your
1. Victory Speech | 34.5 3.11 |6.53|7.78 1.86 0.31 18.68 |2.8
Nov 52024 (111) (10) | (21) | (25) (6) (1) (60) )
2. Rally Speech Nov | 24.42 1.03 |6.31|18.32 |5.27 1.13 27.53 | 2.79
42024 (236) (10) | (61) | (177) (51) (11) (2606) (27)
3. D.C. Rally Speech | 22 1.55 |7.76 | 22.7 5.02 1.64 | 24.03 1.91
Jan 6 2021 (239) (17) | (85) | (249) (55) (18) (263) (21)
4. Inauguration | 34.24 1.36 342(5)| 0 7.53 9.5 7.5
Speech Jan 21 2017 | (50) (2) (11) (14) (11)

14



In his Victory Speech (Nov 5, 2024) Trump primarily uses “we” (34.5%, 111 occurrences) to build
a sense of unity and collective achievement. “You” also plays a significant role (18.68%, 60
occurrences), reflecting a direct address to his audience. “They” (7.78%, 25 occurrences) and
“them” (1.86%, 6 occurrences) are used to refer to others, while “us” (3.11%, 10 occurrences) and
“their” (0.31%, 1 occurrence) appear minimally.

In the Rally Speech (Nov 4, 2024), the person deixis “we” (24.42%, 236 occurrences) and
“you” (27.53%, 266 occurrences) are most prevalent, highlighting the speech’s interactive and
engaging tone. The use of “they” increases significantly (18.32%, 177 occurrences), emphasizing
the distinction between the speaker’s supporters and opposing groups. Additionally, “them”
(5.27%, 51 occurrences) and “their” (1.13%, 11 occurrences) are notable, while “us” (1.03%, 10
occurrences) appears less frequently.

In the Rally Speech held in Washington D.C. (Jan 6, 2021) Trump utilizes “we” (22%,
239 occurrences) and “you” (24.03%, 263 occurrences) prominently, underscoring unity with his
supporters. “They” (22.7%, 249 occurrences) and “them” (5.02%, 55 occurrences) reflect an
increased emphasis on those outside the inner group or supporters. “Us” (1.55%, 17 occurrences)
and “your” (1.91%, 21 occurrences) are present but less frequent.

Finally, in the Inauguration Speech (Jan 21, 2017) the use of the deixis “we” (34.24%, 50
occurrences) and “our” (32.87%, 48 occurrences) is remarkably high, reflecting the tone of unity
and collective responsibility. “You” (9.5%, 14 occurrences) appears more moderately, and “they”
(3.42%, 5 occurrences) is used minimally. “Us” (1.36%, 2 occurrences) and “your” (7.5%, 11
occurrences), show lower frequencies.

Overall, the pronoun “we” is the most frequent person deixis in the four speeches looked
at in this study. It is used noticeably more in a winning context, in both the Victory Speech (34.5,
111 occurrences) and the Inauguration Speech (34.24, 50 occurrences), than in a reverse situation
like the January 6 Rally (22, 239 occurrences) or in a state of battle like on November 4 (24.42,
236 occurrences). In contrast, “us” is a pronoun that is used rather conservatively throughout all
four speeches and does not show any real variation between the speeches.

Figure 3 clearly shows a much higher usage of the pronoun “they” in the two Rally
Speeches than in the others. The difference is especially noticeable between the Inauguration
Speech, where Trump, aims to unite, and the January 6 Rally, where Trump aims to divide and

blame (3.42, 5 occurrences to 22.7, 249 occurrences). “Their” is a pronoun that is not used at all
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in the Inauguration Speech and very little in the others, although we can see a higher representation
in the Inauguration Speech.

Trump refers to “you” to a much lesser degree in his Inauguration Speech than in the two
Rally Speeches. The Victory Speech falls between these two “camps”. When comparing the use
of “you” to the use of “our” we clearly see how Trump changes his perspective from being in the
deictic center pointing outward further down the pronominal scale, to pointing back to himself as
a central part of “our”. The recurring use of the person deixis in the Inauguration Speech is
evidently higher than in the other three speeches, distinctly showing a preference to include and

unite.

5.2 Qualitative Results
I analyzed specific excerpts chronologically, starting with the most recent speech. I consider these
excerpts to be representative and found no contradictions in the remaining sections of the speeches

(see appendix 1-4).

5.2.1 Speech 1: Victory Speech from Nov 5, 2024

Out of the four speeches in this study, the most recent one, the Victory Speech from Election Night
on 5 November 2024, contains the highest number of the person deixis “we” (34.5%, 111
occurrences). The use of “we” in examples (1) and (2) are examples of how Trump uses inclusive

we (Wilson 1990), to index himself closer to his audience.

(1) We overcame obstacles that nobody thought possible and it is now clear (1.9)
(2) We’ve achieved the most incredible political thing. (1.9-10)

“They” (and its variants “their” and “them”) are used to a significantly lesser degree, which
speaks to the fact that Trump avoids these more distancing pronominals here and acts to purposely
position himself where he unites with all Americans to feed the narrative of a united country under

his “reign”.

(3) Just as I did in my first term, we had a great first term, a great, great first term. [ will

govern by a simple motto: Promises made, promises kept. We’re going to keep our
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promises. Nothing will stop me from keeping my word to you, the people. We will

make America safe, strong, prosperous, powerful, and free again. (1.173-177)

exclusive we” and “all-

In example (3) Trump alternates between the self-referencing “I”, *
inclusive we”. He starts by talking about #is first term but is quick to include the rest of his
administration (and arguably his voters) by extending this to “We had a great first term”. He then
continues to talk about himself and how he will govern only to, in the next sentence, include
“everybody”. Going back and forth on the pronominal scale like this is and intertwining

perspectives can be a way of presenting his own personal interest to be closely aligned with that

of the Republican party and taking it a step further — of the American people.

(4) We’re going to help our country heal. We have a country that needs help, and it needs
help very badly. We’re going to fix our borders, we’re going to fix everything about
our country and we’ve made history for a reason tonight, and the reason is going to

be just that. (1.5-8)

Trump refers to the country as “it” in (4). By doing so he distances himself from the country and
presents it as not only including “us” but also “them”. He suggests that “We” are going to help “it”
and that “we” are going to help “our” country. Again, he switches perspective to both include
himself and everyone else in the solution but at the same time distance himself from the problem
by referring to the country (“our country”) to be something of an independent entity over which

he has had no influence.

5.2.2 Speech 2: Rally Speech, Pennsylvania, from Nov 4, 2024

Trump makes considerably more use of divisive language in this speech, which was held on the
very last day of his campaign rally, than on the day after. Up until the very end Trump seemed to
have entertained the thought of “you’re either with us or against us”, only to do a 180 degree turn
the next day. The fact that he uses the term “they” more than twice as often in his Rally Speech
(see section 5.1) tells us that this is a narrative that he intentionally seeks out. There are no stories
told here about coming together as one unified nation, but rather a rhetoric being used that would

arguably further fuel the political division already present in the American society.
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(5) We’re going to throw them out of the country, first choice. (1.197)
(6) It’s serious. And we’ll tell you about it, but we’re going to either put them in jail or

we’re going to get them. (1.201-202)

In example (5) and (6) Trump uses “royal we” to refer to himself and his officials. It is a way for

him to maintain his position of power and to speak on behalf of an authority (Wilson 1990).

(7) Now, they’re dumping they’re emptying their jails and mental institutions. (1.202-203)

“They’re” in example (7) refers to the Democrats purportedly letting all kinds of criminals and
mentally impaired people out of institutions and onto the streets. Trump now distances himself
from this group by using the third person plural pronoun that are placed furthest away from himself
as the deictic center. This exemplifies how he seeks division by painting the members of the
Democratic party as inferior to and distant from his own party. “They” are distanced from the

speaker as well as from the addressee.

(8) Today, you get a little slap on the wrist when you kill somebody. You kill somebody,
uh-oh -- now, if you fight for a fair and free election, then they throw the book at you,
right? (1.208-209)

In the above example (8) you is “all inclusive” and it is quite clear that Trump is referring to
himself as being the one to “fight for a fair and free election”. We could, however, also interpret
“you” as referring to Trump and his supporters together, fighting to rectify what they considered
to be a stolen election. It can be argued that “you” is a so-called “situational insertion” where,
“the conversion of one’s own personal experience into experiences which might be, or can be,
shared by the addressee” (Wilson 1990:56). Trump uses this pronominal form to make the, by
him, perceived injustice seem like a general opinion. He uses “they” to refer to the Democratic
Party as a way to make them appear obscure and to further feed a sense of division that supports

his political narrative of “us vs. them”.
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(9) And if they come back into our country, it’s an automatic 10 years in jail with no

possibility of parole. (1.213-214)

In (9), “they” refers to deported immigrants returning to the U.S. The fact that Trump use “they”
for anyone he does not like, be it illegal immigrants or Democrats, further enhances a picture of a
country subjected to hyper-partisanship, which a controversial figure like Donald Trump may

benefit from. I will discuss this further in section 6.

(10) You built this country, I have to tell you. You built this country. You’re going to

save this country, too. You’re going to save it. (1.10-11)

He is distancing himself from the crowd here. In (10) he repeats the statement that “you” built this
country and “you” will save it. He is letting the audience know it is their responsibility to save the
country that they have created and they will do so by voting for him. This can be interpreted as a
tactical way for him to “order” people to take responsibility for a country they, themselves, have

built, by voting for him.

5.2.3 Speech 3: The Rally Speech from Jan 6,2021

We can clearly see a difference in reference here from speeches 1 and 2. Trump favors “they” as
a distancing strategy here, which he did not need to use in Speech 1. In Speech 2 he used the same
strategy to alienate the opponent, however alternating with an “all-inclusive you” and “royal we”
to promote a strong sense of group identity on the one hand while simultaneously distancing
himself further from the opponents. In speech 3, Trump’s main objective seems to be to maximize

division:

(11) The Republicans have to get tougher. You’re not going to have a Republican Party
if you don’t get tougher. (1.643-644)

In example (11) Trump distances himself from the Republican voters by referring to them as “you”
instead of “us”. This could arguably be perceived as something of a threat. “You’re not going to

have a party” is a way to communicate disappointment and presuppositions.
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(12) Well, I say, yes it does, because the Constitution says you have to protect our country
and you have to protect our Constitution, and you can’t vote on fraud. (1.645-647)
(13) When you catch somebody in a fraud, you’re allowed to go by very different rules.

(1.6647-648)

The fact that Trump uses “you” in (12) to reference the addressee but then switches to “our”
country shows his intention to place the responsibility on the Republican voters to protect a country
he refers to as “our”. He distances himself from the responsibility to take the country back and
defend it, however he does claim to be part of the group to whom the country belongs. This can be
interpreted as him encouraging Republican Party members to take the country back for him. In
(13), he uses “you” in a way that can be interpreted as an “all-inclusive you” to generalize his
statement but it can also be seen as him talking straight to his supporters at the rally, encouraging
them to bend the rules. Looking at this in hindsight, knowing what this particular rally led up to
(Trump supporters storming the Capitol a few hours later), it is hard to consider this anything but

encouragement from the president to break the law.

(14) We won in a landslide. This was a landslide. They said it’s not American to
challenge the election. This the most corrupt election in the history, maybe of the

world. (1.658-659)

“We” in (14) refer to the Republicans. “They” are the Democrats. “They” are understood to be the
enemy, the ones responsible for the Republicans being defeated, for the election being corrupt and

for not wanting to challenge the outcome.

(15) You know, you could go third-world countries, but I don’t think they had hundreds
of thousands of votes and they don’t have voters for them. [ mean no matter where

you go, nobody would think this. (1.660-662)

In example (15) Trump makes a comparison to third world countries, suggesting that even

countries used to corruption would not have this many votes without any voters connected to them.
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“You” is all inclusive, Trump is making a general claim that anyone could go to a third world
country but “they”, (the people of a third world country) would not be as corrupt as “they” in the
U.S. (which would be the Democrats). Trump uses “They” to refer to a group, cognitively rather
than physically, far away from his own, be they members of third world countries or the
Democrats. He strategically groups these together and places them on the other side of the

pronominal scale.

5.2.4 Speech 4: The Inauguration Speech from Jan 21, 2017
All of the examples below (16—19) show how Trump uses a unifying narrative in his inauguration

speech.

(16) We will reinforce old alliances and form new ones and unite the civilized world
against radical Islamic terrorism, which we will eradicate completely from the face of
the Earth. (1.69-70)

(17) At the bedrock of our politics will be a total allegiance to the United States of
America, and through our loyalty to our country, we will rediscover our loyalty to
each other. (1.71-72)

(18) When America is united, America is totally unstoppable. There should be no fear:
We are protected, and we will always be protected. We will be protected by the great
men and women of our military (1.75-77)

(19) Finally, we must think big and dream even bigger. In America, we understand that a

nation is only living as long as it is striving. (1.79-80)

In (16) he uses an “all-inclusive we” in “We will reinforce old alliances”, referring to all Americans
who will come together to fight off evil together (with allies). In (17) he continuously speaks of
“our” politics and “our” loyalty to “our” country. In example (18) he portrays an America that is
unstoppable when united. He brings up the strong men and women in the military as a unifying
force that protects all. There are no signs of any division being promoted here, rather he speaks in
terms of unifying the country and reinventing a mutual loyalty for one another. The “us against-

them” rhetoric is not used in this speech at all. Trump puts the American people right at the deictic

21



center with him. In (19) “We” must think big and dream even bigger. Trump doesn’t mention the

“Democrats” or “they” as a separate group from “us”, instead the focus is on “we” and “our”.

S. Discussion

The objective of this study is to examine how Donald Trump presents himself as a politician and
how this aligns with his political agenda. Does Trump use person deixis to manipulate discourse
for his own advantage? We can see from the quantitative analysis in section 5.1 that Trump uses
the inclusive “we” and “our” to a greater extent in his Victory and Inauguration Speeches than he
does in the other two speeches included in this study. This can be interpreted as his way to employ
a sense of unity with his audience, that he only wishes to employ in a certain context. Van Dijk
concludes that political discourse is primarily characterized not by its subject matter or manner of
expression, but by the participants involved, their roles, the context in which the communication
occurs, and the objectives they aim to achieve (2002). In his Victory Speech, Donald Trump
addresses his audience as a winner, who has nothing to gain from creating further division, but
everything to win from uniting a politically fractured society. Similarly, in his Inauguration
Speech, he speaks to his people from the role of an incoming President with nothing to win from
fueling a growing partisanship, but everything to gain from doing the opposite and uniting the
opposing sides under his rule.

As mentioned in section 2.1, the context of political discourse — the setting, the general
circumstances surrounding it, the participant roles etc. — plays such a defining role that political
discourse may well be considered contextual rather than textual (Van Dijk 2002:216) and Donald
Trump’s choice of deixis should be interpreted in the context in which it appears. The heavy use
of the distant “they” in the January 6 Rally, is set in a context where Trump speaks to his crowd
from the perspective of a defeated man, a loser that has everything to win from painting a picture
of injustice and fraud. The fact that “us” and “our” are scarcely used in the same speech suggests
that Trump refrains from using these particular pronouns to establish his own role in this particular
political context. By using “they” he is attempting to steer the focus away from the deictic center
where he, as the speaker, is located, and direct it towards the most distant part of the pronominal
scale. By doing so he distances himself from situations where others are put to carry the blame for

immigration issues, to mention one example.
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Chilton states that “The whole purpose of the political reasoning process is to make claims
about what is and what is not, might be or might not be, ‘a bad thing’ or ‘a good thing’” (2004:
85). He also points out that this kind of political reasoning depends heavily on presumptions. This
leads me to reflect on the role of inference that Yule (2014:16) describes and the idea of the
listener’s task being to infer correctly the “entity the speaker intends to identify”. A speaker, in
this case Donald Trump, influences the way his audience identifies the entities he is referring to
by the way he indexes them. Levinson (2004) argues that there are complexities between on the
one hand what sentences mean and what we mean when we say them and, on the other hand, the
corresponding thoughts they express. What sentences mean to the people who hear and interpret
them are very much influenced by the context in which they are uttered and by what social position
the person expressing them is in. As a politician, Trump has a platform from which he reaches a
large audience, which means potentially influencing many people through his words. For him to
strategically use referring expressions, like deixis, to manipulate people’s perception and adapt the
narrative to suit his ends, is arguably, a method intentionally utilized. This supports the hypothesis
that Donald Trump uses person deixis strategically to shift between different rhetorical approaches
to intentionally aiming to influence how the American people perceive him and the political
climate at various points in time.

In Section 2, I describe how CDA spells out the “general social strategies of dominance
and knowledge management” (Weiss and Wodak 2003:88) that a person can exercise over others
and how such analysis can help us understand how these various discourse strategies can affect
the cognitive and social properties of the audience and society at large. Applying Jones et al.’s
(1994) ideas in an analysis of Trump, we might assume that he would use a range of techniques to
move his political positions forward like: persuasion, rational argument, irrational strategies,
threats, bribes, manipulation etc. Although these conversations with friends, voters, political
opponents, political party members etc., happen on a micro level, they can connect to other speech
acts on the same level and together grow to become part of a narrative that will potentially
influence what happens on the macro extreme. Sexist comments about women, on a micro-level
(to an audience at a rally) could for example become part of a chain of events travelling upwards
to one of the highest political institutions of the state, resulting in a growing support for federal

legislation against free abortion. A person like Donald Trump can be said to exercise power over
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discourse through the micro to macro impact of his political speeches and rallies, where micro-

level discourse evolves into larger narratives that influence political structures and policies.

6. Conclusion

The aim of this paper was to study how Donald Trump strategically uses person deixis, i.e.,
context-bound words such as “I”, “we”, “us”, “them”, and “they”, to shape American political
discourse and foster division. The hypothesis was that Trump employs more divisive language
when in a "losing" context and more unifying language when in a "winning" context. By using
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as a method, this study explored how Trump adapts his use of
pronouns depending on the political context, particularly in victory versus defeat. The theoretical
framework emphasizes the intersection of micro-level speech acts and macro-level societal issues,
drawing on Van Dijk’s (2015) argument that everyday interactions influence broader social power
structures, including political ideologies. As political discourse is shaped by context (including
who speaks to whom and with what goals), pronouns like “our” can be used strategically to include
or exclude groups, reinforcing polarized identities and shaping perceptions of “us” versus “them.”
If there is no direct relationship between entities and words, the listener needs to be able to infer
correctly and in order to do so, the context in which the utterance takes place needs to be known.
Previous studies show how politicians use person deixis, like the most typical political pronoun
“our”, to construct a reality in a certain political context.

This study examined four key Trump speeches: two from victory contexts (before and after
an election) and two from defeat-oriented settings. Both quantitative and qualitative analyses show
that Trump’s use of person deixis varies significantly between these contexts. In victory, pronouns
like “we” dominate, signaling unity, while divisive rally speeches feature more use of “they” as
Trump targets blame and exclusion. This contrast suggests a strategic approach to language that
manipulates inclusion and exclusion to reinforce political narratives. Notably, the term “our” was

3

used frequently in the Inauguration Speech, while “you” was less prevalent in this context
compared to rally speeches. The data supports the hypothesis that Trump is selective in his use of
person deixis, reinforcing social dominance through language. Van Dijk’s (2015) framework
highlights the influence of political discourse, and this study suggests that Trump amplifies
partisan divisions through his strategic choice of pronouns, reflecting the already polarized nature

of American society.
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At the outset, I anticipated that the findings would confirm Trump’s intentional use of person
deixis for political gain. This expectation has largely been met, though to a lesser extent than
initially expected. However, given the limited scope of this study, focused on only four speeches,
a broader analysis would be necessary to generalize these results. Future research could extend
this study by analyzing larger corpora or comparing the language use of other politicians from
different contexts, which would provide a richer understanding of how person deixis shapes

political discourse across the spectrum.
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Appendix 1. Victory Speech, Nov 5, 2024

"Thank you very much. Wow. Well, I want to thank you all very much. This is great. These are
our friends. We have thousands of friends in this incredible movement. This is a movement like
nobody's ever seen before and, frankly, this was, I believe, the greatest political movement of all
time. There's never been anything like this in this country, and maybe the, and now it's going to
reach a new level of importance because we're going to help our country heal. We're going to
help our country heal. We have a country that needs help, and it needs help very badly. We're
going to fix our borders, we're going to fix everything about our country and we've made history
for a reason tonight, and the reason is going to be just that.

"We overcame obstacles that nobody thought possible and it is now clear that we've achieved the
most incredible political thing, look what happened, is this crazy? But it's a political victory that
our country has never seen before, nothing like this. I want to thank the American people for the
extraordinary honor of being elected your 47th president and your 45th president. And every
citizen, I will fight for you, for your family and your future, every single day I will be fighting
for you with every breath in my body, I will not rest until we have delivered the strong, safe and
prosperous America that our children deserve and that you deserve. This will truly be the golden
age of America, that's what we have to have.

"This is a magnificent victory for the American people that will allow us to make America great
again, and in addition to having won the battleground states of North Carolina, I love these
places, Georgia, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin, we are now winning in Michigan, Arizona,
Nevada and Alaska, which would result in us carrying at least 315 electoral votes. But that, but
it's much easier doing what the networks did or whoever called it, because there was no other
path. There was no other path to victory. We also have won the popular vote, that was great.
Thank you. Thank you very much. Thank you. Winning the popular vote was very nice, very
nice, [ will tell you. It's a great, a great feeling of love. We have a great feeling of love in this
very large room with unbelievable people standing by my side. These people have been
incredible, they've made the journey with me and we're going to make you very happy, we're
going to make you very proud of your vote. I hope that you're going to be looking back someday
and say, that was one of the truly important moments of my life when I voted for this group of
people beyond the president, this group of great people.

"America has given us an unprecedented and powerful mandate. We have taken back control of
the Senate. Wow. That's great. And the Senate races in Montana, Nevada, Texas, Ohio,
Michigan, Wisconsin, the great Commonwealth of Pennsylvania were all won by the MAGA
movement, they helped so much. And in those cases, every one of them, we worked with the
senators, they were tough races. And I mean, the number of victories in the Senate was
absolutely incredible and we did tele-rallies, we did tele-rallies with each one of them, and
sometimes we did two or three for, and it was amazing to look at all of those victories. Nobody
expected that. Nobody. So I just wanted to thank you very much for that, and we have, you have
some great senators and some great new senators, and it also looks like we'll be keeping contro
of the House of Representatives. And I want to thank Mike Johnson, I think he's doing a terrific
job. Terrific job.
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"I want to also thank my beautiful wife Melania and First Lady, who has the number one
bestselling book in the country, can you believe that? No, she has done a great job, works very
hard, works very hard to help people. So I just want to thank her. But I want to thank my whole
family, my amazing children, and they are amazing children, that we all think of our children.
Everybody thinks, and children are amazing, but that's a good thing when you think they are. But
Don, Eric, Ivanka, Tiffany, Barron. Lara, Jared, Kimberly, Michael. Thank you all. My father-in-
law, Viktor, is tremendous and we miss very much Melania's mother, Amalija, we miss Amalija
don't we, she would be very happy right now, standing on this stage, she'd be so proud. She was
a great woman that one, beautiful inside and out. She was a great woman.

"I want to be the first to congratulate our great, now I can say, Vice-President-elect of the United
States JD Vance, and his absolutely remarkable and beautiful wife, Usha Vance. And he is a
feisty guy, isn't he? He and I have said, go into the enemy camp, and, you know, the enemy
camp is certain networks and a lot of people don't like to, sir, do I have to do that? He just goes,
OK, which ones, CNN, MSDNC, he'll say, all right, thank you very much, he actually looks like,
he's like the only guy I've ever seen, he really looks forward to it. And then he just goes and
absolutely obliterates them. Say a couple of words."

"Thank you very much. He's, he's turned out to be a good choice. I took a little heat at the
beginning, but he was I knew I knew the brain was a good one, about as good as it gets. And we
love the family, and we're going to have a great four years, and we're gonna turn our country
around. Make it something very special. It lost that, lost that little, it lost that little, that little
thing called special. We have to make it, so we're gonna make this so great. It's gonna. It's the
greatest country, and potentially the greatest country in the world by far and right now we're
gonna just work very hard to get all of that back.

"We're gonna make it the best it's ever been. We can do that. We just, if we had to wait longer. I
don't know. It was going bad and it was going bad fast. We're gonna have to seal up those
borders, and we're gonna have to let people come into our country. We want people to come
back in. But we have to, we have to let them come back in, but they have to come in legally.
They have to come in legally. Let me also express my tremendous appreciation for Susie and
Chris. The job you did. Susie, come. Susie, come here. Come, this is Chris. Come here, Chris.
Susie likes to stay sort of in the back. Let me tell you, the ice baby. We call her the ice baby.
Chris, come here, Chris. Susie likes to stay in the background. She's not in the background."

"Thank you, and thank you, Susie. I've never seen her be shy before. Susie, they've been, they're
great. Everybody up here is great. Everybody up here is very special. But what did you say? Oh,
let me tell you, we have a new star. A star is born, Elon. No, he is. Now he's an amazing guy. We
were sitting together tonight. You know, he spent two weeks in Philadelphia and different parts
of Pennsylvania campaigning. You know, he sent the rocket up two weeks ago and I saw that
rocket and I saw it coming down. I saw it. It was when it left. It was beautiful, shiny white.
When it came down, it didn't look so pretty. It was going 10,000 miles an hour and it was
burning like hell. I said, 'What happened to your paint job?' He said, 'We've never made a paint
that could withstand that kind of heat." And, but I saw it come down and turn around. And it was,
you know, it's like 22 stories still, by the ways, it looks a little smaller than that, but it's big. And it
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came down and down and you saw that fire burning and. And I'm saying only Elon could do this.
It must be an Elon.

"And I tell the story I told it last night. I had a man on the phone. I had the screen muted, no
sound. I was talking to a very important man. Happens to be here and that very important guy,
one of the most important people in, I would say the country actually. But you know, I was
president and now it looks like I was going to be maybe president again, so I figured I could ask
him to hold. So I asked him to hold. And because, especially because you're gonna be president
again, they hold. So I took the phone down and I'm looking the screen. I'm seeing this crazy
thing that's going around and coming down. It looks like it's gonna crash into the gantry. And I
said, 'Oh, no.' And I said, 'Do me a favor. Do you mind holding for a couple of? I want to see
this.'

"I thought it was a Space Age movie or something. I put the phone down but I didn't pick it up
for 45 minutes and he was holding. But this spaceship came down and I saw those engines firing
and it looked like it was over. It was going to smash and then I saw the fire pour out from the left
side and it put it straight. And it came down so gently and then it wrapped those arms around it.
And it held it. And just like you hold your baby at night, your little baby. And it was a beautiful
thing to see, and I called Elon, I said, 'Elon, was that you?' He said, 'Yes, it was.' [ said, 'Who
else can do that? Can Russia do it?' 'No.' 'Can China do it?" No.' 'Can the United States do it?
Other than you?' 'No, nobody can do that." I said, 'That's why I love you, Elon, that.'

"And you know, when we had the tragic Hurricane Helene. And it hit it, particularly it hit North
Carolina. They were really devastated. The water. This was big water. As big as we've ever seen,
water hurricane. It built lakes out of nothing, fields became lakes. And the danger was
unbelievable. And the people from North Carolina came to me and they said, 'Would it be
possible at all possible for you to speak to Elon Musk, we need Starlink.' I said, "What's Starlink?"
It's a form of communication. So I called Elon. And I'll tell you what he had, and it was very
dangerous. People would die. They had no communication. All the wires were down. I called
Elon Musk. I said, 'Elon, you have something called Starlink. Is that right?' 'Yes, I do.' 'What the
hell is it?' He said, 'It's a communication system that's very good.' I said, 'Elon, they need it
really, really badly in North Carolina.' He got that there so fast. It was incredible. So, and it was
great. It saved a lot of lives. He saved a lot of lives. But he's a character. He's a special guy. He's
a super genius. We have to protect our geniuses. We don't have that many of them. We have to
protect our super geniuses.

"I want to thank some of the, you know, we have up here today, the U.S. Open champion, he's
fantastic. He'll be slightly longer than me. It's a bit, a little bit longer than me, just a little bit.
Bryson DeChambeau is up here someplace. What happened to Preston? Where is he? Bryson.
Oh. He's hitting balls. He's on the way. He's hitting balls. Bryson. Oh, look at him. He had a
great, he's got a great career going, great U.S. Open. Bryson, that's a fantastic job. And we also
have a man, Dana White, who has done some job. He's a tough guy. So Dana started UFC and
came to me. 'Do you mind if [ use your?' Nobody wanted to give him a ring because they said it's
a rough sport, a little rough. And I helped him out a little bit and I went and they said, 'This is the
roughest sport I've ever seen.' But I began to like it and he loved it, and nobody's done a better
job in sports and you know, he's a very motivational kind of a guy. What he does, he gets these
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fighters and they they really go at it and it's become one of the most successful sports enterprises
anywhere at any time doing so well, I'd like to ask Dana just to say a couple of words cause
people love to hear from him."

"Yes. That is a piece of work. Now he's an amazing, he's really an amazing guy, but most of all,
I want to thank the millions of hardworking Americans across the nation who have always been
the heart and soul of this really great movement. We've been through so much together and today
you showed up in record numbers to deliver a victory, really, really probably like no other. This
was something. This was something special. And we're gonna. We're gonna pay you back. We're
gonna do the best job, we're going, we're going to turn it around. It's got to be turned around. It's
got to be turned around fast, and we're going to turn it around. We're going to do it in every way
with so many ways, but we're going to do it in every way. This will forever be remembered as
the day the American people regained control of their country.

"And, so I just want to say that on behalf of this great group of people, these are hardworking
people, these are fantastic people and we can add a few names like Robert F Kennedy Jr. He
came out. And he's going to help make America healthy again. And now he's a great guy and he
really means it. He wants to do some things, and we're gonna let him go to it. I just said, 'But
Bobby, leave the oil to me. We have more liquid gold, oil and gas. We have more liquid gold
than any country in the world. More than Saudi Arabia. We have more than Russia. Bobby, stay
away from the liquid gold. Other than that, go have a good time, Bobby.' We're gonna be paying
down debt. We're gonna be reducing taxes. We have, we can do things that nobody else can do.
Nobody else is gonna be able to do it. China doesn't have what we have. Nobody has what we
have.

"But we have the greatest people also. Maybe that's the most important thing. This campaign,
this campaign has been so historic in so many ways, we've built the biggest, the broadest, the
most unified coalition. They've never seen anything like it in all of American history. They've
never seen any. Young and old, men and women, rural and urban. And we had them all helping
us tonight. When you think, I mean, I was looking at it. I was watching it. They had some great
analysis of the people that voted for us. Nobody's ever seen anything like that. They came from,
they came from all quarters. Union, nonunion, African American, Hispanic American, Asian
American, Arab American, Muslim American, we had everybody and it was beautiful. It was a
historic realignment. Uniting citizens of all backgrounds around a common core of common
sense. You know, we're the party of common sense.

We wanna have borders. We wanna have security. We wanna have things be good, safe. We
want great education. We want, we want a strong and powerful military and ideally, we don't
have to use it. You know, we had no wars four years. We had no wars. Except we defeated ISIS,
we defeated ISIS in record time. And, but we had no wars. They said, 'He will start a war.' I'm
not going to start a war. I'm going to stop wars. But this is also a massive victory for democracy
and for freedom. Together, we're going to unlock America's glorious destiny. We're going to
achieve the most incredible future for our people.

"Yesterday, as I stood at my last stop on the campaign trail, I'll never be doing a rally again, can
you believe it? I think we've done 900 rallies approximately from. Can you imagine? 900, 901 or

32


https://www.newsweek.com/topic/isis

something. A lot of rallies. And it was sad. Everybody was sad. Many people. I said, 'This is our
last rally,' but now we're going on to something that's far more important because the rallies were
used for us to put, be put in this position where we can really help our country.

"That's what we're going to do. We're going to make our country better than it ever has been.
They said that many people have told me that God spared my life for a reason. And that reason
was to save our country and to restore America to greatness. And now we are going to fulfill that
mission together. We're gonna fulfill that mission. The task before us will not be easy, but I will
bring every ounce of energy, spirit, and fight that I have in my soul, to the job that you've
entrusted to me.

"This is a great job that, there is no job like this. This is the most important job in the world. Just
as [ did in my first term, we had a great first term, a great, great first term. I will govern by a
simple motto: Promises made, promises kept. We're going to keep our promises. Nothing will
stop me from keeping my word to you, the people. We will make America safe, strong,
prosperous, powerful, and free again.

"And I'm asking every citizen all across our land to join me in this noble and righteous endeavor.
That's what it is. It's time to put the divisions of the past four years behind us. It's time to unite,
and we're gonna try. We're gonna try. We have to try. And it's gonna happen. Success will bring
us together. I've seen that. I've seen that. [ saw that in the first term, when we became more and
more successful, people started coming together. Success is going to bring us together and we
are going to start by all putting America first.

"We have to put our country first for at least a period of time. We have to fix it. Because together
we can truly make America great again for all Americans. So I want to just tell you what a great
honor this is. I want to thank you. I will not let you down. America's future will be bigger, better,
bolder, richer, safer and stronger than it has ever been before. God bless you and God bless
America. Thank you very much. Thank you very much."
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Appendix 2. Rally Speech, Pennsylvania, Nov 4, 2024

Thank you, everybody. Well Thank you. Well, thank you very much, everybody. This is a great
honor. We're on the two-yard line, not the five-yard line. Two days ago, we were at the five.
Now, we're at the two. But we have to turn out and vote tomorrow. We're going to vote, vote,
vote.

But we're right there -- we're right there. And then we're going to do something, a term you've
never heard of: Make America Great Again. That's what we're going to do. So, hello to
Pennsylvania, a very special place. I went to school here, as you know. I spent a lot of time here.
I have a lot of friends here, and I'm thrilled to be back in this beautiful commonwealth with
thousands of proud, hardworking American patriots.

Great people. Great people. You built this country, I have to tell you. You built this country.
You're going to save this country, too. You're going to save it. Because, you know, if we win
Pennsylvania -- not me. If we win Pennsylvania, we win the whole ball of wax. It's over. It's
over. So, I'd like to begin by asking you a very, very easy, simple question.

Are you better off now than you were four years ago. With your vote tomorrow, I will end
inflation. I will stop the invasion of criminals coming into our country. And I will bring back the
American dream. You're going to have the American Dream back. What a shame what they've
done to our country.

They have destroyed our country. But we're going to get it back and fast. We're a nation in
decline, but that will not be long. Believe me. And after four years of economic suffering, we
will create the greatest economic boom the world has ever seen. They're all coming back. All
those companies that left us with the jobs, they're all coming back.

Think of this, though, we're just one day away. Oh, we've been waiting for this. I've been waiting
for years for this, and so have you. And so have you. We've all been waiting four years. One day,
you've got to show up. I don't want any money. I don't want anything. Just show up and bring
your vote. And if you have somebody else that got a little lazy, bring that person, too.

Say, "Jim, you got to get off the damn couch. Come on. We got to make America great again,
Jim." [Audience calls out "Come on, Jimmy"] We're just one day away from what will be the
most important political event in the history of our country, but you have to get out. We have to
vote. Just show up and vote.

I'd love to -- really, what we should do is swamp them -- just swamp them tomorrow. You know,
we have a massive lead. I don't even like telling you that, to be honest with you. We have a
massive lead. First time ever a Republican was leading by a lot in early vote -- it didn't happen.
The Republicans would always be way behind.

They believe in going on Election Day, so we're going to let you go on Election Day, right? But
they waited till the end always. Democrats would always have hundreds of thousands of votes,
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and then you either catch them or you don't. You never know what's going to happen. But
Republicans have never been in the lead.

And not like this. It's a big number. So, we have to just get out. You know, the ball is in our
hand. We're at the two-yard line -- maybe the one-yard line, but it's in our hand. And we put it
over that, it'll be the biggest event maybe in the history of our country. And let me tell you, it
will be also something much more important than that.

It's going to save our country because our country is in trouble. But that's all you need to know.
And another thing you want to know is: Kamala broke it, and I will fix it and fast. America will
be bigger, better, bolder, richer, safer, and stronger than ever before. This election is a choice
between whether we will have four more years of gross incompetence and failure.

That's what it was, four years of gross -- nothing good happened. What good happened? They
cheated on their numbers. You saw last week, they cheated on all their economic -- we're in like
a depression territory. I'll give you a little advance notice. Twelve thousand jobs. When did you
hear that? That's like for Walmart.

That's not for -- that's not for us. That's not for a country. It's 250-, 300-, 400-, 100- -- 12,000.
We lost hundreds of thousands of manufacturing jobs over the last month. Think of that. It's
going to be that or whether we will begin the four greatest years in the history of our country.
We're going to make these unbelievable years.

And we're starting -- we're starting -- we're starting from a negative. You know, we're starting
from like about 15 yards off the field. We're not starting at the 20. We're starting from 15 yards
off the field. And speaking of football, maybe we can get the NFL to drop that ridiculous kick
offs. What the hell are they doing? What is that? I watched the game the other day.

I say, "What the hell happened?" They just kicked off, and nobody moved. Oh, well, that's up to
them. This will be the golden age of America. Tomorrow -- it's a beautiful term, isn't it? [ was
saying before -- I was just proofing and reading and studying and all that stuff. And what a
beautiful term, the golden age.

We're going to be in the golden age. It won't take long, right? So, tomorrow, you have to stand
up and tell Kamala that you've had enough. You're not going to take it anymore. "You're the
most incompetent vice president we've ever had, and Joe Biden was the worst president in the
history of our country. Kamala, you're fired. Get the hell out of here. You're fired."

This is a hell of a nice place. Thank you. With your vote, we're going to win Pennsylvania, and
we're going to defeat Kamala and those -- those radical left -- what they're doing to our country.
Crazy Nancy Pelosi, what's about her? She has Visa stock -- big position.

You know, she started off with nothing. Now, she's worth $200 million. How did that happen?
So, she has Visa stock, and she sells her stock the day before it was announced that Visa is under
major federal investigation. I don't know. I wonder, do you think she had any insider
information? I don't know.
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It's disgraceful. Honestly, she's a disgrace. She -- they ought to throw her -- they ought to throw
her the hell out of Congress. We are going to make America great again, and it's going to be fast.
We're going to do it fast, go fast track it. Over the past four years, Kamala has orchestrated the
most egregious betrayal that any leader in American history has ever inflicted upon our people.

She's violated her oath of office. She's eradicated our sovereign border and unleashed an army of
gangs and criminal migrants from prisons and jails, insane asylums, and mental institutions from
all around the world, from Venezuela and the Congo in Africa, stealing countless American
lives. And these are rough -- these are rough customers that are coming, much rougher than
almost anybody in this room other than -- the other night, I had the Penn State national champion
wrestling team.

Think of this. They have a great coach. They've won exactly 11 out of the last 13 national
championships. And I looked at these guys, they came up -- I brought them up. And we were at
Penn State when we did a little bit of a rally. It was a little rally that we could have sold the place
out about 15 times, but we brought them up.

I heard they were here, and I brought them up. And they had more muscle than I ever saw in any
human being. And I looked at them and I said, "You know, fellas, you may be the only ones in
this room in this country that could take the migrants in a fight. You may be the only ones." Then
I said, "But they fight dirty. They use knives and guns."

And they do, and they are vicious, and they're tough. And we're going to get them the hell out.
We have to. Our country -- our country is being destroyed. Our country is being destroyed. Here
today, there's an incredible woman who I got to know actually over this tragedy, Patty Morin,
who's heartbreaking story is a tragic warning of what will come to every city in America.

It's coming to every city. It's already there. I mean, they don't want to even talk about it, but it's
coming. It's only going to get worse. And by the way, 21 million people she allowed in open
borders. We have no idea who they are, and many of them are bad. If she ever won -- I hate to
even mention that concept.

She's incompetent. If she ever won, she would have open borders the following day after the
election, and you wouldn't have 21 million people, which is a record in history. You would have
221 million people coming over the next four years. And you could forget about your country.
You would have no chance.

Patty's wonderful daughter, Rachel Morin, was a 37-year-old mom of five precious, beautiful
children. Rachel lived in Maryland, 1,500 miles from the border. Last year, while Rachel was out
on a run -- she wanted to always stay in good shape. Right near her home, she was brutally raped
and murdered by an illegal alien who was let into the United States by the ridiculous open
borders policy of Kamala.

The savage who committed this heinous crime first killed another woman in El Salvador before
walking across Kamala's open border. Come in. Please come in. We'd love to have you into the
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United States. Isn't that wonderful? He then attacked a nine-year-old girl and her mother in a
home invasion in Los Angeles, beating the hell out of both of them before murdering Rachel.

Patty is really special. I got to know her. I actually -- we had lunch together, and she's a very
great woman. She's like, you know -- like it's -- there's nothing you can tell somebody when that
happens. You can't say, "Oh, well, time -- time." I don't know. Sometimes time is good;
sometimes it makes it worse.

I've had them say it's worse now than it was 10 years ago. But Patty's a fantastic person. I'd love
to call her up. She'll say a few words about her beautiful daughter. Please, Patty. Thank you.
Thank you. All right, sweetie. Be careful.

And last night, we had a woman from Puerto Rico. Carmen lost her daughter, Mimi. Same kind
of thing. A migrant came in from a country -- just brutal. They're just killers. I mean, they don't
care. Her daughter was also beautiful. And Rachel was beautiful. But it was a similar thing,
killed and the woman got up.

Killed five days ago and the woman got up, and she just spoke. And both of them, the job is -- to
do that. I don't know how you do it, but they are incredible. They're incredible people. We have
incredible people in this country, I tell you. And we can't let savages come in from other
countries and take them out.

We can't let these animals come in from other countries. They come in and they take them out,
and then they're protected by the radical left. It's a terrible thing that's happening and it's levels --
when I was in this debate with the three -- with the three people, two and a half, I figured. The
two anchors and a half a candidate.

And David Muir, when he -- I said about -- "No, crime is way up." "No, it's not. It's down." |
said, "Am I debating you?" And the next day, somebody at Justice Department actually likes me.
They released the numbers. It was up 45 percent. Crime was up -- way up, right, now, and you
have a new crime that you can add.

It's called migrant crime, and it's as vicious as there's ever been. It's a level of viciousness -- and |
put up tapes, but, you know, the problem is the fake news never puts the tapes on. A friend of
mine -- a friend of mine calls me, and he says, "I watch you, all your rallies. They're the greatest
rallies. But, you know, when you put those tapes up, the cameras..."

Look at all those cameras over there. They don't have one camera that goes -- and all it has to do
is go an inch here, an inch here. And you have it. They don't put them on television because they
don't want to see the horror show of those tapes. So, I don't even bother with them anymore
because it's ridiculous.

Isn't it ridiculous? All they --and, you know, it's -- it would be actually better for the networks.
Better -- I mean, you're showing things of great interest, and they're horrible to watch. They're
horrible to watch. But I don't put them up anymore pretty much because they won't put them on.
They won't move the camera an inch and an inch.
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Isn't that terrible? You know why? Because it's fake news. The day I take the oath of office, the
migrant invasion ends and the restoration of our country begins. The United States is now an
occupied country, but it will soon be an occupied country no longer. It's not going to be occupied
long. If you had the tapes, you'd see where they take over apartment complexes in Aurora,
Colorado.

I hope Colorado votes. You know, Colorado, the governor is a weak, ineffective guy. He's a
radical-left lunatic, and he's petrified of the people. It's a gang from Venezuela, very nasty, along
with MS-13. They're probably the two worst gangs -- and vicious, vicious. He doesn't know what
to do. All talk -- you know, they're all talk.

And yet, when I was the leading candidate and we were going through the country like easily,
routinely, he decided that he's going to try and take me off the ballot. That doesn't sound very
democratic, does it? You know, they -- they always say, "He's a threat." Me, I'm a threat to
democracy. I'm the one that's saving democracy, just so you know it.

And this weak, ineffective governor got his attorney general to push it, and they tried to take me
off the ballot. It went through a whole court system and the Supreme Court of the United States.
And it was very important that they did this. They voted nine to nothing, including the three
justices that sometimes would maybe not vote for something like this.

I have respect for them. They voted nine to nothing. You can't do that. You just can't do that.
You have to take them out with the ballots. So, that was great. But said -- and the people of
Colorado at the time -- see, time flies. And now, people forget about it. But at the time, they did
polls, and they were doing -- Trump was going to win Colorado, not traditionally a swing state.

But they were furious. And the Democrats were actually more angry than the Republicans. It's
pretty amazing. November 5th, 2024 will be liberation day in America. And on day one, [ will
launch the largest deportation program of criminals in American history. We're going to get them
out. We have to. Dwight Eisenhower has the record.

He was a very moderate kind of a guy who's a good general. He's a good president, too, better
than a lot of people think. He built the interstate system, did a good job, but he hated the concept
of people pouring into our country. And he has the record, but we're going to unfortunately beat
the record.

It's not something I want to do, but this is not sustainable by any country. They're taking over
your towns, your schools, your hospitals. Springfield, Ohio, 52,000 people in the town. They
dropped 30,000 migrants into the town. And now, they can't use their hospitals. They can't use
their school systems.

I will rescue every city and town that has been invaded and conquered. Can you imagine, I'm up
here making a speech, talking about towns and cities and big cities. Look, I see New York, I see
what happened. And the mayor made some nasty statements about it. You know, the mayor,
Mayor Adams, he made -- he made statements about -- this is not sustainable.
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We can't -- I mean, you have to help us with this. Hundreds of thousands of people are piling into
New York. You have to help us. And I said to my people, "He'll be indicted shortly." They
indicted him. One of the indictments is he was upgraded in an airliner. Everyone gets upgraded.
Anybody who's got an upgrade, please raise your hand.

You will be indicted. No, think of this. I got -- I've been upgraded. I used to fly that way. They
used to upgrade me all the time. That would mean I have a potential additional investigation
because I've been investigated more than Alphonse Capone. Think -- think about it. He killed
people at will. If he went out to dinner with this handsome gentleman right here and he didn't
like him, he said, "You're looking at me the wrong way. I don't like you."

He was -- he had no chance of making it out of the dining room. And I got investigated. Think of
it. I got investigated more, and I did nothing wrong. And I have to say the Republican Party
really stuck up for me. They said this is ridiculous. Unanimously. And they'll put the vicious and
bloodthirsty criminals -- we're going to get them.

We're going to throw them out of the country, first choice. If they're really crazy vicious -- and
we have many of them. Don't forget, of the 1,399 that are murderers, many of them committed
two murders. Of these people, I don't know, I'd almost rather keep them in jail because, you
know, if they come back, now we're going to have something about them coming back.

It's serious. And we'll tell you about it, but we're going to either put them in jail or we're going to
get them. And for the most part, we want to just get them the hell out of our country, right? Now,
they're dumping -- they're emptying their jails and mental institutions.

To expedite removals of the -- the removal of Tren de Aragua and other violent gangs like MS-
13, all savage gangs, tough gangs -- they're tough. They're nasty. And that's why I want to be
with those Penn State guys. I feel very good. I will invoke the Alien Enemies Act of 1798. You
know, 1798, that's when they ran the country a little tougher than we run it today.

Today, you get a little slap on the wrist when you kill somebody. You kill somebody, uh-oh --
now, if you fight for a fair and free election, then they throw the book at you, right? Then they
throw the book because they don't like it because you're getting too close. And, you know, those
numbers that are coming in today, nobody's ever seen numbers like this.

It's a great tribute. It's a great tribute. So, we're going to invoke the Alien Enemies Act of 1798 to
target and dismantle every migrant criminal network operating on American soil. And if they
come back into our country, it's an automatic 10 years in jail with no possibility of parole. And
I'm hereby calling for the death penalty for any migrant that kills an American citizen or a law
enforcement officer.

You kill our citizens or you kill our law enforcement officers -- you know, we have to protect
them. They're -- they're in a dangerous situation. And we have very few -- it's very hard to get
them now. It's because we don't protect them. We don't stick up for them. We don't fight -- I
mean, we end up taking away their pensions.
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We end up taking away their house. They end up losing their families. We're going to fight for
our law enforcement officers. Being a policeman, used to be one of the most sought after jobs in
the country. Todayi, it's not. I visited a wonderful young family in Long Island. The door opens to
a car, and bullets start firing out.

He's not allowed to do anything. You can't -- you know, it's just horrible. It's very dangerous.
And we're going to have it, so they're going to want to be cops again. We want to be policemen.
My father always said, "Don't ever use the word cops. That's not respectful." It's a little different
than it is nowadays.

Can you imagine? Because he had -- my father had respect -- my family had always great respect
for policemen. I used -- I'll never forget. I said to my father, "Dad, the cops around here do a
good job." "Don't ever use the word cops. They're policemen." At that time, it was mostly the
policemen. Now, it's policemen and policewomen.

It's good, but -- but that's a different -- there's a whole different thing. We're going to bring it
back to exactly like my father felt about them. He had total respect for them. And they did a
great job. And you couldn't even get on the force. The standards were so high. Everybody
wanted to be a policeman or, as it kicked in, a policewoman.

And they're doing a great job. And I will immediately ban all sanctuary cities in the United
States of America. We will secure our borders, and we will also rescue our economy because our
economy is in a mess. And I've seen it for a long time. I'm very good at that stuff. That's what --
I'm very good at that stuff.

I've been talking about it for a long time. Scott Bessent, one of the smartest people on Wall
Street, has been talking about it. In fact, he said the only reason the stock market's up is because
everyone thinks Trump is going to become president this very week. Maybe the top guy on Wall
Street. Four years of Kamala have delivered nothing but economic hell for American workers.

You know that. Her inflation disaster has made life unaffordable and cost families over $30,000
in higher prices. It's the cost. People tell me all the time --I actually talk to a lot of people. It's
hard to believe. If I'm in a group, I say, "Come here. What do you like the best?" "Well, my
groceries are..."

They're always talking about groceries and the cost of cars, the cost of everything, the cost of
anything. It's all inflation that they created. They created it so stupidly with screwing around with
my energy policies. I had oil at $1 -- I thought it was 0.87. I was corrected by the government. It
was $1.

84 a gallon. Think of this. And today, you're at $4 and $5 and actually going up. It's going to go
up a lot. By the way, the day after the election, if something bad happens, you'll see oil at $10,
$12, $15 because these crazy people are trying to force electric cars down your throat. And we
like electric cars, but they're not for everybody.
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And by the way, Elon Musk is incredible, what he's done -- what he's done. You know where he
is right now? He's in Pennsylvania fighting for the election. He's campaigning, Elon. That 22-
story rocket ship last week, did you see that? It's coming down. I say, "Oh, no, it's going to crash.
Look at that gantry. It's coming to sharp. Stop it, stop it!"

I didn't know it was him. I figured it was him because he's so far advanced, you know? Who else
could do this kind of stuff. Anyway, this thing's coming down. It's the wrong angle. And then all
of a sudden, I'm -- you know, it really looked like it was -- it had the whole deal. It was going to
collapse the gantry.

That's the thing that holds it up. So, it's coming down, then all of a sudden, you know, massive
flames of fire and jets and everything comes pouring in from the left and pushes it over. And
then it drops gently down. And then those two big arms come out like you're hugging your baby,
just grabbed that thing and put it gently down.

Put it gently down on the pad, and it was a beautiful thing to see. See, now, in the old days, I
would have said hugging something else. And I would have thought that was so smart to say, and
then the fake news would be writing stories about it for two weeks. So, we don't give them those
opportunities quite as much.

But it was -- it was more fun, but we don't give them those opportunities. Just days ago, we had
the -- but, you know, Elon, really, you have to be thankful. He gave for the horrible hurricane
that did such a big number on numerous states -- but North Carolina got hit bad badly. I mean,
they were really hit, and I was there.

I was very early there, actually, and then came back. And I met with the -- a very good person,
one of the head people in North Carolina. He said, "Sir, you know Elon Musk, don't you?"
"Yeah, he gave me the nicest endorsement." He said if you don't win -- if Trump doesn't win, this
whole country is going to be no good.

It's going to be no good. And it won't because their policies, these radical-left policies, we'll be
Venezuela on steroids. That's what's going to happen to us. And I said that years ago, if that ever
happened. And we can't let these -- we got to get these people the hell out of office because
they're bad.

First of all, they're incompetent, but they're bad. But he said, "Sir, could you do us a favor? He
makes something called Starlink." I said, "What's Starlink?" Tell me what's Starlink. "It's a
communication system because all our wires are buried under." You had to see this. Areas that
never saw water are now lakes.

I mean, nobody's ever seen a hurricane -- this was a real water -- sort of a water-destructive
hurricane. There's never been anything like it in terms of the amount of water put on it. Literally,
areas that were almost like they never saw much rainfall or anything, they're now these giant
lakes. And the destruction and the death, there are a lot of people died.
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And, you know, people don't know that, but a lot of people died. There are people still missing.
He said, "We have no communication. We're cut off from the mainland, and we need Starlink.
And we can't get anyone on the phone because, you know, it's a very popular thing." So, he
explained it what it is.

And I called Elon. I said, "Elon, you have to do me a favor. North Carolina and parts of Georgia
are really in bad shape, and you have to -- they have no communication." You have to get your
Starlink, whatever the hell it is, Elon, I don't know. I don't care. But you got to get some. And if
you don't mind -- and so I'm talking to him, and you might have heard this story.

I told it a couple of times. I'm talking to him, and I get a note that the man from North Carolina
was -- "Thank you very much, sir. The Starlink is all being taken care of." It just happened. I
said, "Wait a minute." So -- so, I said, "Elon, did you approve that?" "Yeah." "How the hell did
you approve it? You're talking to me on the phone."

He said, "Well, I'm able to do two things at one time." And they got so much Starlink. And I
said, "How is it?" He said -- a week later, I said to the guy, "How is it?" He said it's unbelievable.
You saved a lot of lives. So, Elon is a great guy, so we want to thank him. Just days ago, we had
the worst jobs report in modern history.

This is the one. I always said I don't want to be Herbert Hoover. I don't want to be Herbert
Hoover. And I've been talking to you about this. This is going to happen, and I think we can now
say it's in the process of happening. So, normally, you see all these jobs, everything, hundreds of
thousands of jobs just because of the size.

And they just announced, Mike, you'd be amazed at this. Mike. Look at our Mike. Look at him.
He lost all that weight. He looks so handsome. Stand up. Mike Pompeo. Stand up, Mike. He
looks so handsome. Wow! Man, I'm going to ask him how the hell did he do that? That's good.
Good. That's great. But I just said, [ mean, 12,000, and this is an unbelievably -- like an
unthinkable number.

I've never heard of a number that low. I've never heard of it. It's been many -- it's been decades.
And I heard that, and then I heard 30,000 private sector jobs were killed in a single month, and

nearly 100,000 manufacturing jobs have been wiped out just since the beginning of the -- 100 --
and those manufacturing jobs are gold for us.

I mean, you know, those are the people that make the product. A hundred and fifty thousand
Americans joined the unemployment rolls in October, and nearly 250,000 people dropped out of
the labor force. We never -- did you ever hear a numbers like that? That's like a depression. And
I've been saying the D word.

I don't like to say it, but I've been saying the D word, the depression. Then they did something
even worse than that. A few months ago, they fraudulently claimed that they had 818,000 jobs
created -- that they created, 818,000. That was good, but that just brought us up to normalcy, so
it wasn't a big story.

42



You know, because now, all of a sudden, instead of being down 818, they were like normal. And
when in fact, none were created. It was a fraud. And the papers refused to write about it as a
fraud because they're fake. And it was a total lie. They thought they'd be able to get away with it
through the election.

They didn't want to have this information come out before the election. See -- and I look up to
the sky. Thank you very much because this would -- in normal times, right? This would, in
normal times, be a disqualifier. Do you know she's using my term now? Do you believe it? She
uses everything I do. She uses -- even "Saturday Night Live," they copied.

They copied. Think of that. Oh, she was great. They copied my routine. I did it a long time ago.
They copied the same routine. I didn't -- I think I did it better, yeah, actually. I don't think -- I
think anybody could have done it. I think anybody could have done it better, Dan, right? But
fortunately, there was a whistleblower on the 818, and I thought it was an amazing thing.

So, it got released. And now, to add to it further, they've just revised other past reports, jobs
reports down by 112,000 -- other fake jobs that were reported for almost 1 million fraudulent
jobs were created. And it all got released right now in front of the election. One day, I mean -- it
was three days when we heard about it, but we're talking about it now.

And normally, this would be a disqualifier. This would be -- you wouldn't be able to even run for
office. Meanwhile, 100 percent of the net jobs created in the last year have gone to migrants.
They haven't gone to American citizens. Did you know that? These are depression-type numbers,
and that's where we're heading if she's elected.

You'll have a depression, not -- I don't mean like a recession. I mean a depression with a capital
D. Under my leadership, we are quickly going to turn this economic nightmare into an economic
miracle. We're going to do great things. You are. We're going to make America wealthy again,
and we're going to make America affordable -- we have to get the prices down.

I told the story this morning: a woman goes up to a counter in a supermarket with three apples. It
was reported somewhere, and it's just like this can't happen in this country. And brings them up
three apples. An elderly woman brings them up to the counter, and she realized that they're too
expensive and they've gone up so much from the last couple of months.

And she takes one of the apples back to the refrigeration section and walks back. And she buys
two apples instead of three. This shouldn't be happening in the United States of America. So,
we're just one day away from the best jobs and biggest paychecks and the brightest economic
future that the world has ever seen.

But you must vote. Kamala's plan will impose the largest tax hike in American history and raise
taxes on the typical American family by at least $3,000 a year. And this is the only politician I've
ever seen. You know she's a very, very low-1Q person. You know that. I don't want to have a -- I
want to have a smart president.
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I don't want anymore. We had four years of these guys. President Xi -- President Xi, Mike, of
China is not a low-1Q person. Do you agree? He's a very severe person. He's a very fierce person,
but I -- low 1Q is not one of his traits. Do we agree? No. But these guys -- these leaders are at the
top of their game, and we don't have that.

We have people that -- 30 years ago, Biden wasn't any good. He had the worst policy ever -- if
you would have taken Biden's policy reviews over a 40-year period and reversed them, you
would have gone down as a single greatest policy expert -- foreign policy expert. My plan will
massively cut taxes for workers and small businesses, and we will have no tax on tips, no tax on
overtime, and no tax on Social Security benefits for our seniors.

Kamala will crush Pennsylvania energy workers, and she's going to ban fracking. By the way,
we don't even -- don't let this happen. Her whole life, she's against anything coming out of the
ground. She likes the wind -- you know, the wind that kills all your birds, that doesn't work.
That's the most expensive energy in the entire world.

And then after 10 years, when it rusts out, they don't look too good. So, she wants to ban
fracking, and she's going to ban. That's 500,000 Pennsylvania jobs. There's no way that you can
vote for that. It's your biggest industry. You've got a lot of stuff under there. It's going to come
out, and it's clean and nice and good.

And you make -- and you're doing great things for the country because the country uses it. I will
end Kamala's war on energy, and we will frack, frack, frack and drill, baby, drill. And I will cut
your energy prices. All of your energy: gasoline for the house, air conditioning, heating
everything, in one year from January 20th, which would be the day we take over -- oh, it's so
close.

It's so close, but still dangerous. These people -- how would you like to be Putin and you want to
call the United States and you have no idea who to call? No, It's true. Let's see. "Let's call up the
United States. I'd like to work something out. Who do we call?" "Sir, really, there's nobody you
can speak to."

Can you -- I just thought of that the last couple of days. They want to make a deal, Mike, and
they have nobody to speak to. You know, maybe they'll speak to the guy right alongside of you.
You got a great Senate -- by the way, you have a great Senate candidate. I hope you're going to --
I hope you're going to go for David.

He's great. I hope you're going to go. He's working hard. You know, it's hard beating those guys
that are in there for 25 years and do nothing. See, when you do nothing, you're a survivor. You
can never get yourself into problems. He does nothing for you. He doesn't fight for your
fracking. He wouldn't care.

He wouldn't even say to her, "No, no, we can't do that. That's going to have a terrible impact on
Pennsylvania and the country." He would never say that. He's -- he's a survivor. His father was in
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for 25 years. He's in for whatever the hell he's in for, 25 something. And they are tough to beat, I
have to tell you, because he's just a survivor.

That's the only thing he's good at. You need more than a survivor. You need this guy. This man
is good, David McCormick. And he's working hard. And he's working hard. Get him up here.
Come on, David. Come on. We got to get him. David McCormick. And I tell you, I've known
him for a long time.

He was a winner in school. He was a great, great soldier. He was -- he was -- everything was
good. Everything was good. You have a chance to get somebody outstanding, and what you have
now is not outstanding.

I shouldn't have done that. I got to follow that now. I'm not going to follow that. So, kids, go
back to work. Let's make sure everybody shows up tomorrow to vote. OK? Thank you. Thank
you. Beautiful job. They're great. They're great. They're good people, and they love our country,
but they really are good people.

They're kind people. They have big, big hearts. They're strong. They can be nasty, but they have
big hearts, those great children of mine. So, here are some of the facts. Kamala is a radical-left
Marxist, rated even worse than Crooked Bernie Sanders and Crazy Bernie Sanders -- [ don't
know. Do I call him Crooked? I'd say probably Crazy, maybe, for him is a better term.

And -- and Pocahontas herself. Kamala destroyed our economy. She was an original creator of
defund the police movement. And therefore, anybody who wants to defund the police even for
one day -- and she was there for a long time -- is not worthy of being president of the United
States. We need our police.

We want to get our police back. We want to indemnify our police when they're unfairly charged.
Kamala vowed to abolish ICE. She pledged to confiscate your guns. Would anybody like to give
up their gun? No -- no takers? I didn't think so. And endorsed a total ban of handgun ownership.

You know that. She even called for free sex changes for illegal aliens in detention. All at
taxpayer expense. And perhaps, worst of all, she lied. She never worked at McDonald's, OK?
That's true. Never worked. No, she never worked there. I was there for 15 minutes. That's 15
minutes more than she worked.

And I have to say those French fries are really good when you get them right out of that fat or
whatever -- whatever the hell they cook it with. Fat -- I don't know if it's good for you, but they
are really good. In conclusion, with your vote tomorrow, we are going to fire Kamala, and we are
going to save America.

We will cut your taxes and inflation, slash your prices, raise your wages, and bring thousands of
factories back to America and back to Pennsylvania. We love Pennsylvania, something about --
think of the history you have here. Think of the history you have, the political history. Is there
any place like it? And this is a big one because think of this.
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Put this -- add this with all of the other things that are, you know, for so many years, famous by
Pennsylvania and what you've done and how you fit into history. We win Pennsylvania -- as I
said, we win Pennsylvania, we win the whole bag of wax. We can have another one. We'll put
that one on top. Let's try putting that one on top.

They're pretty big. We have to -- but this will be one of the -- this will be one of the truly big
events of the -- in the history of our country. So, why don't we have Pennsylvania be there for
that. That would be beautiful -- on top of all the things we did. Because remember, we gave you
the largest tax cuts in history; the largest regulation cuts in history; rebuilt our military; defeated
ISIS; had no new wars; gave you Right to Try, the great incredible thing that's saving thousands
of lives, Right to Try.

You don't have to go to Europe or Asia or just go home and die. If you have no money, you go
home and die. You have the right to try new-age medicines without having any problems, saving
thousands and thousands. We gave you so much. And -- and it's an honor. It's an honor really.
We will build American.

We will buy American. And we will hire American. [ will end the war in Ukraine, which would
have never started if I was president. And I will stop the chaos in the Middle East. There's
another thing, Israel, October 7th. October 7th would have never happened. All of those people
that were hostages, hopefully are still, because -- I hope they are of hostage.

I just hope they haven't been killed, but I think a lot of them are killed. I think a lot of them have
been killed, but we can hope. But that would have never happened. That would have never ever

happened because Iran was broke. They had no money for Hamas. They had no money for
Hezbollah. We would have had peace in the Middle East.

You would have had peace. Instead, you have all of the death that's taking place. It's terrible.
And I will prevent World War III because you're just around the corner from World War III. And
this will be a war like no other. This will be a nuclear war. And this will not be two army tanks
going back and forth and shooting at each other.

This will be a war -- the level of power of these weapons is -- you know, I rebuilt our nuclear
force. I rebuilt our whole military during the four -- we did a phenomenal job in that, but, in
many ways, I hated to do it. In many ways, I hated to do it with respect to the nuclear because
they're going over the power levels of various things that we're rebuilding.

And I say, "General, are you sure about that?" The power is just crazy. It's obliteration, and we
have people that don't have a clue. And they're negotiating. Look, Ukraine should have never
started. None of these things. How about -- how about when you look at Afghanistan? That
would have never happened.

We were going to get out of there with strength and dignity, and we were going to be -- it was
going to be a victory. It was enough. They were in there for 21 years or something. But the one
thing I would have done is I would have kept Bagram, the big air base, one of the biggest bases
in the world. We built it many years ago for billions of dollars.
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The most powerful, longest runways. They can handle anything in the world. One hour away
from China. Remember, that wasn't really for Afghanistan. That was -- you're one hour away
from where China makes its nuclear weapons. And you know who has it now? China. These are
stupid people. They took the military out first.

They took the military -- they said, "Oh, we had a plan. We had a plan." Mike Pompeo made the
plan with me. We had a plan subject to all these different things that they had to do. And they
weren't doing them. They were doing some, but they said, "Hey, we're not going forward until
they do the -- we were -- we were going to be fine.

But the one thing that wouldn't have happened, we would have never taken the military. You
take the military out last -- and we lost 13 lives and many people obliterated, and hundreds of
people were killed on both sides. We will crush violent crime and give our police the support,
protection, resources, and respect they so dearly deserve.

We will strengthen and modernize our military. We will build a massive defense shield all
around our country, so a missile heads in our direction and we knock the hell out of it. And we
can have it. And Ronald Reagan wanted to do that many years ago. And he was right, except we
didn't have the technology.

Then it would have been not good, but we didn't have -- today, you can shoot a pin out of the
sky. It's incredible, actually, what they've been able to do. But it's all going to be made in the
USA, and a lot of it is going to be made in the great Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. We will
rebuild our cities, including our capital in Washington, D.

C. We'll get rid of all the graffiti on those beautiful marble columns, and we'll clean it and it will
be properly run. And we'll stop the death and shootings and muggings and everything that will
make it a great capital, a beautiful capital again. And we'll also make sure that our Supreme
Court stays to nine justices.

We will teach our children to love our country, to honor our history, and to always respect our
great American flag. And we will get critical race theory and transgender insanity the hell out of
our schools. And we will, of course, keep men out of women's sports. Every time I say those last
two things --and [ may add the open borders.

Can you imagine, they're trying to defend open borders? Open borders, who would do that?
We're the party of common sense. OK. We're really the party of common sense. But when I say
open borders, we're going to close the borders. You know, you say -- can you imagine you
actually have to say that? What the hell -- I mean, who the hell wants open borders, where
criminals from all over the world can just walk into our country.

These are -- these are crazy people or they hate our country or they think they're going to get
these people to sign up and vote. I guess maybe that's it, but it's not defensible. But think of the
last two, the transgender insanity, it's taken over. And, you know, nobody's ever come up to me
and said, "I'd like to talk to you about that."
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I've never had any -- they've talked about taxes. They've talked about economic development.
They talk about the -- or the last one, men playing in women's sports. Nobody's ever come up.
With all the people -- I deal with hundreds of people. I deal with people. I go into crowds. I ask
them them because I get better opinions from you than these crazy consultants I have for a
fortune.

But I've never once been said, "Sir, we have to do something about keeping men in women's
sports." I've never had the question. I don't know. It's such a big subject, nobody's ever asked me
the question before. Can you imagine -- can you imagine -- go back 10 years and say that a
president from 10 years from now is going to be up there defending the fact that men should not
play in women's sports.

People would say you're crazy. That'll never happen. Did you see the two boxers? Did you see
the two boxers? They were men. They transitioned into womanhood. And they fought a very
good Italian. They had -- they have women's boxing in the Olympics, and they fought a very
good Italian, young lady. And boom.

She got hit with just a left jab. She went back to her corner, said, "I've never been hit like that."
This is just like a defensive -- oh, they could fight Iron Mike, I'll tell you. Iron Mike would say,
"This is not a good thing." I know Iron Mike, and he's a great guy. Mike Tyson, a great guy. He's
a good man.

Mike, he's -- Mike's been through a lot, but he could fight. Let me tell you, that guy could fight.
But can you imagine, Mike -- oh, he says put Mike in the ring with Kamala. That would be
interesting. No. But can you imagine -- and these two -- these two men that transitioned, you'll
be shocked to know they both won gold medals in some of the easiest fights.

They're announcing a certain woman. She's a champion here, a champion there. She's great. She
gets hit -- that's the end of the champion stuff. It's so unfair, so ridiculous. And it's very
demeaning to women. It's very -- I think it's horrible. I will defend religious liberty. I will restore
free speech, and I will defend the right to keep and bear arms, our Second Amendment.

And I did. They didn't touch it. After years of building up foreign nations, defending foreign
borders, and protecting foreign lands, we are finally going to build up our country. We're going
to defend our borders, and we're going to protect our lands and citizens. And we will stop illegal
immigration once and for all.

We want people to come into our country, but they're going to come in legally. That's all. We
will not be invaded. We will not be occupied. We will not be overrun. We are an occupied
country. Can you believe the things I'm saying up here? We are an occupied country. Take a look
at Colorado. Take a look.

Take a look what's happening there. Military-style weapons. Aurora, they're taking over
apartment complexes. They're in the real estate business just like me, but I have to go out and
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borrow money or somehow pay cash. They just walk in and they say, "You're paying the rent to
me from now on, madam. And if you don't pay, it's big trouble for you."

And the governor has no idea what the hell has happened. That poor guy. He's a radical
Democrat. We will not be conquered. We will be a free and proud nation once again. Can you
imagine I have to say this? Everyone will prosper. Every family will thrive, and every day will
be filled with opportunity and hope and filled with the American dream.

But for that to happen, we must defeat Kamala Harris and stop her radical-left agenda with a
landslide that is just too big to rig. We got to do it. So, you need to get out tomorrow and vote.
That's it. This is it. We're going to get together again, but it's going to be different. It's not going
to be a rally.

It's going to be applause for what we're doing. It's going to be better. Because these incredible
rallies -- and there may have been like 900 of them, a tremendous amount. This is over nine
years. Many -- [ know we celebrated 507. I remember 507. It was a few years ago. I think it's got
to be close. I don't know, whatever it was, but it's hundreds and hundreds, and they've been
flawless, right? Every once in a while, I'd make a little aggressive statement that people didn't
like, but, you know, don't forget, I'm rarely on the teleprompter.

Isn't it nice to have a president that doesn't have to be on the teleprompter, right? Right, Dan?
That guy --look at that guy. Stand up. That guy, he's such a good guy. You better bring him
home because he's a great -- he has worked so hard in the election, Dan Meuser. He's worked so
hard. And you know what, he -- think of it.

Think of it. If we lost, I'd call him up tomorrow and I'd go, "You are so..." I won't say it. Franklin
Graham said, "Please don't use foul language." I said, "All right, Franklin." He said you can tell
the story just as well without the foul language. Actually, he's not right about that. It's not quite --
it's not quite the same when you don't every once in a while -- not a real bad word, but, you
know, like a word.

But he did say that, so I do my best. But I'd call him up with anger and fierceness. I'd say, "You
failed me." As opposed to calling up and say, "Dan, you did a great job. I love you, Dan." Right?
I think we're going to do the "Dan, you did a great job." And you did, regardless. You did,
regardless. And all of these guys, they're -- they're all in.

They're great guys. They're warriors. For the past nine years, we've been fighting against the
most sinister and corrupt forces on Earth. That's right. With your vote in this election, you can
show them once and for all that this nation does not belong to them. This nation belongs to you,
you, you. This nation belongs to you.

It was hardworking patriots like you who built this country. And tomorrow -- tomorrow --
tomorrow, four years we've all waited for this. Four years of rallies, good ones and bad ones --
but we didn't have any bad ones. I don't think -- we had no bad ones. But four years, think of it --
four years and now, it's tomorrow.
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Tomorrow, it's hardworking patriots like you who are going to save our country. All of this -- all
of this was to -- really, all of these hundreds and hundreds of rallies were to put us in position to
do something great for our country. This is in a way the harder part, honestly, getting -- beating
all these people and fighting all of these people, going through the lies and the vicious statements
about you and your family and everything.

But all of that was worth it. It puts us in position to now be able to do the job, and we're going to
do a great job for everybody, for 100 percent of the people. We're going to do it for Democrats,
for liberals or progressives, if they prefer, which they do prefer. But we're going to do it for
independents, and we're going to do it for everybody.

We're going to do it for everybody. And you're going to be so proud of your vote. I really want
you to look back and your family to look back. "My dad, my mom voted for Trump. It was the
best thing that they ever did." That's what we want. Otherwise, we've made a mistake. And we
felt the love. We would have never done this if we didn't do so well the second time.

We did better the second time than we did the first time, if you think. After all we've been
through together, we stand on the verge of the four greatest years in American history. We really
-- something. With your help, we will restore America's promise, and we will take back the
nation that we all love so much.

We are one people, one family, and one glorious nation under God. We will never give in. We
will never give up. We will never back down, and we will never ever surrender. Together, we
will fight, fight, fight and win, win, win. November 5th will be the most important day in the
history of our country.

We're going to turn it around. We're going to turn it around very fast. You're going to be very
proud. And together, we will make America powerful again. We will make America wealthy
again. We will make America healthy again. We will make America strong again. We will make
America proud again. We will make America safe again.

And we will make America great again. Thank you, everybody. Thank you. Thank you,

Pennsylvania. We'll be back. God bless you all. God bless you all. Thank you. Thank you. Thank
you very much, everybody. Thank you very much.
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Appendix 3. Rally Jan 6, 2021

Well, thank you very much. This is incredible.

Media will not show the magnitude of this crowd. Even I, when I turned on today, I looked, and I
saw thousands of people here. But you don’t see hundreds of thousands of people behind you
because they don’t want to show that.

We have hundreds of thousands of people here and I just want them to be recognized by the fake
news media. Turn your cameras please and show what’s really happening out here because these
people are not going to take it any longer. They’re not going to take it any longer. Go ahead.
Turn your cameras, please. Would you show? They came from all over the world, actually, but
they came from all over our country.

I just really want to see what they do. I just want to see how they covered. I’ve never seen
anything like it. But it would be really great if we could be covered fairly by the media. The
media is the biggest problem we have as far as I’'m concerned, single biggest problem. The fake
news and the Big tech.

Big tech is now coming into their own. We beat them four years ago. We surprised them. We
took them by surprise and this year they rigged an election. They rigged it like they’ve never
rigged an election before. And by the way, last night they didn’t do a bad job either if you
notice.

I’'m honest. And I just, again, I want to thank you. It’s just a great honor to have this kind of
crowd and to be before you and hundreds of thousands of American patriots who are committed
to the honesty of our elections and the integrity of our glorious republic.

All of us here today do not want to see our election victory stolen by emboldened radical-left
Democrats, which is what they’re doing. And stolen by the fake news media. That’s what
they’ve done and what they’re doing. We will never give up, we will never concede. It doesn’t
happen. You don’t concede when there’s theft involved.

Our country has had enough. We will not take it anymore and that’s what this is all about. And to
use a favorite term that all of you people really came up with: We will stop the steal. Today I
will lay out just some of the evidence proving that we won this election and we won it by a
landslide. This was not a close election.

You know, I say, sometimes jokingly, but there’s no joke about it: I’ve been in two elections. |
won them both and the second one, I won much bigger than the first. OK. Almost 75 million
people voted for our campaign, the most of any incumbent president by far in the history of our
country, 12 million more people than four years ago.

And I was told by the real pollsters — we do have real pollsters — they know that we were
going to do well and we were going to win. What I was told, if I went from 63 million, which we
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had four years ago, to 66 million, there was no chance of losing. Well, we didn’t go to 66, we
went to 75 million, and they say we lost. We didn’t lose.

And by the way, does anybody believe that Joe had 80 million votes? Does anybody believe
that? He had 80 million computer votes. It’s a disgrace. There’s never been anything like that.
You could take third-world countries. Just take a look. Take third-world countries. Their
elections are more honest than what we’ve been going through in this country. It’s a disgrace.
It’s a disgrace.

Even when you look at last night. They’re all running around like chickens with their heads cut
off with boxes. Nobody knows what the hell is going on. There’s never been anything like this.

We will not let them silence your voices. We’re not going to let it happen, I’m not going to let it
happen.

Thank you.

And I’d love to have if those tens of thousands of people would be allowed. The military, the
secret service. And we want to thank you and the police law enforcement. Great. You’re doing a
great job. But I’d love it if they could be allowed to come up here with us. Is that possible? Can
you just let him come up, please?

And Rudy, you did a great job. He’s got guts. You know what? He’s got guts, unlike a lot of
people in the Republican Party. He’s got guts. He fights, he fights.

And I'll tell you. Thank you very much, John. Fantastic job. I watched. That’s a tough act to
follow, those two. John is one of the most brilliant lawyers in the country, and he looked at this
and he said, “What an absolute disgrace that this can be happening to our Constitution.”

And he looked at Mike Pence, and I hope Mike is going to do the right thing. I hope so. I hope
SO.

Because if Mike Pence does the right thing, we win the election. All he has to do, all this is, this
is from the number one, or certainly one of the top, Constitutional lawyers in our country. He has
the absolute right to do it. We’re supposed to protect our country, support our country, support
our Constitution, and protect our constitution.

States want to revote. The states got defrauded, They were given false information. They voted
on it. Now they want to recertify. They want it back. All Vice President Pence has to do is send it
back to the states to recertify and we become president and you are the happiest people.

And I actually, I just spoke to Mike. I said: “Mike, that doesn’t take courage. What takes courage
is to do nothing. That takes courage.” And then we’re stuck with a president who lost the
election by a lot and we have to live with that for four more years. We’re just not going to let that
happen.
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Many of you have traveled from all across the nation to be here, and I want to thank you for the
extraordinary love. That’s what it is. There’s never been a movement like this, ever, ever. For the
extraordinary love for this amazing country, and this amazing movement, thank you.

By the way, this goes all the way back past the Washington Monument. You believe this? Look
at this. That is. Unfortunately gave, they gave the press the prime seats. I can’t stand that.

No. But you look at that behind. I wish they’d flip those cameras and look behind you. That is
the most amazing sight. When they make a mistake, you get to see it on television. Amazing.
Amazing. All the way back.

And don’t worry, we will not take the name off the Washington Monument. We will not cancel
culture.

You know they wanted to get rid of the Jefferson Memorial. Either take it down or just put
somebody else in there. I don’t think that’s going to happen. It damn well better not. Although,
with this administration, if this happens, it could happen. You’ll see some really bad things
happen.

They’ll knock out Lincoln too, by the way. They’ve been taking his statue down. But then we
signed a little law. You hurt our monuments, you hurt our heroes, you go to jail for 10 years, and
everything stopped. You notice that? It stopped. It all stopped.

And they could use Rudy back in New York City. Rudy. They could use you. Your city’s going
to hell. They want Rudy Giuliani back in New York. We’ll get a little younger version of Rudy.
Is that OK, Rudy?

We’re gathered together in the heart of our nation’s capital for one very, very basic and simple
reason: To save our democracy.

You know most candidates on election evening and, of course, this thing goes on so long. They
still don’t have any idea what the votes are. We still have congressional seats under review. They
have no idea. They’ve totally lost control. They’ve used the pandemic as a way of defrauding the
people in a proper election.

But you know, you know, when you see this and when you see what’s happening. Number one,
they all say, “Sir, we’ll never let it happen again.” I said, “That’s good. But what about eight
weeks ago?”’ You know they try and get you to go.

They said, “Sir, in four years, you’re guaranteed.” I said: “I’m not interested right now. Do me a
favor, go back eight weeks. I want to go back eight weeks. Let’s go back eight weeks.”

We want to go back and we want to get this right because we’re going to have somebody in there

that should not be in there and our country will be destroyed and we’re not going to stand for
that.
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For years, Democrats have gotten away with election fraud and weak Republicans. And that’s
what they are. There’s so many weak Republicans. And we have great ones. Jim Jordan and
some of these guys, they’re out there fighting. The House guys are fighting. But it’s, it’s
incredible.

Many of the Republicans, I helped them get in, I helped them get elected. I helped Mitch get
elected. I helped. I could name 24 of them, let’s say, I won’t bore you with it. And then all of a
sudden you have something like this. It’s like, “Oh gee, maybe I’ll talk to the president sometime
later.” No, it’s amazing.

They’re weak Republicans, they’re pathetic Republicans and that’s what happens.

If this happened to the Democrats, there’d be hell all over the country going on. There’d be hell
all over the country. But just remember this: You’re stronger, you’re smarter, you’ve got more
going than anybody. And they try and demean everybody having to do with us. And you’re the
real people, you’re the people that built this nation. You’re not the people that tore down our
nation.

The weak Republicans, and that’s it. I really believe it. I think I’'m going to use the term, the
weak Republicans. You’ve got a lot of them. And you got a lot of great ones. But you got a lot of
weak ones. They’ve turned a blind eye, even as Democrats enacted policies that chipped away
our jobs, weakened our military, threw open our borders and put America last.

Did you see the other day where Joe Biden said, I want to get rid of the America First policy?
What’s that all about? Get rid of. How do you say I want to get rid of America First? Even if
you’re going to do it, don’t talk about it, right? Unbelievable what we have to go through. What
we have to go through.

And you have to get your people to fight. And if they don’t fight, we have to primary the hell out
of the ones that don’t fight. You primary them. We’re going to. We’re going to let you know
who they are. I can already tell you, frankly.

But this year, using the pretext of the China virus and the scam of mail-in ballots, Democrats
attempted the most brazen and outrageous election theft and there’s never been anything like
this. So pure theft in American history. Everybody knows it.

That election, our election was over at 10 o’clock in the evening. We’re leading Pennsylvania,
Michigan, Georgia, by hundreds of thousands of votes.

And then late in the evening, or early in the morning, boom, these explosions of bull .
And all of a sudden. All of a sudden it started to happen.
Don’t forget when Romney got beat. Romney, hey. Did you see his? I wonder if he enjoyed his

flight in last night. But when Romney got beaten, you know, he stands up like you’re more
typical, “Well, I’d like to congratulate the victor.” The victor? Who is the victor, Mitt? “I’d like
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to congratulate.” They don’t go and look at the facts. No, I don’t know. He got, he got
slaughtered. Probably, maybe it was OK, maybe it was. But that’s what happened.

But we look at the facts and our election was so corrupt that in the history of this country we’ve
never seen anything like it. You can go all the way back.

You know, America is blessed with elections. All over the world they talk about our elections.
You know what the world says about us now? They said, we don’t have free and fair elections.

And you know what else? We don’t have a free and fair press. Our media is not free, it’s not fair.
It suppresses thought, it suppresses speech and it’s become the enemy of the people. It’s become
the enemy of the people. It’s the biggest problem we have in this country.

No third-world countries would even attempt to do what we caught them doing. And you’ll hear
about that in just a few minutes.

Republicans are, Republicans are constantly fighting like a boxer with his hands tied behind his
back. It’s like a boxer. And we want to be so nice. We want to be so respectful of everybody,
including bad people. And we’re going to have to fight much harder.

And Mike Pence is going to have to come through for us, and if he doesn’t, that will be a, a sad
day for our country because you’re sworn to uphold our Constitution.

Now, it is up to Congress to confront this egregious assault on our democracy. And after this,
we’re going to walk down, and I’ll be there with you, we’re going to walk down, we’re going to
walk down.

Anyone you want, but I think right here, we’re going to walk down to the Capitol, and we’re
going to cheer on our brave senators and congressmen and women, and we’re probably not going
to be cheering so much for some of them.

Because you’ll never take back our country with weakness. You have to show strength and you
have to be strong. We have come to demand that Congress do the right thing and only count the
electors who have been lawfully slated, lawfully slated.

I know that everyone here will soon be marching over to the Capitol building to peacefully and
patriotically make your voices heard.

Today we will see whether Republicans stand strong for integrity of our elections. But whether
or not they stand strong for our country, our country. Our country has been under siege for a long
time. Far longer than this four-year period. We’ve set it on a much greater course. So much, and
we, | thought, you know, four more years. I thought it would be easy.

We’ve created the greatest economy in history. We rebuilt our military. We get you the biggest

tax cuts in history. Right? We got you the biggest regulation cuts. There’s no president, whether
it’s four years, eight years or in one case more, got anywhere near the regulation cuts.
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Used to take 20 years to get a highway approved, now we’re down to two. [ want to get it down
to one, but we’re down to two. And it may get rejected for environmental or safety reasons, but
we got it down to safety.

We created Space Force, We, we, we. Look at what we did. Our military has been totally rebuilt.
So we create Space Force which, by and of itself, is a major achievement for an administration.
And with us it’s one of so many different things.

Right to Try. Everybody know about Right to Try. We did things that nobody ever thought
possible. We took care of our vets, our vets. The VA now has the highest rating, 91%. The
highest rating that it’s had from the beginning, 91% approval rating. Always, you watch the VA,
it was on television every night, people living in a horrible, horrible manner. We got that done.
We got accountability done. We got it so that now in the VA, you don’t have to wait for four
weeks, six weeks, eight weeks, four months to see a doctor. If you can’t get a doctor, you go
outside, you get the doctor. You have it taken care of and we pay the doctor.

And we’ve not only made life wonderful for so many people, we’ve saved tremendous amounts
of money, far secondarily, but we’ve saved a lot of money. And now we have the right to fire
bad people in the VA. We had 9,000 people that treated our veterans horribly. In primetime, they
would not have treated our veterans badly. But they treated our veterans horribly.

And we have what’s called the account, VA Accountability Act. And the accountability says if
we see somebody in there that doesn’t treat our vets well or they steal, they rob, they do things
badly, we say: “Joe you’re fired. Get out of here.” Before you couldn’t do that. You couldn’t do
that before.

So we’ve taken care of things, we’ve done things like nobody’s ever thought possible. And that’s
part of the reason that many people don’t like us, because we’ve done too much.

But we’ve done it quickly and we were going to sit home and watch a big victory and everybody
had us down for a victory. It was going to be great and now we’re out here fighting. I said to
somebody, I was going to take a few days and relax after our big electoral victory. 10 o’clock it
was over. But [ was going to take a few days.

And I can say this. Since our election, I believe, which was such a catastrophe, when I watch.
And even these guys knew what happened. They know what happened. They’re saying: “Wow,
Pennsylvania’s insurmountable. Wow, Wisconsin.” Look at the big leads we had, right. Even
though the press said we would lose Wisconsin by 17 points. Even though the press said, Ohio’s
going to be close, we set a record; Florida’s going to be close, we set a record; Texas is going to
be close, Texas is going to be close, we set a record.

And we set a record with Hispanic, with the Black community, we set a record with everybody.
Today we see a very important event though. Because right over there, right there, we see the

event going to take place. And I’'m going to be watching. Because history is going to be made.
We’re going to see whether or not we have great and courageous leaders, or whether or not we
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have leaders that should be ashamed of themselves throughout history, throughout eternity
they’ll be ashamed.

And you know what? If they do the wrong thing, we should never, ever forget that they did.
Never forget. We should never ever forget.

With only three of the seven states in question, we win the presidency of the United States. And
by the way, it’s much more important today than it was 24 hours ago, because I don’t. I spoke to
David Perdue, what a great person, and Kelly Loeffler, two great people, but it was a setup.

And you know, I said, “We have no backline anymore.” The only backline, the only line of
demarcation, the only line that we have is the veto of the president of the United States. So this is
now, what we’re doing, a far more important election than it was two days ago.

I want to thank the more than 140 members of the House. Those are warriors. They’re over there
working like you’ve never seen before. Studying, talking, actually going all the way back,
studying the roots of the Constitution, because they know we have the right to send a bad vote
that was illegally gotten.

They gave these people bad things to vote for and they voted because what did they know? And
then when they found out a few weeks later, again, it took them four years to devise this screen.

And the only unhappy person in the United States, single most unhappy, is Hillary Clinton.
Because she said: “Why didn’t you do this for me four years ago? Why didn’t you do this for me
four years ago? Change the votes, 10,000 in Michigan. You could have changed the whole
thing.” But she’s not too happy. You know, you don’t see her anymore. What happened?
Where’s Hillary? Where is she?

But I want to thank all of those congressmen and women. I also want to thank our 13, most
courageous members of the U.S. Senate. Senator Ted Cruz, Senator Ron Johnson, Senator Josh
Hawley, Kelly Loeffler.

And Kelly Loeffler, I’ll tell you, she has been, she’s been so great. She worked so hard. So let’s
give her and David a little special hand because it was rigged against them. Let’s give her and
David.

Kelly Loeffler, David Purdue. They fought a good race. They never had a shot. That equipment
should never have been allowed to be used, and I was telling these people don’t let him use this
stuff.

Marsha Blackburn, terrific person. Mike Braun, Indiana. Steve Daines, great guy. Bill Hagerty,
John Kennedy, James Lankford, Cynthia Lummis, Tommy Tuberville, the coach, and Roger
Marshall. We want to thank them. Senators that stepped up, We want to thank them.
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I actually think though, it takes, again, more courage not to step up, and I think a lot of those
people are going to find that out and you better start looking at your leadership, because your
leadership has led you down the tubes.

You know, we don’t want to give $2,000 to people. We want to give them $600. Oh, great. How
does that play politically? Pretty good? And this has nothing to do with politics, but how does it
play politically?

China destroyed these people. We didn’t destroy. China destroy them, totally destroyed them.
We want to give them $600 and they just wouldn’t change.

I said give them $2,000, we’ll pay it back. We’ll pay it back fast. You already owe 26 trillion,
give them a couple of bucks. Let them live. Give them a couple of bucks. And some of the
people here disagree with me on that, but I just say, “Look, you’ve got to let people live.”

And how does that play though? OK. Number one, it’s the right thing to do. But how does that
play politically? I think it’s the primary reason, one of the primary reasons, the other was just
pure cheating. That was the primary, super primary reason. But you can’t do that, you got to use
your head.

As you know, the media has constantly asserted the outrageous lie that there was no evidence of
widespread fraud. Have you ever seen these people? While there is no evidence of fraud. Oh,
really? Well, I’'m going to read you pages. I hope you don’t get bored listening to it. Promise?
Don’t get bored listening to it, all those hundreds of thousands of people back there. Move them
up, please, yeah.

All they, all these people, don’t get bored, don’t get angry at me because you’re going to get
bored because it’s so much.

The American people do not believe the corrupt, fake news anymore. They have ruined their
reputation. But you know, it used to be that they’d argue with me. I’d fight. So I’d fight, they’d
fight, I’d fight, they’d fight. Pop pop. You’d believe me, you’d believe them. Somebody comes
out. You know, they had their point of view, I had my point of view, but you’d have an
argument.

Now what they do is they go silent. It’s called suppression and that’s what happens in a
communist country. That’s what they do, they suppress. You don’t fight with them anymore.
Unless it’s a bad story. They have a little bad story about me, they make it 10 times worse and
it’s a major headline.

But Hunter Biden, they don’t talk about him. What happened to Hunter? Where’s Hunter?
Where’s Hunter? They don’t talk about him. They’ll watch, all the sets will go off. Well, they
can’t do that because they get good ratings. Their ratings are too good. Now, where’s Hunter?
You know.
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And how come Joe is allowed to give a billion dollars of money to get rid of the prosecutor in
Ukraine? How does that happen? I’d ask you that question. How does that happen? Can you
imagine if I said that? If I said that it would be a whole different ballgame.

And how come Hunter gets three and a half million dollars from the mayor of Moscow’s wife,
and gets hundreds of thousands of dollars to sit on an energy board, even though he admits he
has no knowledge of energy? And millions of dollars up front.

And how come they go into China and they leave with billions of dollars to manage. “Have you
managed money before?” “No, I haven’t.” “Oh, that’s good. Here’s about 3 billion.” No, they
don’t talk about that.

No, we have a corrupt media. They’ve gone silent. They’ve gone dead. I now realize how good it
was if you go back 10 years, I realized how good, even though I didn’t necessarily love them, I
realized how good. It was like a cleansing motion, right?

But we don’t have that anymore. We don’t have a fair media anymore. It’s suppression. And you
have to be very careful with that and they’ve lost all credibility in this country.

We will not be intimidated into accepting the hoaxes and the lies that we’ve been forced to
believe.

Over the past several weeks, we’ve amassed overwhelming evidence about a fake election. This
is the presidential election. Last night was a little bit better because of the fact that we had a lot
of eyes watching one specific state, but they cheated like hell anyway.

You have one of the dumbest governors in the United States. And you know when I endorsed
him, and I didn’t know this guy, at the request of David Perdue, he said, “Friend of mine’s
running for governor.” “What’s his name?”” And you know the rest. He was in fourth place, fifth
place. I don’t know, he was, he was doing poorly. I endorse him, he went like a rocket ship and
he won.

And then I had to beat Stacey Abrams with this guy, Brian Kemp. I had to beat Stacey Abrams.
And I had to beat Oprah, used to be a friend of mine. You know, I was on her last show, her last
week, she picked the five outstanding people. I don’t think she thinks that any more. Once I ran
for president, I didn’t notice there were too many calls coming in from Oprah. Believe it or not,
she used to like me. But I was one of the five outstanding people.

And I had a campaign against Michelle Obama and Barack Hussein Obama, against Stacey.
And I had Brian Kemp, who weighs 130 pounds. He said he played offensive line in football.
I’'m trying to figure that out. 'm still trying to figure that out. He said that the other night, “I was

an offensive lineman.” I’m saying: “Really? That must have been a very small team.” But I look
at that and I look at what’s happened and he turned out to be a disaster. This stuff happens.
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You know, look, I’m not happy with the Supreme Court. They love to rule against me. I picked

three people. I fought like hell for them. One in particular, I fought. They all said, “Sir, cut him

loose.” He’s killing the senators. You know, very loyal senators, they’re very loyal people, “Sir,
cut him loose, he’s killing us, sir, cut him loose.” I must have gotten half of the senators.

I said: “No, I can’t do that, it’s unfair to him and it’s unfair to the family. He didn’t do anything
wrong.” They made up stories, they’re all made-up stories. He didn’t do anything wrong. “Cut
him loose, sir.” I said, “No, I won’t do that. We got him through.” And you know what, they
couldn’t give a damn. They couldn’t give a damn. Let him rule the right way.

But it almost seems that they’re all going out of their way to hurt all of us and to hurt our
country. To hurt our country.

You know, I read a story in one of the newspapers recently how I control the three Supreme
Court justices. I control them. They’re puppets.

I read it about Bill Barr, that he’s my personal attorney. That he’ll do anything for me. And I
said, “You know, it really is genius.” Because what they do is that, and it makes it really
impossible for them to ever give you a victory, because all of a sudden Bill Barr changed. If you
hadn’t noticed. I like Bill Barr, but he changed, because he didn’t want to be considered my
personal attorney.

And the Supreme Court, they rule against me so much. You know why? Because the story is — I
haven’t spoken to any of them, any of them, since virtually they got in — but the story is that
they’re my puppets. Right? That they’re puppets.

And now the only way they can get out of that because they hate that it’s not good in the social
circuit. And the only way they get out is to rule against Trump. So let’s rule against Trump. And
they do that. So I want to congratulate them.

But it shows you the media’s genius. In fact, probably if I was the media, I’d do it the same way.
I hate to say it. But we got to get them straightened out.

Today, for the sake of our democracy, for the sake of our Constitution, and for the sake of our
children, we lay out the case for the entire world to hear. You want to hear it?

In every single swing state, local officials, state officials, almost all Democrats, made illegal and
unconstitutional changes to election procedures without the mandated approvals by the state

legislatures.

That these changes paved a way for fraud on a scale never seen before. I think we go a long way
outside of our country when I say that.

So, just in a nutshell, you can’t make a change or voting for a federal election unless the state
legislature approves it. No judge can do it. Nobody can do it. Only a legislature.
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So as an example, in Pennsylvania, or whatever, you have a Republican legislature, you have a
Democrat mayor, and you have a lot of Democrats all over the place. They go to the legislature.
The legislature laughs at them, says we’re not going to do that. They say, thank you very much
and they go and make the changes themselves, they do it anyway. And that’s totally illegal.
That’s totally illegal. You can’t do that.

In Pennsylvania, the Democrat secretary of state and the Democrat state Supreme Court justices
illegally abolished the signature verification requirements just 11 days prior to the election.

So think of what they did. No longer is there signature verification. Oh, that’s OK. We want
voter ID by the way. But no longer is there a signature verification. Eleven days before the
election they say we don’t want it. You know why they don’t want to? Because they want to
cheat. That’s the only reason.

Who would even think of that? We don’t want to verify a signature?

There were over 205,000 more ballots counted in Pennsylvania. Think of this, you had 205,000
more ballots than you had voters. That means you had two. Where did they come from? You
know where they came from? Somebody’s imagination, whatever they needed.

So in Pennsylvania, you had 205,000 more votes than you had voters. And the number is actually
much greater than that now. That was as of a week ago. And this is a mathematical impossibility
unless you want to say it’s a total fraud.

So Pennsylvania was defrauded. Over 8,000 ballots in Pennsylvania were cast by people whose
names and dates of birth match individuals who died in 2020 and prior to the election. Think of
that. Dead people, lots of dead people, thousands. And some dead people actually requested an

application. That bothers me even more.

Not only are they voting, they want an application to vote. One of them was 29 years ago, died.
It’s incredible. Over 14,000 ballots were cast by out-of-state voters, so these are voters that don’t
live in this state.

And by the way, these numbers are what they call outcome-determinative, meaning these
numbers far surpass. I lost by a very little bit. These numbers are massive, massive.

More than 10,000 votes in Pennsylvania were illegally counted, even though they were received
after Election Day. In other words, they were received after Election Day. Let’s count them
anyway.

And what they did in many cases is, they did fraud. They took the date and they moved it back so
that it no longer is after Election Day. And more than 60,000 ballots in Pennsylvania were
reported received back. They got back before they were ever supposedly mailed out. In other
words, you got the ballot back before you mailed it, which is also logically and logistically
impossible, right?
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Think of that one. You got the ballot back. Let’s send the ballots. Oh, they’ve already been sent.
But we got the ballot back before they were sent. I don’t think that’s too good, right?

Twenty-five thousand ballots in Pennsylvania were requested by nursing home residents, all in a
single giant batch, not legal, indicating an enormous, illegal ballot harvesting operation. You’re
not allowed to do it, it’s against the law.

The day before the election, the state of Pennsylvania reported the number of absentee ba llots
that had been sent out. Yet this number was suddenly and drastically increased by 400,000
people. It was increased, nobody knows where it came from, by 400,000 ballots, one day after
the election.

It remains totally unexplained. They said, “Well, ah, we can’t figure that.” Now, that’s many,
many times what it would take to overthrow the state. Just that one element. Four hundred
thousand ballots appeared from nowhere right after the election.

By the way, Pennsylvania has now seen all of this. They didn’t know because it was so quick.
They had a vote. They voted. But now they see all this stuff, it’s all come to light. Doesn’t
happen that fast. And they want to recertify their votes. They want to recertify. But the only way
that can happen is if Mike Pence agrees to send it back. Mike Pence has to agree to send it back.

And many people in Congress want it sent back.

And think of what you’re doing. Let’s say you don’t do it. Somebody says, “Well, we have to
obey the Constitution.” And you are, because you’re protecting our country and you’re
protecting the Constitution. So you are.

But think of what happens. Let’s say they’re stiffs and they’re stupid people, and they say, well,
we really have no choice. Even though Pennsylvania and other states want to redo their votes.
They want to see the numbers. They already have the numbers. Go very quickly. And they want
to redo their legislature because many of these votes were taken, as I said, because it wasn’t
approved by their legislature. You know, that, in itself, is legal. And then you have the scam, and
that’s all of the things that we’re talking about.

But think of this. If you don’t do that, that means you will have a president of the United States
for four years, with his wonderful son. You will have a president who lost all of these states. Or
you will have a president, to put it another way, who was voted on by a bunch of stupid people

who lost all of these states.

You will have an illegitimate president. That’s what you’ll have. And we can’t let that happen.
These are the facts that you won’t hear from the fake news media. It’s all part of the suppression
effort. They don’t want to talk about it. They don’t want to talk about it. In fact, when I started

talking about that, I guarantee you, a lot of the television sets and a lot of those cameras went off.
And that’s a lot of cameras back there. But a lot of them went off.
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But these are the things you don’t hear about. You don’t hear what you just heard. I’'m going to
go over a few more states. But you don’t hear it by the people who want to deceive you and
demoralize you and control you. Big tech, media.

Just like the suppression polls that said we’re going lose Wisconsin by 17 points. Well, we won
Wisconsin. They don’t have it that way because they lost just by a little sliver. But they had me
down the day before, Washington Post/ABC poll, down 17 points.

I called up a real pollster. I said, “What is that?” “Sir, that’s called a suppression poll. I think
you’re going to win Wisconsin, sir.”

I said, “But why don’t they make it four or five points?”” Because then people vote. But when
you’re down 17, they say, “Hey, I’'m not going to waste my time. I love the president, but there’s
no way.”

Despite that, despite that, we won Wisconsin. It’s going to see. I mean, you’ll see. But that’s
called suppression because a lot of people when they see that. It’s very interesting. This pollster
said, “Sir, if you’re down three, four, or five people vote. When you go down 17, they say, ‘Let’s
save. Let’s go and have dinner and let’s watch the presidential defeat tonight on television,
darling.””

And just like the radical left tries to blacklist you on social media. Every time I put out a tweet,
that’s, even if it’s totally correct, totally correct, I get a flag. I get a flag.

And they also don’t let you get out. You know, on Twitter, it’s very hard to come onto my
account. It’s very hard to get out a message. They don’t let the message get out nearly like they
should. But I’ve had many people say, “I can’t get on your Twitter.” I don’t care about Twitter.
Twitter’s bad news. They’re all bad news.

But you know what, if you want to, if you want to get out a message and if you want to go
through Big tech, social media, they are really, if you’re a conservative, if you’re a Republican,
if you have a big voice, I guess they call it shadow banned, right? Shadow banned. They shadow
ban you, and it should be illegal.

I’ve been telling these Republicans, get rid of Section 230. And for some reason, Mitch and the
group, they don’t want to put it in there and they don’t realize that that’s going to be the end of
the Republican Party as we know it, but it’s never going to be the end of us. Never. Let them get
out. Let, let the weak ones get out. This is a time for strength.

They also want to indoctrinate your children in school by teaching them things that aren’t so.
They want to indoctrinate your children. It’s all part of the comprehensive assault on our
democracy, and the American people are finally standing up and saying no. This crowd is, again,
a testament to it.

I did no advertising, I did nothing. You do have some groups that are big supporters. I want to
thank that, Amy, and everybody. We have some incredible supporters, incredible. But we didn’t
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do anything. This just happened. Two months ago, we had a massive crowd come down to
Washington. I said, “What are they there for?” “Sir, they’re there for you.”

We have nothing to do with it. These groups are for, they’re forming all over the United States.
And we got to remember, in a year from now, you’re going to start working on Congress and we
got to get rid of the weak Congress, people, the ones that aren’t any good, the Liz Cheneys of the
world. We got to get rid of them. We got to get rid.

You know, she never wants a soldier brought home, I brought a lot of our soldiers home. I don’t
know, somewhat like it. They’re in countries that nobody even knows the name, nobody knows
where they are. They’re dying. They’re great, but they’re dying. They’re losing their arms, their
legs, their face. I brought them back home, largely back home. Afghanistan, Iraq.

Remember, I used to say in the old days: “Don’t go in Iraq. But if you go in, keep the oil.” We
didn’t keep the oil. So stupid. So stupid these people. And Iraq has billions and billions of dollars
now in the bank. And what did we do? We got nothing. We never get. But we do actually, we
kept the oil here or we get, we did good.

We got rid of the ISIS caliphate. We got rid of plenty of different things that everybody knows
and the rebuilding of our military in three years. People said it couldn’t be done. And it was all
made in the USA, all made in the USA, best equipment in the world.

In Wisconsin, corrupt Democrat-run cities deployed more than 500 illegal, unmanned, unsecured
drop boxes, which collected a minimum of 91,000 unlawful votes. It was razor-thin, the loss.
This one thing alone is much more than we would need. But there are many things.

They have these lockboxes. And, you know, they’d pick them up and they disappear for two
days. People would say where’s that box? They disappeared. Nobody even knew where the hell
it was.

In addition, over 170,000 absentee votes were counted in Wisconsin without a valid absentee
ballot application. So they had a vote, but they had no application, and that’s illegal in
Wisconsin. Meaning those votes were blatantly done in opposition to state law and they came
100% from Democrat areas such as Milwaukee and Madison, 100%.

In Madison, 17,000 votes were deposited in so-called human drop boxes. You know what that is,
right? Where operatives stuff thousands of unsecured ballots into duffle bags on park benches
across the city, in complete defiance of cease-and-desist letters from state legislature.

Your state legislatures said don’t do it. They’re the only ones that can approve it. They gave tens
of thousands of votes. They came in in duffle bags. Where the hell did they come from?

According to eyewitness testimony, Postal Service workers in Wisconsin were also instructed to
illegally backdate approximately 100,000 ballots. The margin of difference in Wisconsin was
less than 20,000 votes. Each one of these things alone wins us the state. Great state. We love the
state. We won the state.
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In Georgia, your secretary of state who, I can’t believe this guy’s a Republican. He loves
recording telephone conversations. You know, that was? I thought it was a great conversation
personally. So did a lot of other. People love that conversation because it says what’s going on.

These people are crooked. They’re 100%, in my opinion, one of the most corrupt, between your
governor and your secretary of state. And now you have it again last night. Just take a look at
what happened. What a mess.

And the Democrat Party operatives entered into an illegal and unconstitution — unconstitutional
settlement agreement that drastically weakened signature verification and other election security
procedures.

Stacey Abrams. She took them to lunch. And I beat her two years ago with a bad candidate,
Brian Kemp. But they took, the Democrats took the Republicans to lunch because the secretary
of state had no clue what the hell was happening. Unless he did have a clue. That’s interesting.
Maybe he was with the other side.

But we’ve been trying to get verifications of signatures in Fulton County, they won’t let us do it.
The only reason they won’t is because we’ll find things in the hundreds of thousands. Why
wouldn’t they let us verify signatures in Fulton County, which is known for being very corrupt.
They won’t do it. They go to some other county where you would live.

I said, “That’s not the problem.” The problem is Fulton County, home of Stacey Abrams. She did
a good job, I congratulate her. But it was done in such a way that we can’t let this stuff happen.
We won’t have a country if it happens.

As aresult, Georgia’s absentee ballot rejection rate was more than 10 times lower than previous
levels because the criteria was so off.

Forty-eight counties in Georgia, with thousands and thousands of votes, rejected zero ballots.
There wasn’t one ballot. In other words, in a year in which more mail-in ballots were sent than
ever before, and more people were voting by mail for the first time, the rejection rate was
drastically lower than it had ever been before.

The only way this can be explained is if tens of thousands of illegitimate votes were added to the
tally. That’s the only way you could explain it.

By the way, you’re talking about tens of thousands. If Georgia had merely rejected the same
number of unlawful ballots as in other years, they should have been approximately 45,000 ballots
rejected. Far more than what we needed to win, just over 11,000. They should find those votes.
They should absolutely find that. Just over 11,000 votes, that’s all we need. They defrauded us
out of a win in Georgia, and we’re not going to forget it.

There’s only one reason the Democrats could possibly want to eliminate signature matching,
opposed voter ID, and stop citizenship confirmation. “Are you a citizenship?”” You’re not
allowed to ask that question, because they want to steal the election.
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The radical left knows exactly what they’re doing. They’re ruthless and it’s time that somebody
did something about it. And Mike Pence, I hope you’re going to stand up for the good of our
Constitution and for the good of our country. And if you’re not, I’'m going to be very
disappointed in you. I will tell you right now. I’'m not hearing good stories.

In Fulton County, Republican poll watchers were ejected, in some cases, physically from the
room under the false pretense of a pipe burst. Water main burst, everybody leave. Which we now
know was a total lie.

Then election officials pull boxes, Democrats, and suitcases of ballots out from under a table.
You all saw it on television, totally fraudulent. And illegally scanned them for nearly two hours,
totally unsupervised. Tens of thousands of votes. This act coincided with a mysterious vote dump
of up to 100,000 votes for Joe Biden, almost none for Trump. Oh, that sounds fair. That was at
1:34 a.m.

The Georgia secretary of state and pathetic governor of Georgia, have reached, although he says
I’'m a great president. You know, I sort of maybe have to change. He said the other day, “Yes, |
do. I disagree with president, but he’s been a great president.” Good, thanks. Thank you very
much.

Because of him and others, you have Brian Kemp. Vote him the hell out of office, please. Well,
his rates are so low. You know, his approval rating now, I think it just reached a record low.

They’ve rejected five separate appeals for an independent and comprehensive audit of signatures
in Fulton County. Even without an audit, the number of fraudulent ballots that we’ve identified

across the state is staggering.

Over 10,300 ballots in Georgia were cast by individuals whose names and dates of birth match
Georgia residents who died in 2020 and prior to the election.

More than 2,500 ballots were cast by individuals whose names and dates of birth match
incarcerated felons in Georgia prison. People who are not allowed to vote.

More than 4,500 illegal ballots were cast by individuals who do not appear on the state’s own
voter rolls.

Over 18,000 illegal ballots were cast by individuals who registered to vote using an address
listed as vacant, according to the Postal Service.

At least 88,000 ballots in Georgia were cast by people whose registrations were illegally
backdated.

Sixty-six thousand votes, each one of these is far more than we need. Sixty-six thousand votes in
Georgia were cast by individuals under the legal voting age.
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And at least 15,000 ballots were cast by individuals who moved out of the state prior to
November 3 election. They say they moved right back. They moved right back. Oh, they moved
out, they moved right back. OK. They missed Georgia that much. I do. I love Georgia, but it’s a
corrupt system.

Despite all of this, the margin in Georgia is only 11,779 votes.

Each and every one of these issues is enough to give us a victory in Georgia, a big beautiful
victory. Make no mistake, this election was stolen from you, from me and from the country.

And not a single swing state has conducted a comprehensive audit to remove the illegal ballots.
This should absolutely occur in every single contested state before the election is certified.

In the state of Arizona, over 36,000 ballots were illegally cast by non-citizens. Two thousand
ballots were returned with no address. More than 22,000 ballots were returned before they were
ever supposedly mailed out. They returned, but we haven’t mailed them yet.

Eleven thousand six hundred more ballots and votes were counted, more than there were actual
voters. You see that? So you have more votes again than you have voters.

One hundred and fifty thousand people registered in Maricopa County after the registration
deadline. One hundred and three thousand ballots in the county were sent for electronic
adjudication with no Republican observers.

In Clark County, Nevada, the accuracy settings on signature verification machines were
purposely lowered before they were used to count over 130,000 ballots.

If you signed your name as Santa Claus, it would go through.

There were also more than 42,000 double votes in Nevada. Over 150,000 people were hurt so
badly by what took place. And 1,500 ballots were cast by individuals whose names and dates of
birth match Nevada residents who died in 2020 prior to November 3 election. More than 8,000
votes were cast by individuals who had no address and probably didn’t live there.

The margin in Nevada is down at a very low number, any of these things would have taken care
of the situation. We would have won Nevada, also. Every one of these we’re going over, we

win.

In Michigan, quickly, the secretary of state, a real great one, flooded the state with unsolicited
mail-in ballot applications sent to every person on the rolls in direct violation of state law.

More than 17,000 Michigan ballots were cast by individuals whose names and dates of birth
match people who were deceased.
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In Wayne County, that’s a great one. That’s Detroit. One hundred and seventy-four thousand
ballots were counted without being tied to an actual registered voter. Nobody knows where they
came from.

Also, in Wayne County, poll watchers observed canvassers rescanning batches of ballots over
and over again, up to three or four or five times.

In Detroit, turnout was 139% of registered voters. Think of that. So you had 139% of the people
in Detroit voting. This is in Michigan. Detroit, Michigan.

A career employee of the Detroit, City of Detroit, testified under penalty of perjury that she
witnessed city workers coaching voters to vote straight Democrat while accompanying them to
watch who they voted for. When a Republican came in, they wouldn’t talk to him.

The same worker was instructed not to ask for any voter ID and not to attempt to validate any
signatures if they were Democrats. She also told to illegally, and was told, backdate ballots
received after the deadline and reports that thousands and thousands of ballots were improperly
backdated. That’s Michigan.

Four witnesses have testified under penalty of perjury that after officials in Detroit announced
the last votes had been counted, tens of thousands of additional ballots arrived without required
envelopes. Every single one was for a Democrat. I got no votes.

At 6:31 a.m. in the early morning hours after voting had ended, Michigan suddenly reported
147,000 votes. An astounding 94% went to Joe Biden, who campaigned brilliantly from his
basement. Only a couple of percentage points went to Trump.

Such gigantic and one-sided vote dumps were only observed in a few swing states and they were
observed in the states where it was necessary.

You know what’s interesting? President Obama beat Biden in every state other than the swing
states where Biden killed them, but the swing states were the ones that mattered.

They’re always just enough to push Joe Biden barely into the lead. We were ahead by a lot and
within a number of hours we were losing by a little.

In addition, there is the highly troubling matter of Dominion Voting Systems. In one Michigan
county alone, 6,000 votes were switched from Trump to Biden and the same systems are used in
the majority of states in our country.

Senator William Ligon, a great gentleman, chairman of Georgia’s senate judiciary subcommittee.

Senator Ligon, highly respected, on elections has written a letter describing his concerns with
Dominion in Georgia.
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He wrote, and I quote, The Dominion Voting Machines employed in Fulton County had an
astronomical and astounding 93.67% error rate. It’s only wrong 93% of the time in the scanning
of ballots requiring a review panel to adjudicate or determine the voter’s interest in over 106,000
ballots out of a total of 113,000.

Think of it. You go in and you vote and then they tell people who you supposed to be voting for.
They make up whatever they want. Nobody’s ever even heard.

They adjudicate your vote. They say, Well, we don’t think Trump wants to vote for Trump. We
think he wants to vote for Biden. Put it down for Biden.

The national average for such an error rate is far less than 1% and yet you’re at 93%. The source
of this astronomical error rate must be identified to determine if these machines were set up or
destroyed to allow for a third party to disregard the actual ballot cast by the registered voter.

The letter continues. There is clear evidence that tens of thousands of votes were switched from
President Trump to former Vice President Biden in several counties in Georgia.

For example, in Bibb County, President Trump was reported to have 29,391 votes at 9:11 p.m.
Eastern time, while simultaneously Vice President Joe Biden was reported to have 17,213.
Minutes later, just minutes, at the next update, these vote numbers switched with President
Trump going way down to 17,000 and Biden going way up to 29,391. And that was very quick, a
12,000 vote switch all in Mr. Biden’s favor.

So, I mean, I could go on and on about this fraud that took place in every state, and all of these
legislatures want this back. I don’t want to do it to you because I love you and it’s freezing out
here. But I could just go on forever. I can tell you this.

So when you hear, when you hear, while there is no evidence to prove any wrongdoing, this is
the most fraudulent thing anybody has, this is a criminal enterprise. This is a criminal enterprise.
And the press will say, and I’m sure they won’t put any of that on there, because that’s no good.
And you ever see, while there is no evidence to back President Trump’s assertion.

I could go on for another hour reading this stuff to you and telling you about it. There’s never
been anything like it.

Think about it. Detroit had more votes than it had voters. Pennsylvania had 205,000 more votes
than it had more. But you don’t have to go any. Between that, I think that’s almost better than
dead people if you think, right? More votes than they had voters. And many other states also.

It’s a disgrace that the United States of America, tens of millions of people, are allowed to go
vote without so much as even showing identification.

In no state is there any question or effort made to verify the identity, citizenship, residency or
eligibility of the votes cast.
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The Republicans have to get tougher. You’re not going to have a Republican Party if you don’t
get tougher. They want to play so straight. They want to play so, sir, yes, the United States. The
Constitution doesn’t allow me to send them back to the States. Well, I say, yes it does, because
the Constitution says you have to protect our country and you have to protect our Constitution,
and you can’t vote on fraud. And fraud breaks up everything, doesn’t it? When you catch
somebody in a fraud, you’re allowed to go by very different rules.

So I hope Mike has the courage to do what he has to do. And I hope he doesn’t listen to the
RINOs and the stupid people that he’s listening to.

It is also widely understood that the voter rolls are crammed full of non-citizens, felons and
people who have moved out of state and individuals who are otherwise ineligible to vote. Yet
Democrats oppose every effort to clean up their voter rolls. They don’t want to clean them up.
They’re loaded.

And how many people here know other people, that when there are hundreds of thousands and
then millions of ballots got sent out, got three, four, five, six, and I heard one, who got seven

ballots. And then they say you didn’t quite make it, sir.

We won in a landslide. This was a landslide. They said it’s not American to challenge the
election. This the most corrupt election in the history, maybe of the world.

Y ou know, you could go third-world countries, but I don’t think they had hundreds of thousands
of votes and they don’t have voters for them. I mean no matter where you go, nobody would
think this.

In fact, it’s so egregious, it’s so bad that a lot of people don’t even believe it. It’s so crazy that
people don’t even believe it. It can’t be true. So they don’t believe it.

This is not just a matter of domestic politics, this is a matter of national security.

So today, in addition to challenging the certification of the election, I’'m calling on Congress and
the state legislatures to quickly pass sweeping election reforms, and you better do it before we
have no country left.

Today is not the end, it’s just the beginning.

With your help over the last four years, we built the greatest political movement in the history of
our country and nobody even challenges that.

I say that over and over, and I never get challenged by the fakeness, and they challenge almost
everything we say.

But our fight against t he big donors, big media, big tech, and others is just getting started. This
is the greatest in history. There’s never been a movement like that.
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You look back there all the way to the Washington Monument. It’s hard to believe.

We must stop the steal and then we must ensure that such outrageous election fraud never
happens again, can never be allowed to happen again.

But we’re going forward. We’ll take care of going forward. We’ve got to take care of going
back. Don’t let them talk. OK, well, we promised. I’ve had a lot of people. Sir, you’re at 96% for
four years. I said ’'m not interested right now. I’m interested in right there.

With your help, we will finally pass powerful requirements for voter ID. You need an ID to cash
a check. You need an ID to go to a bank, to buy alcohol, to drive a car. Every person should need
to show an ID in order to cast your most important thing, a vote.

We will also require proof of American citizenship in order to vote in American elections. We
just had a good victory in court on that one, actually.

We will ban ballot harvesting and prohibit the use of unsecured drop boxes to commit rampant
fraud. These drop boxes are fraudulent. Therefore, they get disapp — they disappear, and then all
of a sudden they show up. It’s fraudulent.

We will stop the practice of universal unsolicited mail-in balloting.

We will clean up the voter rolls that ensure that every single person who casts a vote is a citizen
of our country, a resident of the state in which they vote and their vote is cast in a lawful and
honest manner.

We will restore the vital civic tradition of in-person voting on Election Day so that voters can be
fully informed when they make their choice.

We will finally hold big tech accountable. And if these people had courage and guts, they would
get rid of Section 230, something that no other company, no other person in America, in the
world has.

All of these tech monopolies are going to abuse their power and interfere in our elections, and it
has to be stopped. And the Republicans have to get a lot tougher, and so should the Democrats.
They should be regulated, investigated, and brought to justice under the fullest extent of the law.
They’re totally breaking the law.

Together, we will drain the Washington swamp and we will clean up the corruption in our
nation’s capital. We have done a big job on it, but you think it’s easy. It’s a dirty business. It’s a

dirty business. You have a lot of bad people out there.

Despite everything we’ve been through, looking out all over this country and seeing fantastic
crowds. Although this, I think, is our all-time record. I think you have 250,000 people. 250,000.
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Looking out at all the amazing patriots here today, I have never been more confident in our
nation’s future. Well, I have to say, we have to be a little bit careful. That’s a nice statement, but
we have to be a little careful with that statement.

If we allow this group of people to illegally take over our country because it’s illegal when the
votes are illegal when the way they got there is illegal when the states that vote are given false
and fraudulent information.

We are the greatest country on Earth and we are headed and were headed in the right direction.

You know, the wall is built. We’re doing record numbers at the wall. Now, they want to take
down the wall. Let’s let everyone flow in. Let’s let everybody flow in. We did a great job in the
wall. Remember, the wall, they said it could never be done. One of the largest infrastructure
projects we’ve ever had in this country, and it’s had a tremendous impact, that we got rid of
catch and release. We got rid of all of this stuff that we had to live with.

But now, the caravans, I think Biden’s getting in, the caravans are forming again. They want to
come in again and rip off our country. Can’t let it happen.

As this enormous crowd shows, we have truth and justice on our side. We have a deep and
enduring love for America in our hearts. We love our country.

We have overwhelming pride in this great country and we have it deep in our souls. Together,
we are determined to defend and preserve government of the people, by the people and for the
people.

Our brightest days are before us. Our greatest achievements, still away.

I think one of our great achievements will be election security. Because nobody until I came
along had any idea how corrupt our elections were.

And again, most people would stand there at 9 o’clock in the evening and say I want to thank
you very much, and they go off to some other life. But I said something’s wrong here, something

is really wrong, can have happened.

And we fight. We fight like hell. And if you don’t fight like hell, you’re not going to have a
country anymore.

Our exciting adventures and boldest endeavors have not yet begun. My fellow Americans, for
our movement, for our children, and for our beloved country.

And I say this despite all that’s happened. The best is yet to come.

So we’re going to, we’re going to walk down Pennsylvania Avenue. I love Pennsylvania
Avenue. And we’re going to the Capitol, and we’re going to try and give.
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The Democrats are hopeless, they never vote for anything. Not even one vote. But we’re going to
try and give our Republicans, the weak ones because the strong ones don’t need any of our help.
We’re going to try and give them the kind of pride and boldness that they need to take back our
country.

So let’s walk down Pennsylvania Avenue.

I want to thank you all. God bless you and God Bless America.

Thank you all for being here. This is incredible. Thank you very much. Thank you.
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Appendix 4. Inauguration Speech, Jan 20, 2017

Chief Justice Roberts, President Carter, President Clinton, President Bush, President Obama,
fellow Americans, and people of the world: Thank you.

We, the citizens of America, are now joined in a great national effort to rebuild our country and
restore its promise for all of our people. Together, we will determine the course of America and
the world for many, many years to come. We will face challenges, we will confront hardships,
but we will get the job done.

Every 4 years, we gather on these steps to carry out the orderly and peaceful transfer of power,
and we are grateful to President Obama and First Lady Michelle Obama for their gracious aid
throughout this transition. They have been magnificent. Thank you.

Today's ceremony, however, has very special meaning. Because today we are not merely
transferring power from one administration to another or from one party to another, but we are
transferring power from Washington, DC, and giving it back to you, the people.

For too long, a small group in our Nation's Capital has reaped the rewards of Government while
the people have borne the cost. Washington flourished, but the people did not share in its wealth.
Politicians prospered, but the jobs left, and the factories closed. The establishment protected
itself, but not the citizens of our country. Their victories have not been your victories; their
triumphs have not been your triumphs; and while they celebrated in our Nation's Capital, there
was little to celebrate for struggling families all across our land.

That all changes, starting right here and right now, because this moment is your moment: It
belongs to you. It belongs to everyone gathered here today and everyone watching all across
America. This is your day. This is your celebration. And this, the United States of America, is
your country.

What truly matters is not which party controls our Government, but whether our Government is
controlled by the people. January 20, 2017, will be remembered as the day the people became the
rulers of this Nation again. The forgotten men and women of our country will be forgotten no
longer. Everyone is listening to you now.

You came by the tens of millions to become part of a historic movement the likes of which the
world has never seen before. At the center of this movement is a crucial conviction: that a nation
exists to serve its citizens. Americans want great schools for their children, safe neighborhoods
for their families, and good jobs for themselves. These are just and reasonable demands of
righteous people and a righteous public.

But for too many of our citizens, a different reality exists: Mothers and children trapped in
poverty in our inner cities; rusted-out factories scattered like tombstones across the landscape of
our Nation; an education system, flush with cash, but which leaves our young and beautiful
students deprived of all knowledge; and the crime and the gangs and the drugs that have stolen
too many lives and robbed our country of so much unrealized potential.

This American carnage stops right here and stops right now. We are one Nation, and their pain is
our pain, their dreams are our dreams, and their success will be our success. We share one heart,
one home, and one glorious destiny.
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The oath of office I take today is an oath of allegiance to all Americans.

For many decades, we've enriched foreign industry at the expense of American industry,
subsidized the armies of other countries while allowing for the very sad depletion of our military.
We've defended other nations' borders while refusing to defend our own and spent trillions and
trillions of dollars overseas while America's infrastructure has fallen into disrepair and decay.
We've made other countries rich while the wealth, strength, and confidence of our country has
dissipated over the horizon.

One by one, the factories shuttered and left our shores, with not even a thought about the
millions and millions of American workers that were left behind. The wealth of our middle class
has been ripped from their homes and then redistributed all across the world.

But that is the past. And now we are looking only to the future.

We, assembled here today, are issuing a new decree to be heard in every city, in every foreign
capital, and in every hall of power. From this day forward, a new vision will govern our land.
From this day forward, it's going to be only America first. America first.

Every decision on trade, on taxes, on immigration, on foreign affairs, will be made to benefit
American workers and American families.

We must protect our borders from the ravages of other countries making our products, stealing
our companies, and destroying our jobs. Protection will lead to great prosperity and strength. I
will fight for you with every breath in my body, and I will never, ever let you down.

America will start winning again, winning like never before. We will bring back our jobs. We
will bring back our borders. We will bring back our wealth. And we will bring back our dreams.

We will build new roads and highways and bridges and airports and tunnels and railways all
across our wonderful Nation.

We will get our people off of welfare and back to work, rebuilding our country with American
hands and American labor. We will follow two simple rules: Buy American and hire American.

We will seek friendship and good will with the nations of the world, but we do so with the
understanding that it is the right of all nations to put their own interests first. We do not seek to
impose our way of life on anyone, but rather to let it shine as an example—we will shine—for
everyone to follow.

We will reinforce old alliances and form new ones and unite the civilized world against radical
Islamic terrorism, which we will eradicate completely from the face of the Earth.

At the bedrock of our politics will be a total allegiance to the United States of America, and
through our loyalty to our country, we will rediscover our loyalty to each other. When you open
your heart to patriotism, there is no room for prejudice. The Bible tells us, "How good and
pleasant it is when God's people live together in unity." We must speak our minds openly, debate
our disagreements honestly, but always pursue solidarity. When America is united, America is
totally unstoppable. There should be no fear: We are protected, and we will always be protected.
We will be protected by the great men and women of our military and law enforcement, and
most importantly, we will be protected by God.
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Finally, we must think big and dream even bigger. In America, we understand that a nation is
only living as long as it is striving.

We will no longer accept politicians who are all talk and no action, constantly complaining, but
never doing anything about it. The time for empty talk is over. Now arrives the hour of action.

Do not allow anyone to tell you that it cannot be done. No challenge can match the heart and
fight and spirit of America. We will not fail. Our country will thrive and prosper again.

We stand at the birth of a new millennium, ready to unlock the mysteries of space, to free the
Earth from the miseries of disease, and to harness the energies, industries, and technologies of
tomorrow. A new national pride will stir our souls, lift our sights, and heal our divisions.

It's time to remember that old wisdom our soldiers will never forget: that whether we are Black
or Brown or White, we all bleed the same red blood of patriots, we all enjoy the same glorious
freedoms, and we all salute the same great American flag.

And whether a child is born in the urban sprawl of Detroit or the windswept plains of Nebraska,
they look up at the same night sky, they fill their heart with the same dreams, and they are
infused with the breath of life by the same almighty Creator.

So to all Americans in every city near and far, small and large, from mountain to mountain, from
ocean to ocean, hear these words: You will never be ignored again. Your voice, your hopes, and
your dreams will define our American destiny. And your courage and goodness and love will
forever guide us along the way.

Together, we will make America strong again. We will make America wealthy again. We will
make America proud again. We will make America safe again.

And, yes, together, we will make America great again. Thank you. God bless you, and God bless
America. Thank you. God bless America.
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