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1. Introduction 

 
It’s been a long time coming, but tonight, because of what we did on this day, in this 

election, at this defining moment, change has come to America. 

--President-elect Barack Obama, November 4th 2008-- 

 

Born in Hawaii to Stanley Ann Dunham, a white anthropologist from Kansas, and 

Barack Obama Senior, a black governmental economist from Kenya, Barack Hus-

sein Obama attended schools in Hawaii and Indonesia before going to college in 

Los Angeles and New York, earning a degree in political science with a speciali-

zation in international relations. He proceeded to work as a community organizer 

in troubled neighbourhoods in Chicago, enrolled and graduated from Harvard 

Law School, became a civil rights lawyer and taught law as a visiting professor at 

the University of Chicago. Eventually, in 1996, Obama ran for the Senate of Illi-

nois, a position he would hold until 2004 when he was elected a United States 

Senator for Illinois.  

During his years as an attorney in Chicago and his time as Illinois Senator in 

Washington, Obama wrote two autobiographical books, his personal memoirs 

Dreams from my Father: A Story of Race and Inheritance (1995) and reflections 

on the state of affairs in American politics entitled The Audacity of Hope: 

Thoughts on Reclaiming the American Dream (2006). In them, Obama credits his 

multiracial upbringing for the development of his political outlook on life, citing 

specifically the racial melting pot of Hawaii as having had a lasting effect on his 

views on ethnic heritage and tolerance. The Audacity of Hope (2006) in particular 

“might be defined as a blueprint for his political career and (...) his belief and 

stand on major issues” (Atwater 2007, 126). It provides the background of 

Obama’s decision to choose a life of politics and illuminates morals and values 

since the start of his political career in the politically stigmatized environment of 

Chicago – Chicago politicians have frequently been involved in corruption issues 

over the years (cf. Schultz 2009). 

In February 2007, Obama announced his candidacy for President of the United 

States, and proceeded to campaign primarily against Senator of New York Hillary 

Clinton in the Democratic Primaries and later on against Senator of Arizona John 

McCain of the Republican Party in the General Election. Obama succeeded in 
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both elections and was eventually sworn in as the 44th President of the United 

States of America on January 20th 2009 at the United States Capitol in Washing-

ton, D.C. His election represented the first time in the history of the American na-

tion that an individual of African-American origin held the highest political office 

in the country. 

Over the course of his campaign, Obama made a name for himself as an extraor-

dinarily gifted speaker, drawing huge crowds to his speeches both in the United 

States and in Europe. As has been frequently observed by scholars and news 

commentators worldwide, a message of hope, unity, and change lay at the heart of 

Obama’s campaign speeches (cf. for instance Clayton 2007 and Mieder 2009). 

Obama quickly rose to become the shooting star of American politics because of 

the transformation of the political system he promised the American public: He 

rejected the division between Republicans and Democrats on mere party lines and 

vowed to shift the focus from federal government back towards the needs of the 

people, away from political games played in Washington. In Obama’s rhetoric, he 

did not put forward policies and left it up to the public to judge them, but much ra-

ther presented himself as an advocate of the American people who represented 

their wishes and needs on the stage of national politics. The American people 

were depicted as the agents of change, with Obama merely functioning as the one 

they chose to implement this change. Obama’s rhetoric, his use of language, made 

him stand out from his competitors, struck a chord with the American public, led 

to huge popularity around the globe and eventually his election as President. Since 

rhetoric was crucial in Obama’s election victory, it is interesting to analyze what 

role it plays in his position of President. That is why it is my aim in this thesis to 

find out in what ways Obama’s rhetoric as presidential candidate differs from his 

use of language as President.  

Since we are dealing with a comparison concerning only one person here, similar-

ities in language usage naturally have to be assumed, but I do expect there to be 

some differences for a number of reasons: First, the President is undoubtedly the 

most important figure in American politics. He functions as a guiding star for 

many Americans in the midst of the maze that is national politics, which puts 

huge emphasis on every single word he utters. The President “can use language to 

give birth to an issue, to encourage us to believe that no issue exists, and to con-

vince us that some issues are more urgent and deserving of our attention than oth-
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ers” (Bostdorff 1994, 4), but he can also make mistakes with devastating results. 

Although presidential candidates evidently are important, by no means are they 

subjected to such pressure. Second, the American President represents a source of 

friction for the entire American nation. He is made responsible for every problem 

in the country, every citizen expects him to lead on countless issues, and the polit-

ical opposition utilizes him as their prime target to gain media attention for its 

causes, since “no other institution or personality is given as much attention by tel-

evision or newspapers” (Tulis 1987, 186) as the President. Again, the same cannot 

be said about presidential candidates. Third and last, there may very well be a in-

formation gap between the President and a presidential candidate, which is per-

haps best explained by a famous quotation from John F. Kennedy: “When we got 

into office, the thing that surprised me most was to find that things were just as 

bad as we’d been saying they were” (taken from Conlin 2009, 761). This beauti-

fully shows that presidential candidates usually do not possess the same 

knowledge a President does. In my opinion, the reasons just given can have a 

great influence on the rhetoric a politician employs in his communication to the 

nation, which is why I believe to be able to observe differences between Obama 

the candidate and Obama the President in my study. 

As the basis for this analysis of change in Obama’s speeches, I have chosen the 

concepts of metaphors and pronouns. The reasons for this selection are very sim-

ple: Metaphors represent one of the major means of linguistically constructing the 

world we live in, of making sense of our environment in terms of language, and 

pronouns are our primary method of referring to ourselves, the people, and gener-

ally all things in our environment. An analysis founded on these two salient parts 

of the English language is therefore perfectly suited to my plan of examining pos-

sible changes in Obama’s rhetoric. 

In order to further narrow the scope of this thesis, the two most important political 

topics during both the campaign and Obama’s presidency up to this day have been 

chosen as the objects of study in Obama’s speeches: the war on terror and the 

economy. Since the commencement of the retaliation attacks on Afghanistan after 

9 / 11 in 2001 and the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the war on terror had been a major 

issue in the political landscape of America. The same holds true for the two peri-

ods of time relevant for this study. During the campaign, the debate centred on the 

question of troop withdrawal from the battlefield, and in the months of Obama’s 
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presidency so far, most attention has been given to Obama’s plan of removing all 

combat soldiers from Iraq by the end of August 2010, besides the almost daily 

casualty reports in both time spans. With regard to the subject of economy, the 

economic crisis slowly started to spread at the beginning of Obama’s presidential 

campaign and quickly reached full scale by the time of the General Election, with 

the collapse of the housing market, the credit card industry, as well as major banks 

and insurance companies, such as Lehman Brothers and AIG. After Obama’s in-

auguration, focus lay on the measurements undertaken to prevent the worsening of 

the crisis and the stimulation of the economy in all sectors. All remarks in 

Obama’s speeches concerning America’s efforts to contain terrorist threats against 

the United States will be considered part of the category of war on terror, while 

comments on America’s economic struggles since the occurrence of the economic 

crisis in early 2007 will be filed under the subject of economy. 

 

At this point I feel the need to emphasize that I will draw a comparison between 

Obama the candidate and Obama the President which happens to be divided into 

the subjects of war on terror and economy because these were identified to have 

been the salient topics during both periods of time. What this study will not deal 

with, however, is a comparison of Obama’s means of talking about the war on ter-

ror and the economy in general, regardless of his political positions. That is not 

my aim and will therefore not be commented on in this study. 

 

The remainder of this thesis is organized as follows: 

In chapter two, I will describe the corpora of speeches analyzed as well as the 

metaphor and pronoun methodology I have chosen as the theoretical basis for my 

analysis. The application of this methodology to the selected speeches will then be 

the topic of chapter three, with the findings for metaphors and pronouns being 

presented separately. Each of these two chapters itself will be subcategorized into 

the two subjects according to which I chose to structure my analysis – war on ter-

ror and economy – and furthermore into the two different political positions 

Obama held – candidate and President. Following this, chapter four will deal with 

the comparison of said findings, again divided into the categories of war on terror 

and economy on the first level and candidate and President on the second. Finally, 

a summary of the outcome of said comparison in combination with a discussion of 
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the current political situation in America will round off my line of argument in 

chapter five. 

 

Let us now look at the methodology that lays the foundation for this thesis. 

 

2. Methodological Basis 

 

I will first present the corpora of speeches used for this study, then give an over-

view over the field of metaphors, and end with a description of my proposed pro-

noun analysis. 

 

2.1. Speech Selection 

 

The time period in question for the selection of speeches for Obama the candidate 

reaches from the announcement of his candidacy on February 10th 2007 until his 

victory in the General Election on November 4th 2008.  

Over the progress of the campaign, Obama first had to win the nomination of the 

Democratic Party against his main rival Hillary Clinton and then eventually faced 

the presidential nominee for the Republican Party, John McCain. For Obama the 

President, the time period reaches from his inauguration on January 20th 2009 un-

til the present day. 

The speeches for this study were chosen from the complete corpora of the online 

representations of the White House and of Organizing for America, originally 

Obama’s campaign organization which now forms a part of the Democratic Na-

tional Committee. On these websites, every speech given by Barack Obama dur-

ing his presidential campaign and since his election as the 44th President of the 

United States of America is available. The corpus for Obama the candidate con-

sisted of 167 speeches, and the corpus for Obama the President amounted to 190 

speeches at the time this thesis was written. This material was further grouped ac-

cording to the two topics of analysis in this thesis, the war on terror and the econ-

omy, which had been chosen because of their importance and high presence in the 

media during the time periods investigated. In the end, 15 speeches given by 

Obama the candidate and 12 speeches made by Obama the President were select-

ed from these corpora, with 23 speeches focusing either on the war on terror or the 
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economy and 4 speeches being used for both topics.  

Various sections taken from the selected speeches will be included in the text be-

low, with the examples for metaphors or pronouns highlighted in these sections. 

The complete speeches with the highlighted sections can be found in the appendix 

to provide valuable information about the location, time, and textual context of the 

speeches in question which cannot be included in the text due to space re-

strictions, while the respective website addresses of the White House and Organ-

izing for America are given in the bibliography. 

 

I will now turn to the field of metaphors in the next chapter. 

 

2.2. Cognitive Metaphor Theory 

 

The theoretical basis for the metaphor analysis in this thesis stems primarily from 

three books, Kövecses (2002), Lakoff and Johnson (1980), and Ungerer and 

Schmid (2006). These authors represent the cognitive approach to metaphor stud-

ies in which metaphors are not seen as mere stylistic rhetoric devices, but rather as 

concepts that structure how human beings perceive and make sense of the world 

around them, “a way of thinking about things” (Ungerer and Schmid 2006, 118; 

accentuation in the original). 

From a cognitive linguistic point of view, the use of metaphors in language is de-

fined as the mapping of the features of a source domain onto a target domain, or 

“as understanding one conceptual domain in terms of another conceptual domain” 

(Kövecses 2002, 4). By employing this mapping process, human beings facilitate 

the understanding of abstract, complex concepts in their lives, compare for in-

stance Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980) classic example of ARGUMENT IS WAR: 

the vague target domain ARGUMENT is structured along the lines of the familiar 

source domain WAR; people ‘defend a claim’ or ‘attack a counterpart’s position’. 

Such a thinking pattern is deeply entrenched in people’s minds to the effect that 

this conceptual mapping frequently occurs unnoticed involving unconscious, au-

tomatic thought processes (cf. Lakoff 1993, Lakoff and Turner 1989, Turner 

1991), and is derived from bodily experience in our cultural world (cf. Johnson 

1987). Using war terms thus represents a conventional way of talking about ar-

guments. It has to be noted, however, that this can only be said in an assertive 
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manner about western cultures, such as Europe or the United States of America. 

As Lakoff and Johnson (1980) state, other forms of perceiving of arguments in 

other cultures, for instance in terms of dancing, clearly are imaginable. 

Conceptual metaphors need to be distinguished from metaphorical linguistic ex-

pressions. As mentioned, the former represent a way of thinking, whereas the lat-

ter constitute a way of talking, i.e. actual words or expressions used in language 

(cf. Ungerer and Schmid 2006). Metaphorical linguistic expressions can be de-

scribed as manifestations of metaphorical concepts; if we employ the example 

given above again, the metaphorical concept ARGUMENT IS WAR manifests it-

self in the metaphorical linguistic expressions ‘defending a claim’ or ‘attacking a 

counterpart’s position’. 

Conceptual metaphors can be divided into three main categories: function, con-

ventionality, and generality (cf. Kövecses 2002, Lakoff and Johnson 1980 and 

Ungerer and Schmid 2006). 

Further subclassified according to their cognitive function, structural, ontological, 

and orientational metaphors exist. Structural metaphors typically involve a rich 

knowledge structure that is being mapped from the source domain onto the target 

domain, while ontological metaphors are characterized by much less cognitive 

structuring, offering only rudimentary understanding of abstract target concepts. 

Ontological metaphors also “often serve as the bases of structural metaphors” 

(Kövceses 2002, 40). Finally, there are orientational metaphors which concern 

“basic human spatial orientations” (Kövecses 2002, 35), providing the least 

amount of structural groundwork. Examples here would be the abstract mapping 

of the features of substance onto activities for ontological metaphors, as well as 

the MORE IS UP and LESS IS DOWN metaphorical concepts for orientational 

metaphors. An example for structural metaphors is presented with the above-

mentioned ARGUMENT IS WAR.  

Categorized under the heading of conventionality, conventional and unconven-

tional conceptual metaphors can be identified. However, labelling a certain meta-

phor according to conventionality does not represent a polar decision. Rather, the 

metaphor in question has to be located on “the scale of conventionality” 

(Kövecses 2002, 31), or “the degree of conventionalization (or social sanction-

ing) a metaphor has achieved in a speech community” (Ungerer and Schmid 2006, 

121; accentuation and brackets in the original) needs to be estimated. 
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With regard to generality, conceptual metaphors can be generic-level or specific-

level, depending on how much detail the underlying structures of the metaphors 

for analysis fill. Following Lakoff and Turner (1989), a generic-level metaphor is 

distinct from a specific-level metaphor “since they lack specificity in two re-

spects: they do not have fixed source and target domains, and they do not have 

fixed lists of entities specified in the mapping” (Lakoff and Turner 1989, 81). 

ARGUMENT IS WAR would therefore represent a specific-level conceptual met-

aphor, since both domains are clearly identified and a certain number of exact fea-

tures of the source concept WAR are mapped onto a certain number of exact fea-

tures of the target concept ARGUMENT, for instance ‘defeating an opponent in 

battle’ corresponds to ‘prevailing in a debate’. Lakoff and Turner (1989) name 

EVENTS ARE ACTIONS as an example for a generic-level conceptual metaphor 

because of its more abstract, variable mapping components and basic structure. 

 

Having just presented the foundation for cognitive metaphor theory, I now want to 

make short remarks on research in the field. While the references presented here 

are connected with Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980) work, they do not stand in direct 

relation to my study and therefore do not form a part of the analysis and the com-

parison in chapters 3. and 4. I consider them to be of importance to the field of 

cognitive metaphor theory in general nonetheless, which is why I want to mention 

them very briefly.  

Gibbs (1997) argues that while metaphors are defined by our cultural world, an 

individual’s body plays an equally important role in creating that cultural world. 

He therefore pleads for a more compromised view of metaphor studies. Along a 

similar line, Turner (1987) emphasizes “the indispensability of uniting our inves-

tigations of literature, semantics, and cognition” (Turner 1987, 196). In Boers’ 

(1997) view, source domains enjoy intensified use for the construction of an indi-

vidual’s thoughts when they are more present in everyday life. He gives the ex-

ample of the HEALTH metaphor which is said to feature disproportionately often 

in newspaper articles published during the winter season because people are much 

more aware of their then frequently malfunctioning bodies. Jäkel (1995) develops 

a folk theoretical model he calls MENTAL ACITIVITY IS MANIPULATION on 

the basis of Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980) findings, and Kövecses (1994) investi-

gates the reasoning behind the salient occurrence of the metaphor DEMOCRACY 
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IS A PERSON in Alexis de Tocqueville’s Democracy in America, written in 

1835. In a later publication, Kövecses (1997) devotes himself to the question 

whether cultural models are constituted or reflected by conceptual metaphors, and 

comes to the conclusion that a number of abstract cultural concepts can solely de-

velop metaphorically, i.e. are constituted by generic metaphors. Furthermore, 

Kövecses develops the “scope of metaphor” (Kövecses 2000, 80) which enables 

speakers to develop new systems of conceptual metaphors based on the generali-

zation claims that can be made about a number of abstract metaphorical target 

domains, including POLITICS. The role played by cognitive metaphor theory in 

verbal interaction is examined by Ponterotto (2000). Using examples from the 

motion picture Scent of a Woman and a private, recorded conversation, she draws 

the conclusion that cognitive metaphor processes ensure the success of oral com-

munication by establishing the cohesion and coherence required in discourse. Fi-

nally, building on Lakoff’s (1992) assessment of the conceptual metaphors used in 

President Bush senior’s call to arms during the first war in the gulf, Sandikcioglu 

(2000) analyzes the representation of said war in magazine reports collected from 

Time and Newsweek by looking at the metaphorical conceptualization of ‘the oth-

er’ in terms of orientalist framing. She argues that the opposition ‘western vs. 

eastern world’ was created in news coverage in order to justify the war on the 

grounds of the protection of western civilization.  

 

So far, I have given an overview over the basic theoretical background of the field 

of cognitive metaphors and then presented a short selection of wider research in 

the field. While I will of course apply cognitive metaphor theory to Barack 

Obama’s speeches, I will not be dealing with all aspects of said theory in this the-

sis for several reasons which shall now be explained. 

My focus in this study lies on the structural, specific-level conceptual metaphors 

employed by Obama in his speeches. Since all the concepts in my research are of 

structural function and specific-level generality, I will neither be concerned with 

further functional distinctions – ontological and orientational concepts – nor with 

additional forms of generality – generic-level concepts. Ontological and orienta-

tional as well as generic-level metaphors form cornerstones of the way human be-

ings in western cultures use language to make sense of the world around them (cf. 

Lakoff and Johnson 1980). Because of their deep entrenchment in the English 
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language, differences in their usage are hardly to be expected in speeches by dif-

ferent speakers in general, let alone in speeches by the same speaker, as is the case 

in this thesis. In contrast to that, the same cannot be said for the subject of conven-

tionality. Analyzing the choices a speaker makes between using conventional or 

unconventional conceptual metaphors and within the wide array of conventional 

metaphors themselves yields significant insights for the purpose of this study, 

since a difference in these choices can very well occur during the examination of 

the speeches by Obama the candidate and Obama the President. This is why both 

types of conventionality – conventional and unconventional conceptual metaphors 

– will be paid attention to in this thesis. 

In addition to the aspects mentioned above, I will also not be dealing with the var-

ious linguistic manifestations of the identified conceptual metaphors. It is my aim 

to find out what conceptual metaphors Barack Obama uses, what line of argument 

he applies in the use of them, and what differences or similarities can be observed 

during his time as a presidential candidate and as President, and I have severe 

doubts about the benefits an examination of the linguistic manifestations would 

have for the purpose of this work. I want to compare what conceptual metaphors 

presidential candidate Obama and President Obama apply when talking about the 

subjects of war on terror and economy. Even if candidate and President some-

times happen to use the same concepts, there are still differences to be noticed in 

the way they shape their line of argument because they focus on different aspects 

within these concepts, as will be seen later on in the analysis. In my opinion, ref-

erences to the function, conventionality or generality of the linguistic manifesta-

tions of metaphorical concepts do not add explanatory power as to why these dif-

ferences occur and can therefore be left out. 

 

I just argued that a classification of linguistic metaphorical expressions would not 

contribute to the purpose of this thesis. This notwithstanding, the identification of 

these expressions is indispensable, since identifying metaphorical expressions in 

Obama’s speeches represents the first step in the analytical process. Only by 

grouping the identified metaphorical expressions together can the overarching 

conceptual metaphors be found. In short, I will identify the linguistic manifesta-

tions of the conceptual metaphors Obama uses, but I will not classify them. While 

the classification of the various types of cognitive metaphors I have described is 
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firmly established in the linguistic community, a widely accepted, distinct, and 

clear-cut way of identifying linguistic metaphorical expressions has yet to be 

found. Starting out with the valid claim that a lack of concentration on the process 

of getting from a metaphorical expression to a conceptual metaphor exists, Steen 

(1997) and Steen (1999) aim to develop a working tool for linguistic analysts to 

structure their work in identifying metaphors in discourse. For the purpose of an 

analysis such as mine which is based on the use of a large number of speech ex-

amples, however, their checklists prove to be of a much too complicated nature, 

involving countless minor steps and a spate of abstract formulas which render 

them useless for application in this thesis. In a different study, the Pragglejaz 

Group (2007) rightly stress that isolated, constructed examples such as the ones 

prominent in Lakoff and Johnson (1980), Kövecses (2002), and Ungerer and 

Schmid (2006) do not contribute to the identification of metaphors in actual texts, 

and their method for identifying metaphorically used words in discourse does 

provide a reliable tool for such an analysis. Nonetheless, since their procedure 

consists of a detailed list examining every single word on the possibility of an un-

derlying metaphorical nature, it cannot be used for my purposes either. The appli-

cation of this method of analysis would go far beyond the time and space scope of 

this thesis. For these reasons, I decided to fall back on Ungerer and Schmid’s 

(2006) slightly modified version of the well-known, traditional explanation of 

metaphor put forward by Leech (1969): 

 

 
 

Due to space restrictions and because of the model’s simplicity, I will only 

demonstrate the application of this model for the first metaphorical expressions in 

chapter 3.1.1.1.1. To my mind, mentioning it more often than in the first examples 

would not yield any additional insights. 

At this point, it needs to be made clear that the metaphorical expressions I use in 
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the analysis do by no means represent an exhaustive list of all the metaphorical 

expressions used by Obama. My interest lies in those metaphorical expressions 

that manifest conceptual metaphors. Expressions that could not be identified to be 

part of such a system of thinking or constructing have not been taken into account 

in this analysis. Along the same line of argument, not each conceptual metaphor 

in Obama’s speeches will be presented, but rather the ones that have emerged as 

being salient and most important during the analysis. 

 

During the further course of this paper, the term metaphor will be used to refer to 

conceptual metaphor, unless otherwise explicitly specified. The expressions meta-

phor, conceptual metaphor, and metaphorical concept will be used synonymously, 

as will the terms linguistic manifestations and metaphorical expressions. Further-

more, there will not be any distinction between the terms source domain and 

source concept nor, correspondingly, between target domain and target concept. 

 

I will now explain the theoretical foundation chosen for the examination of pro-

nouns in Obama’s speeches. 

 

2.3. Pronoun Theory 

 

The pronoun analysis in this thesis will primarily be conducted following studies 

by Wilson (1990), and will draw upon deixis and pronoun theory put forward by 

Bühler (1934), Fillmore (1997), and Levinson (1983). 

Deixis refers to the Greek word for pointing or indicating. At the foundation of 

deixis theory lies the “Origo des Zeigfeldes” (Bühler 1934, 102), the deictic cen-

tre. It forms a coordinate system with the individual self located exactly at the 

point of intersection, the “Origo”. In the “Origo”, every individual starts out from 

three indication perspectives: here, now, and I. This intersection marks the focus 

point from where every individual refers and points to the world around him or 

her. A study focusing on an individual’s “Zeigfeld” regarding a specific topic, for 

instance, is Chilton’s (2003) analysis of U.S. President Bill Clinton’s representa-

tion of the Kosovo intervention in 1999 in terms of deictically coordinated spatial, 

temporal, and modal spaces. These spaces investigated by Chilton (2003) form 

parts of what Levinson (1983) defines as the five approaches to the field of deixis: 
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person deixis – the roles participants are assigned in a speech event, time deixis – 

time events relative to the time of the speech event, place deixis – locations in re-

lation to the location of participants in the speech event, discourse deixis – other 

utterances in the discourse of the speech event, and social deixis – social relation-

ships among the participants in the speech event (see also Bublitz 2001 and Fill-

more 1997). 

Elements of two of those approaches, person deixis and place deixis, feature in 

Wilson’s (1990) study which focuses “on the way in which a broad range of per-

sonal pronominal choices were indicative of how the individual politician viewed 

the world, and how that politician manipulated the meaning of pronouns in order 

to present a specific ideological perspective” (Wilson 1990, 56). With the applica-

tion of person and place deixis on speeches given by British politicians Margaret 

Thatcher, Neil Kinnock, and Michael Foot, Wilson (1990) gains deep insights 

about the ways the various politicians perceive their own position and the political 

world around them. Since studies focusing on time, place, and social deixis 

providing similar results have not come to my attention and because I hope for my 

study to provide factually the same results as Wilson’s (1990), I too have chosen 

to examine the speeches by Barack Obama on person and place deixis. In my 

opinion, this methodology promises to yield comparably significant results even 

in the case of an application in an analysis of change in the pronominal choices 

made by a single individual. 

Within the approaches of person and place deixis, I will concentrate on Obama’s 

means of self-referencing and contrasting. I will try to portray how Obama uses 

the first-person singular and the first-person plural to refer to himself, and what 

oppositions he presents in his contrasting efforts. In the category of first-person 

plural, two concepts demand special attention, which are the speaker-inclusive 

‘we’ / speaker-exclusive ‘we’ (cf. Wilson 1990) and the addressee-inclusive ‘we’ / 

addressee-exclusive ‘we’ (cf. Bublitz 2001 and Fillmore 1997). Both of these no-

tions are clearly defined in grammatical terms, but undergo a change towards am-

biguity in actual speech, particularly when it comes to the subject of politics (cf. 

Wilson 1990). Urban (1986), for instance, analyzes the use of the first-person plu-

ral in his study of an article by a former United States Secretary of Defence, Cas-

per Weinberger, and identified six different forms of ‘we’, ranging from an indi-

cation to President Reagan and Weinberger himself to a reference to the United 



Methodological Basis – Pronoun Theory 

17 
 

States of America and the Soviet Union. Lwaitama (1988) comes to similar results 

in her study of the variation of personal pronouns in the political scene of Tanza-

nia. The meaning of ‘we’ may therefore be hard or sometimes impossible to de-

fine in exact terms, depending on its specific use in a given speech example. My 

aim was to compare both of these conceptions in Obama’s speeches as candidate 

and President, but whereas the concept of speaker inclusion or exclusion, respec-

tively, proved to be of high importance for the structural make-up of Obama’s 

pronominal self-referencing, the notion of addressee inclusion or exclusion turned 

out to deliver fairly meaningless results in the analysis, and will therefore not be 

dealt with. Similar reasons hold true for the means of other referencing that Wil-

son (1990) analyzes besides self-referencing and contrasting: It became clear dur-

ing my analysis that Obama’s referencing techniques to other participants in a 

large majority of cases form a part of his contrasting efforts, which renders a sepa-

rate examination of his means of other referencing pointless since those means 

will already be commented on in connection with Obama’s means of contrasting. 

Another aspect of Wilson’s (1990) study that will not be part of my analysis is the 

development of pronominal scales denoting an individual’s particular use of the 

whole range of pronouns that are part of person and place deixis. Due to the sim-

ple facts of time and space constraints that apply for this thesis, this section had to 

be excluded from my study. 

In sum, what this study will deal with are Obama’s means of self-referencing and 

contrasting which indicate how far if at all he distances himself from the topic or 

participants in question. It will be very interesting to see how Obama’s ways of 

referring to himself and to his political opponents both on the domestic and the in-

ternational stage have changed, or whether he has distanced himself more or less 

from certain issues. 

 

This concludes the explanation of the pronoun methodology and of the theoretical 

foundation for this thesis overall. Let us now turn towards its practical application. 

 

3. Findings and Analysis 

 

In the last chapter, I have described the methodology I chose for the examination 

of Obama’s speeches. The application of said methodology and the analysis of the 
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results will now be the topic of this chapter. 

It is divided into two sections, metaphors and pronouns. In each of these sections, 

the methodology described above is applied to speeches by Barack Obama in his 

time as presidential candidate and as President of the United States of America. 

  

3.1. Metaphors 

 

The conceptual metaphors identified in Obama’s speeches are grouped according 

to the main political subjects that shaped public debate in the investigated time pe-

riod: the war on terror and the economy. Examples from the speeches will be giv-

en, with the linguistic manifestations of the conceptual metaphors being high-

lighted and put in italics. 

 

3.1.1. War on Terror 

 

On this level, the findings are further subcategorized into the different positions 

Obama held, the presidential candidate and the President. 

 

3.1.1.1. Candidate 

 

Four major conceptual metaphors could be identified in speeches by Obama the 

presidential candidate, namely: POLITICS IS BUILDING, POLITICS IS BUSI-

NESS, POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK, and TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN 

A CONTAINER. These will now be presented in detail. 

  

3.1.1.1.1. Politics is Building 

 

The conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS BUILDING can be described as structur-

al, conventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept BUILDING onto the target concept POLITICS. 

On the scale of conventionality, I would locate it far on the conventional side 

since buildings and constructions are a prominent part of everyday life for human 

beings. Therefore “a house and its parts and the act of building it serve as com-
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mon metaphorical source domains” (Kövecses 2002, 17). Other metaphorical 

concepts involving the source domain BUILDING include AN ARGUMENT IS 

A BUILDING (cf. Kövecses 2002, Lakoff and Johnson 1980, Ungerer and 

Schmid 2006) and THEORIES ARE BUILDINGS (cf. Lakoff and Johnson 1980), 

CAREERS ARE BULDINGS, ECONOMIC SYSTEMS ARE BUILDINGS, and 

RELATIONSHIPS ARE BUILDINGS (all cf. Kövecses 2002). The very common 

use of BUILDING as a source concept show that people possess a high 

knowledge of the features, characteristics, and different types of buildings, thus 

making this concept conventional and easy to map onto the target domain POLI-

TICS. Politics represents a major part of society, yet at the same time it constitutes 

a very complex, abstract, and vague notion that is difficult to grasp, which all re-

sults in POLITICS being a very common target domain (cf. Kövecses 2002, 

Lakoff and Johnson 1980, Ungerer and Schmid 2006). A process of metaphorical 

mapping is therefore very likely to simplify the understanding of the concept. 

Compare for instance Kövecses’ (2002) metaphor ABSTRACT COMPLEX 

SYSTEMS ARE BUILDINGS: “The main theme, or meaning focus, of the meta-

phor seems to be the creation of a well-structured and stable or lasting complex 

system”, with the majority of examples of metaphorical expressions falling under 

this concept dealing with “three interrelated aspects of buildings: construction 

(...), structure (...), and strength” (both Kövecses 2002, 131). Politics falls under 

the category of abstract complex systems, therefore the idea behind the metaphor 

POLITICS IS BUILDING serves the same purpose: giving the target concept 

strength, structure, and stability by applying metaphorical mapping processes. 

The metaphor is of specific-level nature, since – as mentioned in chapter 2.2. – it 

has a fixed source and target domain and involves a set number of features speci-

fied in the mapping. Buildings, for example, have walls, doors, and roofs; they are 

built with tools and machines and can be destroyed and rebuilt again. The political 

system, among other characteristics, consists of a large number of persons and 

countries involved, military and money decisions, strategic planning and foreign 

and domestic issues, among others. 

In Obama’s speeches as a presidential candidate on the subject of war on terror, 

there is a broad range of political issues that need rebuilding: 
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I will focus this [national security; remark by the author] strategy on five goals es-
sential to making America safer: ending the war in Iraq responsibly (...) and rebuild-
ing our alliances (Appendix I A new Strategy for a new World). 
And as we lead we will ask for more (...) support to rebuild societies ravaged by 
conflict (Appendix II The War we need to win). 

 

In terms of Ungerer and Schmid’s (2006) model mentioned in chapter 2.2., ‘our 

alliances’ – the explained element – are buildings – the explaining element – in 

respect of state or shape – the base of comparison. They are both destroyed and 

need to be created anew. This application should serve as a demonstration; the use 

of the model will not be shown again due to space restrictions. 

 

Obama speaks about rebuilding alliances, a fact which implies that the structure 

that had existed in the U.S. alliances at some point was destroyed in the recent 

past and now needs to be put up again. Although it is not explicitly expressed in 

these examples, naturally someone bears responsibility for these destructions, and 

it is safe to assume that said person in question is President George W. Bush who 

still held office during Obama’s campaign. Contrary to Bush, Obama’s focus in 

international politics lies on building a consensus with other nations. Diplomacy 

among friends and allies – the countries of the European Union, in particular – 

and plain talk with America’s adversaries – Iran and North Korea – will become 

the most important means of dealing with terrorist threats under a President 

Obama, whereas Bush’s overall war on terror strategy was built heavily on the ab-

sence of communication and on intense confrontation (cf. Chang and Mehan 2008 

for an analysis of Bush’s illogical mode of belligerent reasoning as a justification 

for the invasion of Iraq). Obama’s diplomacy will not be weak, however, it will 

much rather involve sanctions in the case of Iran: 

 
If you abandon your [the Iranian regime’s; remark by the author] nuclear program, 
support for terror, and threats to Israel, there will be meaningful incentives. If you 
refuse, then we will ratchet up the pressure, with stronger unilateral sanctions (...) 
(Appendix I A new Strategy for a new World). 
Preventing Iran from developing nuclear weapons is a vital national security interest 
of the United States. No tool of statecraft should be taken off the table (...) (Appen-
dix I A new Strategy for a new World). 

 

The existence of a huge amount of strong building tools at the availability of the 

United States of America will make the Iranian government do what the Obama 

government wants it to do. The threat of Iranian nuclear weapons is to be kept at 
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bay with the use of all political means possible. While diplomacy will be the pri-

mary form of international politics under President Obama, this evidently also 

means that military operations will not be excluded from considerations should 

the security of the American people be at stake.  

 

3.1.1.1.2. Politics is Business 

 

The conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS BUSINESS can be described as structur-

al, conventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept BUSINESS onto the target concept POLITICS. 

POLITICS IS BUSINESS constitutes one of the most common conceptual meta-

phors by which political discourse is structured (cf. Kövecses 2002). For instance, 

Lakoff (1992) and Ungerer and Schmid (2006) describe a combination of POLI-

TICS IS BUSINESS and WAR IS POLITICS PURSUED BY OTHER MEANS 

as a strategy applied by the Prussian general Clausewitz in order to “reduce the 

concept WAR to the level of two quite normal and essentially harmless human ac-

tivities, politics and business” (Ungerer and Schmid 2006, 151). Employing this 

metaphor therefore has a long history in human interaction in western cultures. 

Business and politics represent fundamental parts of modern western societies; 

they affect the lives of every citizen and interact with each other on a constant ba-

sis, which is why this conceptual metaphor can be placed firmly on the conven-

tional side of the scale of conventionality. Business is a key feature of the majori-

ty of people’s lives, be it via media broadcasts, the own workplace, or by other 

means. A description of politics as the target domain can be found in chapter 

3.1.1.1.1.; it will not be reprinted here due to space reasons.  

POLITICS IS BUSINESS represents a specific-level conceptual metaphor be-

cause it consists of a determined source and target domain as well as a specified 

set of mapping features. Business for instance entails profits, losses, selling, buy-

ing, liquidity, debt, products, managers, and customers, among many others. 

Again, please refer to chapter 3.1.1.1.1. for the concept of politics. 

The wrong politics in the second term of President Bush resulted in huge losses 

for the American people and are not bearable any more: 
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We cannot afford four more years of a strategy that is out of balance and out of step 
with this defining moment (Appendix I A new Strategy for a new World). 
We face real threats. Any President needs the latitude to confront them swiftly and 
surely. But we’ve paid a heavy price for having a President whose priority is ex-
panding his own power (Appendix IV A new Beginning). 

 

According to Obama, America has been fighting a war in Iraq that should never 

have been fought in the first place with a failed strategy. In his business metaphor, 

this has cost him and the American people dearly and cannot be continued be-

cause there is not enough money available to keep paying for it. Consequences of 

Bush’s strategies in Iraq are the severe moral debts future generations of Ameri-

cans will find themselves in because of the worldwide disapproval of American 

international politics under Bush. This is the heavy price Obama talks about; 

America’s reputation has been severely damaged by Bush’s decision to go to war 

almost single-handedly and without the blessing of the international community. 

Diplomacy, mutual agreements, cooperation and concerted international courses 

of action are needed in order the face the real terror threats effectively, because 

this would restore America’s reputation in the world and as a consequence reverse 

America’s image of an imperial power. In Obama’s opinion, all this debt is to be 

blamed entirely on Bush himself. As President, he concentrated on expanding his 

own power by getting Congress to approve bills such as the U.S.A. Patriot Act 

which allowed the government to arrest and interrogate terror suspects for an un-

limited period of time. The American people have to pay the political conse-

quences of the decision to go to war in Iraq, made by Bush and the politicians in 

Congress at the time: 

 
And we need to ask those who voted for the war: how can you give the President a 
blank check and then act surprised when he cashes it (Appendix IV A new Begin-
ning)? 
I’ll use the intelligence that I do receive to make good policy – I won’t manipulate it 
to sell a bad policy (Appendix IV A new Beginning). 

 

Obama portrays the politicians in Washington who supported Bush’s decision to 

invade Iraq as irresponsible business managers who knew all along what they 

were doing but pretended to be shocked later on when faced with a public outcry. 

A lot of the original supporters of Bush’s cause for war later claimed that they 

perceived the vote in Congress as a vote for diplomacy or inspectors to be sent to 

Iraq (see for instance Hillary Clinton’s view of her affirmative vote in Congress 
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on the MSNBC show Meet the Press 2008). For Obama, authorizing a call to arms 

– giving the President a blank check – and then pretending to be surprised when 

the military invaded Iraq – the President cashing the check – represents an act of 

hypocrisy. The same holds true for Bush’s reason for the war in Iraq, the existence 

of weapons of mass destruction, where a report by the Iraq Survey Group (2004) 

later revealed the non-existence of said weapons. Obama thinks that Bush deliber-

ately manipulated the intelligence he received in order to go through with the in-

vasion. Bush sold the bad policy to the American people to be able to go to war in 

Iraq in the same way a business manager sells a bad product to customers in order 

to make money. 

 

3.1.1.1.3. Politics is Writing a Book 

 

The conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK can be described as 

structural, unconventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept WRITING A BOOK onto the target concept POLITICS. 

I would consider this metaphor to have a relatively low degree of conventionaliza-

tion, making it an unconventional conceptual metaphor. People know that the au-

thor of a book is responsible for the contents of said book, and books are deeply 

entrenched in everyday life. It can be said that people are used to having them 

around them, but I would consider the conceptual metaphor to be of an unconven-

tional type nonetheless. Although the features of the process of writing a book are 

widely shared in the western language community, it does not constitute one of 

the more prominent source domains in the literature on conceptual metaphor theo-

ry, which indicates an unusual choice as a source domain on Obama’s side. The 

only comparable conceptual metaphor with a vaguely similar source domain is 

presented in LIFE IS A STORY, but this metaphor is applied primarily in fiction 

and rather rarely in non-fiction writing (cf. Kövecses 2002). For a detailed de-

scription of politics as a target domain, please see chapter 3.1.1.1.1. 

As for the generality of the metaphor, the existence of a clearly identifiable source 

and target domain and of a fixed set of entities in the mapping procedure makes 

this conceptual metaphor a specific-level one. Writing a book involves an author 

or authors, pages, words, chapters, sentences, unfolding events, a storyline, and 
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revisions, to name just a few. Again, for the concept of politics, please refer back 

to chapter 3.1.1.1.1. 

In the book writing process that is politics, something new will happen on the next 

page; the story will not continue the way it began: 

 
Above all, we can turn the page to a new kind of politics of unity, not division; of 
hope, not fear (Appendix III Turning the Page in Iraq). 
But how are we going to turn the page on the failed Bush-Cheney policy of not talk-
ing to our adversaries if we don’t have a President who will lead that diplomacy 
(Appendix IV A new Beginning)? 

 

At the time of these speeches, it was clear that neither the names of President 

Bush nor Vice President Dick Cheney would appear on the ballot in the 2008 

elections. Bush was not allowed to run for office again after having served two 

terms as President, as dictated by the constitution, and Cheney did not express any 

desire to do so. Thus, the politics pursued by Bush and Cheney would be a thing 

of the past, and this fact is reflected in the use of the WRITING A BOOK con-

cept. On the next page of a book, completely new things can happen: a new plot, a 

different storyline. Bush and Cheney told of division and fear, while the story 

Obama will author will be one of bipartisanship, unity, and hope across all spec-

trums (for this see also Atwater 2007 and Clayton 2007). This story will begin on 

the next page of the political book with Obama, whereas the Bush and Cheney ta-

les have been told for the last time. In order to better deal with terrorist threats, 

new authors with new, better ideas will be in charge of writing the political book: 

 
Now is our chance to write a new chapter (Appendix V A Change we can believe 
in). 
We will author our own story. (...) The America I know is (...) a country whose 
strength abroad is measured not just by armies, but rather by the power of our ideals 
(...). We just have to act like it again to write that next chapter in the American story 
(Appendix II The War we need to win). 

 

A new page, a new chapter – all of this symbolizes a new beginning in America’s 

politics, a beginning made by the people and Obama, not Bush and Cheney. It is 

the American story, the story of and by the American people, and it will be made 

possible by a President Obama with his politics of hope and unity. The Bush and 

Cheney chapters on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have been written and are 

over. America’s war on terror politics will start anew on the next page. 
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3.1.1.1.4. Terrorism is Hot Fluid in a Container 

 

The conceptual metaphor TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER can 

be described as structural, unconventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER onto the target concept TERRORISM. 

TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER can be classified as a varia-

tion of the conceptual metaphor ANGER IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER (cf. 

Kövecses 2002, Ungerer and Schmid 2006). Like anger, terrorism is portrayed as 

a pool of fluid in a container (see also Lakoff and Kövecses 1989 for other cogni-

tive representations of ANGER in western cultures). Although ANGER IS HOT 

FLUID IN A CONTAINER is widely shared in the language community, TER-

RORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER can be defined as an unconven-

tional conceptual metaphor because a concept describing a process within an indi-

vidual human being is applied here to a movement involving thousands of people. 

This is very unusual and leads me to place this metaphor far on the unconvention-

al part of the scale of conventionality. The source concept HOT FLUID IN A 

CONTAINER is frequently mentioned in the literature on conceptual metaphor 

theory; its structure is well established since hot fluids in containers are very 

common in today’s world, e.g. boiling water, a cup of tea or coffee etc. Terrorism 

represents an enormously vague, hazy concept that can be structured only in very 

rough terms. Because of this fact, the source concept HOT FLUID IN A CON-

TAINER is mapped onto it, thereby facilitating the understanding process. 

Since both the source and the target concept are fixed and the mapping procedure 

involves a specified number of features, this metaphor is of specific-level nature. 

Hot fluid in a container can be characterized by the processes of rising, falling, 

boiling, drying out, spilling, and burning. Terrorism entails money, recruits, 

weapons, ideology, danger, and attacks, among other examples. 

In Obama’s point of view, TERRORISM features similar characteristics to AN-

GER in that it represents an undesired entity which needs to be controlled and, ul-

timately, prevented from occurring again: 

 
But America must be about more than taking out terrorists and locking up weapons, 
or else new terrorists will rise up to take the place of every one we capture or kill. 
That is why the third step in my strategy will be drying up the rising well of support 
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for extremism (Appendix II The War we need to win). 
This is the moment when we must defeat terror and dry up the well of extremism 
that supports it (Appendix VI A World that stands as One). 
But they can provoke the reaction we’ve seen in Iraq: a misguided invasion of a 
Muslim country that (...) increases the pool of terrorist recruits (...) (Appendix II 
The War we need to win). 

 

In this metaphor, terrorism is a hot fluid that represents a constant threat to the 

United States of America because it can rise and possibly boil over any time. 

There is an ongoing stream of additional liquid that feeds into the pool of future 

terrorists, causing it to rise and increase. If the fluid were dried up, the pool could 

not rise anymore; it would vanish, thus eliminating the threat to the American 

people. In other words, if the United States of America managed to stop people in 

the Gulf region and the Middle East to commit terrorist actions and convince them 

that terrorism was the wrong way to deal with problems, less and less men and 

women would join extremist networks, and there would be less and less hot, dan-

gerous fluid in the container. As a consequence, the terrorist movement would 

have difficulties finding new recruits, which would result in the reduction of the 

number of terrorist attacks and eventually the non-occurrence of such attacks al-

together, i.e. the container would be dried up and empty. 

 

The next chapter will now deal with the salient metaphors identified in speeches 

on the war on terror given by Obama as the President. 

 

3.1.1.2. President 

 

For Obama the President, three major conceptual metaphors could be identified: 

POLITICS IS BUILDING, POLITICS IS A JOURNEY, and POLITICS IS A 

PLANT. These will now be presented in detail. 

 

3.1.1.2.1. Politics is Building 

 

This conceptual metaphor has already been described in section 3.1.1.1.1. and 

therefore does not need to be explained here again. 

Obama focuses on the need to rally behind a common cause in America and on 

the international stage: 
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Let’s leave behind the fear and division, and do what it takes to defend our nation 
and forge a more hopeful future – for America and for the world (Appendix XVI 
State of the Union Address). 
All nations must come together to build a stronger, global regime (Appendix XVII 
Prague Speech). 

 

When addressing a primarily national audience, as is the case in the annual State 

of the Union Address from which the first example is taken, Obama tries to bring 

people together behind him in order to create their shared future hand in hand. 

The future is something that needs to be constructed, formed, and every construc-

tion work functions better the more people help support the project. Fights or dif-

ferences among the workers do not contribute to the mutual effort of building a 

solid structure, and such a structure is necessary in order to keep America safe 

from prospective terrorist attacks. Division between Democrats and Republicans, 

fear as a means of governing – all this prevents the forging of the safe future 

America wants for itself and the world and must be overcome. In speeches to an 

international audience, Obama naturally adopts a more global perspective. The 

threat presented by North Korea’s aspirations to possess nuclear weapons calls for 

the world’s peaceful, democratic nations to intensify their construction efforts in 

building a structure that can withstand this threat. The enforced, robust, sturdy 

global regime structure will have enough power to pressure North Korea to give 

up their nuclear weapons ambitions. 

While North Korea is portrayed as an emerging danger in the years to come, the 

terrorist network al Qaeda represents the current major threat to America’s exist-

ence: 

 
America led the world in constructing an architecture to keep the peace: a Marshall 
Plan and a United Nations, mechanisms to govern the waging of war, treaties to pro-
tect human rights, prevent genocide, restrict the most dangerous weapons. (...) And 
yet, a decade into a new century, this old architecture is buckling under the weight 
of new threats (Appendix XVIII Acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize). 
Over the past two weeks, we’ve been reminded again of the challenge we face in 
protecting our country against a foe that is bent on our destruction [after the failed 
airline bombings on Christmas Day 2009; remark by the author] (Appendix XIX 
Strengthening Intelligence and Aviation Security). 

 

Obama emphasizes al Qaeda’s total opposition towards America and their deter-

mination to tear down whatever America and the rest of the world have built. The 

world peace architecture of treaties, UN resolutions, human rights conventions, 

and disarmament agreements was solid when put under pressure by wars between 
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nations, but the new form of terrorist war with suicide attacks and arbitrary bomb-

ings of civilians is about to cause the construction to become brittle and frail. 

Dealing with a terrorist threat requires different strategies than those applied to 

crises between two countries. Whereas the battling of America does not represent 

the major incentive in international wars, al Qaeda’s sole purpose is that fight 

against the United States. This puts a strain on the political organization the glob-

alized world has constructed in the past decades. 

 

3.1.1.2.2. Politics is a Journey 

 

The conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS A JOURNEY can be described as struc-

tural, conventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept JOURNEY onto the target concept POLITICS. 

POLITICS IS A JOURNEY possesses a high degree of conventionalization, since 

it can be described as a derivation of one of the most common metaphorical con-

cepts for human beings, LIFE IS A JOURNEY (for the importance of LIFE IS A 

JOURNEY for the way people speak see Kövecses 2002). Interestingly, a further 

derivation of this derivation, ELECTION IS A JOURNEY, was identified by 

Scheithauer (2007) in her analysis of metaphorical television coverage of election 

nights in Germany, the U.S., and the UK. Every person has to make some form of 

journey almost every day, thus the knowledge about the wide range of features 

that can make up a journey are widely shared and well-established in the language 

community (cf. Kövecses 2002, Lakoff and Johnson 1980, Ungerer and Schmid 

2006). Life, as politics, represents an abstract, complex entity that needs structur-

ing along familiar lines in order for people to be able to make sense of it (cf. 

Gibbs 1994). This is achieved via the mapping of the source concept JOURNEY 

onto the target concept LIFE. The same mapping applies here for the target con-

cept POLITICS: Politics is organized following the characteristics of a journey in 

order to comprehend and facilitate its abstract components. Concerning this aspect 

then, the vague concepts LIFE and POLITICS differ only slightly from each oth-

er, which leads me to classify POLITICS IS A JOURNEY as a conventional met-

aphor. Other conceptual metaphors involving JOURNEY as a source domain in-

clude AN ARGUMENT IS A JOURNEY (Kövecses 2002, Ungerer and Schmid 
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2006), and LOVE IS A JOURNEY (Kövecses 2002, Lakoff 1993, Lakoff and 

Johnson 1980). For a detailed description of politics as a target domain, please see 

3.1.1.1.1. 

POLITICS IS A JOURNEY represents a specific-level conceptual metaphor, 

since the target and the source domain are clearly set and a certain number of ex-

act features are involved in the mapping process. Journeys usually have a starting 

point, a direction, travellers, roads, some means of transport, speed, maps, and 

goals. For the concept of politics, please refer to 3.1.1.1.1. 

Getting along in a globalized, ever faster turning world represents a challenge to 

people all over the world. Because different cultures are being mingled together, 

people are subjected to various changes in their lives; their identities are tested. 

Especially with regard to the terrorist threat in the Middle East, these processes 

can end very badly: 

  
And yet somehow, given the dizzying pace of globalization, the cultural leveling of 
modernity, it perhaps comes as no surprise that people fear the loss of what they 
cherish in their particular identities – their race, their tribe, and perhaps most power-
fully their religion (Appendix XVIII Acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize). 
For if we lose that faith – if we dismiss it as silly or naïve; if we divorce it from the 
decisions that we make on issues of war and peace – then we lose what’s best about 
humanity. (...) We lose our moral compass (Appendix XVIII Acceptance of the 
Nobel Peace Prize). 
We know where that road leads. When nations and peoples allow themselves to be 
defined by their differences, the gulf between them widens (Appendix XVII Pra-
gue Speech). 

 

Journeys can be arduous, be it too fast, without a means of orientation, or full of 

danger. The speed of a globalized political world may easily overwhelm people, 

and create a sense of feeling lost without having a direction to go in. Travelling 

without a compass on this journey has the same results: a loss of orientation. 

Thus, it often proves hard to choose which road to take or what to do next. Feeling 

dizzy on the road and losing one’s moral compass relates to people in Arabic na-

tions who are stuck between cultures and to the fundamental belief in human pro-

gress, which is the faith Obama speaks of. With the world getting smaller and 

smaller every day and in the fear of losing their religion or culture, people some-

times also lose their ability to recognize the similarities between various cultures. 

The loss of the belief that we human beings are all united together and share the 

same basic hopes and fears – one of Obama’s core values – widens the gap be-
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tween people of differing race, nationality, or religion, and thus furthers the de-

velopment of extreme ideologies, such as fundamentalism. Choosing fear over 

hope, as Obama puts it, results in the alienation of people from different cultures, 

which in turn stirs up feelings of mutual mistrust and then causes people’s rejec-

tion of other, foreign cultures. This contrasts sharply with Obama’s guiding theme 

of unity. Obama argues that America has been down that road of division under 

George W. Bush and his politics of confrontation, and not only did it not work, it 

even furthered negative views of the United States and fuelled the spread of ex-

tremist views in Arabic nations. In contrast to that, a President Obama “would ad-

just the nation’s perilous rightward lean by balancing fear with hope and supplant-

ing blind hatred with a vision of U.S. leadership by good deed and positive exam-

ple” (Ivie and Giner 2009, 280). President Bush clearly took the wrong political 

path on the war on terror, and as a consequence, the urgent need to redirect the 

course of travel arose. Under President Obama, this course correction is being im-

plemented: 

 
The fear and anger that it [9/11 terror attack; remark by the author] provoked was 
understandable, but in some cases, it led us to act contrary to our traditions and our 
ideals. We are taking concrete actions to change course (Appendix XX Cairo 
Speech). 
We’ve charted a new way forward in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and made good pro-
gress in taking the fight to al Qaeda across the globe (Appendix XXI Democratic 
National Committee). 
This is not simply about America’s interests. It’s about preventing a nuclear arms 
race in the Middle East that could lead this region and the world down a hugely 
dangerous path (Appendix XX Cairo Speech). 

 

America is now following a new, good, promising course. Its war on terror poli-

tics now centres on Obama’s politics of unity, hope, and diplomacy, reminding 

people in the U.S. and the Arabic world that they share basic human values and by 

doing that trying to build a bridge of understanding. Combined with this message 

of international communication, however, comes Obama’s demand for the Iranian 

government to end its nuclear program. As much as Obama values global com-

munication, the notion of nuclear weapons is not up for discussion; he will under 

no circumstances allow Iran to develop a nuclear bomb. He portrays this as being 

in the interest of every nation, since an Iranian state with nuclear weapons would 

pose a threat to the whole world. If this were to happen, it would be extremely dif-

ficult to get off this dangerous road again. 
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3.1.1.2.3. Politics is a Plant 

 

The conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS A PLANT can be described as structural, 

conventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept PLANT onto the target concept POLITICS. 

POLITICS IS A PLANT can be described as a form of the conceptual metaphor 

COMPLEX ABSTRACT SYSTEMS ARE PLANTS (cf. Kövecses 2002). This 

metaphor relates to several complex target concepts, among them social organiza-

tions, political and economic systems, and human relationships. The notion of 

plants is prominent in everyday life; they are found in homes, offices, gardens, 

and parks. Plans are understood as living beings with certain specified periods of 

growth, maturity, and, in the end, decline. Trees and flowers, to name just two 

forms of plants, belong to the world we live in; they represent constant compo-

nents of our living surroundings. According to Kövecses (2002), “the source con-

cept of plant applies most naturally and most frequently to domains that we can 

readily regard as complex systems of some sort” (Kövecses 2002, 98), and the 

domain POLITICS is such a complex, abstract system. Hence POLITICS IS A 

PLANT can be placed on the conventional side of the scale of conventionality and 

thus be called a conventional conceptual metaphor. For a description of politics as 

a target domain, please refer to chapter 3.1.1.1.1. 

This metaphor is of specific-level nature, since it has a fixed source and target 

domain and involves a set number of features specified in the mapping. Plants for 

instance grow, flourish, wither, have leaves, seeds, and roots. For the concept of 

politics, please see 3.1.1.1.1. 

Political conflicts and wars are deeply burned into people’s memories and those 

feelings will almost be passed on to future generations: 

 
So long as our relationship is defined by our differences, we will empower those 
who sow hatred rather than peace, those who promote conflict rather than the coop-
eration that can help all of our people achieve justice and prosperity (Appendix XX 
Cairo Speech). 
In today’s wars, many more civilians are killed than soldiers; the seeds of future 
conflict are sown, economies are wrecked, civil societies torn asunder, refugees 
amassed, children scarred (Appendix XVIII Acceptance of the Nobel Peace 
Prize). 
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The seeds of hatred and conflict need to be prevented from being sown in the first 

place, since it would be much harder to stop the conflict plant from growing af-

terwards. These seeds will continue to be sown, however, as long as a change in 

planting politics is not achieved. By concentrating on the various differences in 

the relationship between the United States of America and the Muslim world, ter-

rorists keep getting more powerful, and the gulf between the relationship partners 

widens. Choosing armed battle over diplomacy and mutual understanding stirs up 

hatred in people’s minds, and so does the killing of civilians in wars. Wars plant 

aggression, thoughts of revenge, and anger in people’s heads. In order to put a 

stop to the growth of these hate and conflict plants, a shift away from wars and 

differences and towards peace and cooperation needs to happen. This political 

change also needs to go occur together with economic development: 

 
It is undoubtedly true that development rarely takes root without security (Appen-
dix XVIII Acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize). 

 

In Obama’s view, spurring on development has at its core the establishment of or-

ganizations that ensure people’s safety. Plants need roots to grow, and develop-

ment needs security to unfold. Security itself is deeply connected with the war on 

terror, since terror naturally represents the exact opposite of security and peace. 

Together with hope, these are vital ingredients for the emergence of healthy, ter-

ror-free societies in the Middle East: 

 
The absence of hope can rot a society from within (Appendix XVIII Acceptance of 
the Nobel Peace Prize). 

 

A plant will wither when it does not get its life supply, and hope among people is 

such a life supply for societies, according to Obama. He sees his message of hope 

as one of the salient conditions for a successful war on terror. Filling the minds of 

the people in the Middle East with hope that Iraqi and Afghan citizens can live in 

peace some day, and showing them that America is not their enemy but wants to 

work in cooperation with them will result in the growth of stable political, eco-

nomic, and social systems in these two countries. 

 

I will now turn to the analysis of Obama’s speeches on the subject of economy. 
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3.1.2. Economy 

 

As was the case for the subject of war on terror, the findings concerning the econ-

omy are further subcategorized into the different positions Obama held, the presi-

dential candidate and the President. 

 

3.1.2.1. Candidate 

 

Five major conceptual metaphors could be identified in speeches by Obama the 

presidential candidate, namely: POLITICS IS BUILDING, POLITICS IS A 

JOURNEY, POLITICS IS SPORT, OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION / EN-

SLAVEMENT, and FINANCIAL SECURITY IS CLIMBING. These will now be 

presented in detail. 

 

3.1.2.1.1. Politics is Building 

 

This conceptual metaphor has already been described in section 3.1.1.1.1. and 

therefore does not need to be explained here again. 

In Obama’s speeches as presidential candidate on the economy, the economy and 

people’s existences are in need of help: 

 
America, we cannot turn back. (...) Not with an economy to fix and cities to rebuild 
and farms to save. Not with so many families to protect and so many lives to mend 
(Appendix VII Democratic Convention: The American Promise). 

 

The building economy is in a bad state and must be repaired, while the lives of so 

many American citizens are broken and have to be put together again. With the 

start of the recession, the economy failed to work as well as it used to; many ap-

pliances needed to be fixed. Companies began to lay off workers who then in turn 

were in danger of losing their homes and had trouble looking after their families; 

their lives were severely damaged by the economic downturn. In order to over-

come the worst of the economic depression, families needed to be equipped with 

the means to care for themselves, jobs had to be created, and stimuli had to be 

provided to the economy. By saying that America cannot turn backwards, Obama 

tries to evoke the essential American spirit of endurance, unity and hard work in 
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the face of tough challenges. If all American citizens devote their energy to the re-

construction of the economy and believe in their abilities to do so, then the eco-

nomic prospects will brighten up soon. While these reconstruction efforts natural-

ly will not be easy, a major part concerns the flow of money that almost came to a 

halt during the crisis and now needs to be reinstated:  

 
But we can do so only if we restore confidence in our markets. Only if we rebuild 
trust between investors and lenders. And only if we renew that common interest be-
tween Wall Street and Main Street that is the key to our success (Appendix VIII 
Renewing the American Economy). 

 

A tremendous amount of the responsibility for the economic crisis lies in the im-

plementation of insecure transactions, the issuing of guarantees on dangerous as-

sets, and in general numerous, highly risky financial processes between investors 

and lenders. Since many people lost enormous amounts of money as a result of 

these processes, trust in the economic market place has been eroded. To get the 

cash flow going again, Obama argues that businesses in the financial sector need 

to care about the interests of the people living on Main Street all across America 

again and stop just looking after the priorities of Wall Street. By doing this, a sol-

id, sturdy construction of trust can be erected.  

Besides recreating said trust, Obama sees investments in renewable energy as a 

main issue in reviving the economy: 

 
(...) a renewable energy policy that (...) builds a green economy that could create up 
to five million well-paying jobs that can’t be outsourced (Appendix IX An Agenda 
for Middle-Class Success). 
I will personally reach out to the leaders of the biggest carbon emitting nations in 
both the developed and developing world and ask them to join America in creating a 
new Global Energy Forum that will lay the foundation for the next generation of 
climate protocols (Appendix X Real Leadership for a Clean Energy Future).  

 

Obama wants to implement a policy that makes the use of renewable energy prof-

itable for companies. With this governmental support, the house of a green econ-

omy can be constructed, because businesses would see financial reasons to invest 

in green technologies. This is of high significance for the economy as a whole, 

since a boost in the sector of renewable energy sources would help stimulate de-

mand overall. Gains could also be expected on the global stage because of 

Obama’s pledge to lay the foundation for the adoption of climate protocols as 
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President. Such protocols would form the cornerstone of a new construction of 

green economies, which would benefit both the protection of the environment and 

the development of the economy. 

 

3.1.2.1.2. Politics is a Journey 

 

This conceptual metaphor has already been described in section 3.1.1.2.2. and 

therefore does not need to be explained here again. 

The recession has shown Obama that the economic development of the past can-

not be continued in the future. In his view, a shift in political priorities is badly 

needed: 

 
America simply cannot continue on this path. The need to drastically change our en-
ergy policy is no longer a debatable proposition (Appendix XI Detroit Economic 
Club). 
We can make this new economy work for us if we finally change course in Novem-
ber (Appendix IX An Agenda for Middle-Class Success). 

 

America has gone the wrong way; it has taken a course that can no longer be fol-

lowed. Over the years, the economy was more and more heading in the wrong di-

rection, and now a course correction is required. According to Obama, everybody 

knew that something was awry in the economic system, but instead of bringing 

about a change to counteract those issues, mere debates were held. The crash of 

the old economy calls for the implementation of a new economy which will en-

sure the long-term safety of the middle-class. Everything depends on this change 

in energy policy: the future of the economy foremost, but also the environmental 

safety of the earth. In Obama’s opinion, the time for debates is over. America 

desperately needs to move away from an oil-controlled economy and get on safer, 

cleaner paths: 

 
I’ll invest $150 billion over the next ten years to put America on the path to true en-
ergy security (Appendix I A new Strategy for a new World). 
And most of all, I want our children and our children’s children to point to this gen-
eration and this moment as the time when America found its way again (Appendix 
X Real Leadership for a Clean Energy Future).  

 

Economic policies in the past have not led America to safety, but to danger in-

stead. America’s dependence on foreign oil gives oil exporting nations – especial-
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ly in the Middle East – vast influence on the U.S. economy, seeing as oil repre-

sents the engine that powers America’s economy. America is being portrayed as a 

lost traveller who has wandered off in the wrong direction, a dangerous direction. 

After years of following this path, however, the traveller now knows where to go 

again. It is being argued that America has been lost for a while, but under a Presi-

dent Obama it will no longer walk down the road that led to oil dependence and 

away from energy security for the American people. Putting Obama’s idea of a 

new, clean, and safe economy into action will require great efforts and possibly a 

new set of regulations: 

 
I hope you are willing to join me in the journey toward that next great American 
miracle (Appendix XI Detroit Economic Club).  
Old rules may not fit the roads where our economy is leading (Appendix VIII Re-
newing the American Economy). 

 

New rules of the road might need to be installed in order to guide America on the 

journey towards changing its economy. Obama acknowledges that such a tremen-

dous shift in economic priorities will most likely not happen overnight, and he al-

so realizes that new regulations might be necessary to bring the shift about. He 

does not, however, specify how these rules might look and what they might entail.  

 

3.1.2.1.3. Politics is Sport 

 

The conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS SPORT can be described as structural, 

conventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept SPORT onto the target concept POLITICS. 

Sport is a popular phenomenon in our society; it provides entertainment and dis-

traction, and almost everybody gets into contact with sport during their life, be it 

by actively executing some form of it, via the media, or by other means. As a con-

sequence, people are very familiar with the make-up of the concept and possess a 

high knowledge of the structural organization of sporting competitions, which is 

then being mapped onto various target concepts. Studies on this include, among 

many others, Ching’s (1993) analysis of sport and game metaphors in the U.S. 

American culture as well as Jansen and Sabo’s (1994) examination of the WAR 
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IS SPORT metaphor used by the media and politicians during the first war in the 

gulf. The source concept SPORT is “commonly utilized for metaphorical purpos-

es” (Kövecses 2002, 18), one of these being in combination with the target do-

main POLITICS, giving this conceptual metaphor a high degree of conventionali-

zation. Politics is being structured along the lines of sport in order to facilitate 

people’s understanding of this abstract concept. For a detailed description of poli-

tics as a target domain, please refer to chapter 3.1.1.1.1. 

POLITICS IS SPORT represents a specific-level conceptual metaphor because it 

consists of a determined source and target domain as well as a specified set of 

mapping features. Sport for instance entails players, a playing field, rules, compe-

tition, winners, losers, and fairness, among many others. For the concept of poli-

tics, please see 3.1.1.1.1. 

America is used to having the strongest economy in the world, but this does not 

hold true for the clean energy sector: 

 
We have not fallen behind on energy due to a lack of ingenuity or initiative from the 
American people. (...) But Washington hasn’t acted; and that is the real reason why 
America hasn’t led (Appendix X Real Leadership for a Clean Energy Future). 

 

America is not the leader in the race for first place in the global competition any-

more because the drivers in Washington did not fight during the race. Thus, na-

tions like China have surpassed the U.S. who now need to catch up. Obama here 

paints the picture of a constant global race between nations for the economic pole 

position. He does not blame the American people for America’s poor performance 

in the recent past, but much rather the politicians in charge in Washington at the 

time. They ignored the increasing importance of the competition in the renewable 

energy sector, kept concentrating on the traditional, oil-based American economy, 

and are now to be held responsible for America’s average placing in the global 

clean energy race, a ranking that Obama does not accept for the United States. 

Politics in Washington is also being portrayed as a pitch, presumably for ball 

sports: 

 
Partial deregulation of the electricity sector enabled market manipulation. Compa-
nies like Enron and WorldCom took advantage of the new regulatory environment 
(...). This was not the invisible hand at work. Instead, it was the hand of industry 
lobbyists tilting the playing field in Washington (...) (Appendix VIII Renewing the 
American Economy). 
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In our government, we see campaign contributions and lobbyists used to cut corners 
and win favors that stack the deck against businesses and consumers who play by the 
rules (Appendix XII Our Common Stake in America’s Prosperity). 

 

Obama states that fair conditions on the pitch do not exist and honest players do 

not get a fair chance in the game. Big industries spend immense sums of money 

on lobbyists to influence policy making in Washington in their favour, thereby 

tilting the playing field. Rule-abiding players then suffer because they have to 

play uphill on the uneven pitch. Lobbyists cheating the game results in the disad-

vantaging of businesses which do not try to influence government politicians by 

making generous donations. In contrast to the lobbyists, these businesses stick to 

the rules. Obama condemns these activities and will not allow any unfairness in 

his government: 

 
And so, in the coming weeks, I will be laying out a 21st century economic agenda for 
America. It’s an agenda that will level the playing field for more Americans (...) 
(Appendix XII Our Common Stake in America’s Prosperity). 
I have already endorsed a cap-and-trade system that would achieve real near-term 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and return America to a position of leader-
ship (...) (Appendix XI Detroit Economic Club). 

 

The pitch will be evened out to ensure fairness to all Americans so that honest 

consumers do not have to play uphill anymore. Implementing measures of justice 

will ensure that nobody gets a favourable treatment in the American economy. In 

addition to that, Obama will act where the Bush administration did not, and re-

store America’s top position in the global race. America will once more have the 

best economy in the world because of the courses of action Obama and his gov-

ernment will take. 

 

3.1.2.1.4. Oil Politics is Addiction / Enslavement 

 

The conceptual metaphor OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION / ENSLAVEMENT 

can be described as structural, unconventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept ADDICTION / ENSLAVEMENT onto the target concept OIL POLITICS. 

OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION / ENSLAVEMENT can be clearly identified as 

an unconventional metaphor. The target concept is very specific, what with it be-

ing OIL POLITICS instead of the much more general POLITICS. Concerning the 
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source concept, a mixture of two metaphorical concepts, ADDICTION and EN-

SLAVEMENT, is applied, and neither of them enjoys frequent usage in the litera-

ture on cognitive metaphor theory: ADDICTION can be described as being in 

connection with the source domain HEALTH AND ILLNESS (cf. Kövecses 

2002, Lakoff and Johnson 1980), in the way that a junkie is not considered a 

healthy person, is sick and in need of medical attention, which in turn relates to 

AN APPROPRIATE CONDITION IS A HEALTHY CONDITION (cf. Kövecses 

2002). ENSLAVEMENT might be associated with the concept WAR (see chapter 

3.1.2.2.4. for a detailed description of war as a source domain), since both the ty-

rant and a war enemy try to impose their will upon people; there are of course 

more possibilities to resist such treatment on the battlefield than in a system of 

slavery. Enslavement may also be described as the status imprisoned enemies are 

reduced to after the battle. All things considered, OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION 

/ ENSLAVEMENT is a highly atypical conceptual metaphor, which is why, in my 

opinion, it ranges very far on the unconventional side of Kövecses’ (2002) scale 

of conventionality, or has a high score of unconventionality in Ungerer and 

Schmid’s (2006) degree of conventionalization. It represents a rather unusual 

mapping process. 

As for the generality of the metaphor, the existence of a clearly identifiable source 

and target domain and of a fixed set of entities in the mapping procedure makes 

this conceptual metaphor a specific-level one. Addiction / Enslavement is charac-

terized by the notions of dependence, lack of freedom, powerlessness, danger to 

physical health, lack of control, and possibility of death. Among the attributes of 

oil politics are cars, the economy, high prices, limited natural resources, big oil 

companies, and dictators in Arab nations. 

The American economy depends on oil as its driving force, which Obama sees as 

a huge problem: 

 
One place where that investment would make an enormous difference is in a renew-
able energy policy that ends our addiction on foreign oil (...) (Appendix IX An 
Agenda for Middle-Class Success). 
It [Obama’s fuel-efficiency proposal; remark by the author] enjoys the support of 
corporate leaders like Fred Smith of Federal Express who understand that our econ-
omy is at risk if we fail to act and military leaders like General P.X. Kelley who 
know all too well the human cost of our nation’s addiction to oil (Appendix XI De-
troit Economic Club). 
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America’s dependence on oil is being depicted as a drug addiction which has de-

veloped over the years. The drug addict that is the economy has no control over 

his craving of oil because it is too powerful for him. In the long run, as is the case 

with every addiction, the addict’s need for oil poses a severe danger for his health. 

The money the U.S. pay to satisfy the national demand for oil puts all Americans 

in physical danger because the oil-rich nations supplying the oil – especially in the 

Middle East – may possibly use it to fund terror attacks. Logically, American citi-

zens might die in such attacks, like drug users may die because of their addiction. 

I believe this is what Obama refers to by mentioning the human cost of America’s 

oil addiction. As drug addicts give money to dealers for the drugs that might kill 

them, so does America pay money for the oil that could be used to plan and exe-

cute terror attacks targeting American citizens. Thus, overcoming this addiction 

and moving towards secure renewable energy to power its economy is crucial for 

America’s safety. 

Besides creating this addiction metaphor, Obama also portrays America’s oil poli-

tics as a continuous process of enslavement that must be stopped: 

 
At the dawn of the twenty-first century, the country that faced down the tyranny of 
fascism and communism is now called to challenge the tyranny of oil (Appendix XI 
Detroit Economic Club). 
We can harness the ingenuity of farmers and scientists; citizens and entrepreneurs to 
free this nation from the tyranny of oil and save our planet from a point of no return 
(Appendix XIII New Hampshire Primary Night). 

 

The tyrant oil exerts tremendous power over the United States; America is being 

enslaved by oil. Obama describes this oil enslavement as insufferable, and calls 

for a fight for freedom to live safely without being forced to buy oil and give 

money to potential terrorists, comparable to slaves who are freed from their op-

pressor. Said freedom can only be brought about by the inspiration and innovation 

of the American people to create businesses which are not based on oil needs. 

Moving America’s economy from the enslavement by oil towards the freedom of 

safe renewable energy resembles a challenge worthy of the military battles during 

World War II and the Cold War, to Obama’s mind. 
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3.1.2.1.5. Financial Security is Climbing 

 

The conceptual metaphor FINANCIAL SECURITY IS CLIMBING can be de-

scribed as structural, unconventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept CLIMBING onto the target concept FINANCIAL SECURITY. 

In my opinion, this conceptual metaphor displays some similarities to CAREER 

IS AN UPWARD JOURNEY (cf. Kövecses 2002): A career provides the finan-

cial security in a person’s or a family’s life, and in turn climbing represents the 

journey upwards. However, neither CLIMBING nor FINANCIAL SECURITY 

are mentioned in the literature as a source or target domain, respectively, which is 

why this metaphor possesses a very low degree of conventionalization. FINAN-

CIAL SECURITY represents a very specific target and CLIMBING represents a 

very specific source domain. Despite the fact of it being an uncommon source 

domain, I would nonetheless claim that people are very familiar with the concept 

CLIMBING, since almost everybody has climbed a form of ladder or, more gen-

erally, made an upwards journey in life. The concept therefore is present in peo-

ple’s lives, so its structure is mapped onto the vague, abstract, blurred concept 

FINANCIAL SECURITY in order to simplify its understanding.  

Since both the source and the target concept are fixed and the mapping procedure 

involves a specified number of features, this metaphor is of specific-level nature. 

The notion of climbing involves ladders, falling, holes, danger, safety, and inju-

ries, among others. Characteristic features of financial security are for instance 

money, debt, poverty, future, job, and doubts. 

As a consequence of the economic crisis, many American citizens have lost their 

jobs and now find themselves in financial troubles. One of the main reasons for 

this is presented with the lack of government support through social security pro-

grams: 

 
Too many rungs have been removed from the ladder to middle-class security, and 
the safety net that’s supposed to break any falls from that ladder has grown badly 
frayed (Appendix XIV Strengthening Families in a new Economy). 

 

Becoming poor and having high debts due to unfortunate circumstances is being 

depicted as the action of falling into a hole, and reaching some level of financial 
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security again resembles climbing out of this hole by using a ladder. The system 

of social security helping people get back on their feet, however, does not work in 

an effective manner, i.e. the ladder is in a very bad condition and almost no one 

can climb up, which results in people being stuck in the hole. In order to prevent 

them from falling in the first place, a safety net over the hole was installed, but 

unfortunately this emergency measure is not working well either. Decay over time 

has slowly weakened the structure of the net, destroying its strength to support the 

ones who happen to fall. Neither the social security programs designed to protect 

people from going bankrupt nor the measurements taken to provide support in re-

gaining financial confidence in times of need function successfully:  

 
Many families face increased anxiety when it comes to paying the bills or finding 
ways to spend more time with their children, while others have tumbled into poverty, 
watching jobs disappear, and fathers leave the home (Appendix XIV Strengthen-
ing Families in a new Economy). 
It [Hillary Clinton’s change of mind; remark by the author] reminds me of what 
happened when we started debating the credit card industry’s bankruptcy bill – a bill 
that would make it much harder for working families to climb out of debt (Appendix 
XV South Carolina Speech). 

 

American citizens end up falling into the hole and are not being equipped with the 

means to climb up again. Current politics makes it very hard for people to deal 

with financial difficulties, which is why Obama wants to help people by repairing 

the safety net to prevent them from falling and by providing support for the climb 

out of the hole if they are already in it. His social security programs as President 

will help the American people get out of poverty and equip them with resources to 

spend money without running into debt, which will be beneficiary for the econo-

my as a whole: 

 
Finally, the third part of my agenda will be to modernize and strengthen America’s 
safety net for working Americans (Appendix XII Our Common Stake in Ameri-
ca’s Prosperity). 
But we also know that for the families who’ve been hit hardest by these economic 
changes, we have to help them get started before we can help them get ahead – we 
have to empower them to grab that first rung of the ladder before they start climbing 
(Appendix XIV Strengthening Families in a new Economy). 

 

Obama’s focus on the worst victims of the economic crisis is noticeable here: The 

ones who badly hurt themselves as a result of the fall need special support to be 

able to start climbing the ladder out of the hole. Their serious injuries prevent 
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them from getting up by themselves. Systems of financial aid for those who have 

been affected the most by the crisis are displayed as indispensable in order to 

avoid a large increase in the percentage of citizens living below the poverty line in 

America, since such an increase would of course have disastrous consequences for 

the American economy.  

 

The next chapter will now deal with the salient metaphors identified in speeches 

on the economy given by Obama as the President of the United States of America. 

 

3.1.2.2. President 

 

For Obama the President, five major conceptual metaphors could be identified: 

POLITICS IS BUILDING, POLITICS IS A JOURNEY, POLITICS IS SPORT, 

POLITICS IS WAR, and THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM. These will 

now be presented in detail. 

 

3.1.2.2.1. Politics is Building 

 

This conceptual metaphor has already been described in section 3.1.1.1.1. and 

therefore does not need to be explained here again. 

In Barack Obama’s presidential speeches on the economy, new policies are 

deemed necessary to deal with the numerous problematic political issues that have 

developed over the years: 

 
(...) making sure that our health care system is efficient and provides good, quality 
care to everybody; making sure that we are at the forefront of a clean energy future; 
getting our budgets under control – all those issues are issues that have been build-
ing up for decades. So we’re not going to fix them overnight (...) (Appendix XXII 
Town Hall Wisconsin). 
These are key parts of the foundation we need to build for a better future for our 
families, for our country. Another foundation stone is fixing a health insurance sys-
tem that works better for the insurance industry than it does for the American people 
(Appendix XXIII Town Hall New Hampshire). 

 

Because of neglects by politicians in the past, a lot of damage prevails in the cur-

rent economic situation. The economy is still in dire need of repair, and the repair-

ing process will take a considerable amount of time due to the enormity of the re-

building tasks at hand. While these reconstructing efforts are underway, the struc-
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tural basis for the economy of the future needs to be built from scratch with an ef-

fective health care system and innovative energy solutions as its cornerstones. 

Obama argues that this work has been disregarded by the previous government 

and that the time has come to engage in proper construction groundwork to create  

the reliable framework of the economy of the future. Most importantly, the econ-

omy needs to be stable, very much in contrast to its current state: 

 
We cannot rebuild this economy on the same pile of sand. We must build our house 
upon a rock (Appendix XXIV Georgetown University Speech). 
We can’t have an economy that’s just built on maxing out on credit cards and home 
equity loans and complex financial instruments that are generating big bonuses but 
can potentially bring an entire economy down (Appendix XXV California 
Speech). 

 

With the first example, Obama refers to a parable at the end of the Sermon on the 

Mount in the Bible, which tells the story of two men, one building his house on 

sand and the other on a rock. When a flood hits, only the house constructed on 

solid ground prevails, whereas the other house is washed away by the water. The 

image evoked here with the use of this metaphor is clear: America’s economy has 

been built on sand and was almost destroyed in the financial crisis, and it would 

be more than foolish to rebuild it on the exact spot of sand that proved unsustain-

able. Much rather, America should learn from the wise man in the Sermon and 

choose solid ground to start the reconstruction of its economy. The same way a 

house cannot withstand natural catastrophes without a sturdy foundation, so will 

the economy crash again in the case of a financial crisis without sound business 

practices, for these represent the loose sand Obama talks about, as we can see in 

the second example. Purchases via credit cards, huge loans of money in compli-

cated procedures, and financial creations such as hedge funds pose big risks for 

the economy because they represent speculative transactions with great inherent 

risks which are not based on the actual flow of money between two or more par-

ties. Such operations can cause long-term damage to the economy, as could be ob-

served in the financial crisis. From Obama’s point of view, these procedures have 

the same consequences the construction of the house on sand has in the parable: In 

harsh environmental circumstances, the house folds, i.e. an economic depression 

occurs. According to Obama, America needs to revert to the basic economic pro-

cesses of export and innovation which represent the solid rock in the parable. On-
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ly then can the house that is the economy endure prospective challenges without 

drastic consequences.  

  

3.1.2.2.2. Politics is a Journey 

 

This conceptual metaphor has already been described in section 3.1.1.2.2. and 

therefore does not need to be explained here again. 

When the worldwide economic crisis first hit America, the American economy 

experienced a severe downturn in which a large number of people lost their jobs 

and businesses endured financial troubles. According to Obama, starting over 

from this low point was not easy: 

 
So our most urgent task has been to clear away the wreckage, repair the immediate 
damage to the economy, and do everything we can to prevent a larger collapse (Ap-
pendix XXIV Georgetown University Speech). 
Time and again, the path forward has been blocked – not only by oil lobbyists, but 
also by a lack of political courage and candor (Appendix XXVI BP Oil Spill 
Speech). 

 

The occurrence of the economic crisis is shown here as a car accident, after which 

all the car parts had to be removed from the road. Obama was not in office yet 

when this accident happened, so it is clear that the car at this point in time was 

driven by George W. Bush and his administration. Shortly after the accident, 

Bush’s second term as President ended, leaving the Obama government in charge 

of the clear-up. In the immediate aftermath of the economic crisis, the people who 

had been affected most needed fast, unbureaucratic help, and money needed to be 

pumped into the economic system to keep the basic cash flow going in order to 

prevent the crisis from becoming worse. This instantaneous financial aid helped to 

contain the devastating effects of the crisis, i.e. it cleared the road so that the 

economy could move onwards once more. According to Obama, however, lobby-

ists and Republicans stood in the way so that the economy could not set off. 

Moving the economy forward for Obama involves – among many other issues – 

the renunciation of oil politics, an idea of which neither Republican politicians nor 

lobbyists working for big oil companies think highly. They are being depicted as 

the reasons why the American economy cannot move forward in general and was 

not able to recover faster after the economic crisis in particular. The Democrat 



Findings and Analysis – Metaphors – Economy – President – Politics is a Journey 

46 
 

Obama does not portray the members of the opposing Republican Party in a fa-

vourable light as a whole when it comes to decisions about the future of the 

American economy: 

 
So we’re not going to fix them overnight, but what we can do is make a choice about 
which direction we want to take this country (Appendix XXII Town Hall Wiscon-
sin). 
Some of the steps we took were done without the help of the other party which made 
a political decision all too often to jump in the backseat, let us do the driving and 
then critique whether we were taking the right turns (Appendix XXI Democratic 
National Committee). 

 

On every journey, travellers need to decide in which direction to go, which road to 

take, or where to turn. The Obama administration as the driver of the car that is 

the American economy has reached such a point, while the Republican opposition 

as the passenger does not contribute constructively to reaching the journey’s goal 

lying ahead in the distance. Instead of coming up with propositions of their own 

on how to stimulate the economy, the Republicans confine themselves to com-

menting the Obama administration’s course of action and criticizing its policies 

without providing constructive help. By describing them in such a manner, 

Obama attributes a complete lack of responsibility regarding the future of the 

United States to the Republicans. Naturally, ensuring America’s prosperity in the 

future represents one of Obama’s top priorities, and to his mind, there are no 

doubts as to whether this feat can be achieved, although the exact means of bring-

ing said prosperity about cannot yet be foreseen: 

 
Even if we don’t yet know precisely how we’re going to get there [the America 
Americans want for their children; remark by the author]. We know we’ll get there 
(Appendix XXVI BP Oil Spill Speech). 

 

This journey can be difficult at times but the destination will eventually be 

reached if the traveller that is America does not give up and turn back. In my 

opinion, Obama tries to restore confidence that may have been lost during the cri-

sis in the minds of the American people. While the road to recovery might be long 

and hard, faith in one’s abilities to reach the desired destination makes the arduous 

journey easier to handle. America will recover from this crisis, no matter how 

tough it will be or what needs to be done. 
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3.1.2.2.3. Politics is Sport 

 

This conceptual metaphor has already been described in section 3.1.2.1.3. and 

therefore does not need to be explained here again. 

In the recent past, the American economy has not done as well as it had done in 

the last decades, resulting in other countries’ economies becoming stronger and 

better concerning numerous issues: 

 
But in this new economy, we’ve come to trail the world’s leaders in graduation 
rates, in educational achievement, in the production of scientists and engineers (Ap-
pendix XXIV Georgetown University Speech). 
For as the world grows more competitive, we can’t afford to run the race at half-
strength or half-speed (Appendix XXVII Indiana Speech). 

 

America has fallen behind in the race for the nation with the strongest economy 

because it has not put in its best efforts. While other nations have upped their per-

formances, America has not worked hard enough to stay on top. Since the U.S. are 

used to leading the world in many domains, be they economic or in the field of 

sports, for instance, such a situation is completely inexcusable and unbearable. 

Being just good or average in the race represents an intolerable fact because only 

winning counts in America’s self-conception. Obama argues that it is time to stop 

running the race at half-speed and to start using America’s potential to once again 

propel the nation into the global leading position. In his opinion, the creativity, in-

genuity, and entrepreneurship of the American people which has not been har-

nessed in recent years is to blame for the loss of the number one spot in the race. 

Through the implementation of policies that empower the people once more to use 

their potential for economic prosperity, America’s economy will soon set the high 

standard for the world again. Having said that, the U.S. have by no means all of a 

sudden lost their economic power; other nations have simply developed slightly 

stronger economies in recent years: 

 
Yet we’ve allowed other countries to outpace us on this race to the future (Appen-
dix XXIV Georgetown University Speech). 
I’m not willing to settle for second place – not for the United States of America 
(Appendix XXIII Town Hall New Hampshire). 

 

While America has been taken over, it is not trailing by much. Obama warns, 

however, that the U.S. might soon be falling further behind if no counteracting 
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measurements are taken. As mentioned above, anything but first place for the 

United States of America in this race for economic future is not acceptable to him, 

nor should it be for any American citizen. Not being the strongest economic na-

tion on earth might be good enough for other countries, but not for America, not 

under a President Obama. 

 

3.1.2.2.4. Politics is War 

 

The conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS WAR can be described as structural, con-

ventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept WAR onto the target concept POLITICS. 

Throughout the history of mankind, there have always been wars, be it in distant 

places or in one’s own country. In every corner of the earth, people have con-

fronted each other on the battlefield. The subject of war is a constant part of re-

ports on television, in newspapers, and on the radio; current wars include, for in-

stance, Afghanistan, Iraq, Somalia, and Sudan. The United States of America have 

regularly been involved in wars since their founding, from the Civil War to World 

Wars I and II, the wars in Vietnam and Korea, and now in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

Thus, people are very familiar with wars. They are used to hearing about a coun-

try invading another, about bombs being deployed, about people dying in large 

numbers. As a result, WAR is widely used as a source domain: It represents the 

main part, for instance, of former President Ronald Reagan’s and former President 

George Bush senior’s strategies to conceptualize their policies of reducing drug 

trafficking (cf. Elwood 1995), and it features in a larger list of metaphors devel-

oped by Rohrer (1995) in his analysis of Bush senior’s conceptualization of the 

political situation during the first war in the Gulf. In our case, this source domain 

is mapped onto the complex target domain POLITICS in order to facilitate the 

understanding process, placing this metaphor far on the conventional side of the 

scale of conventionality (cf. POLITICS IS WAR in Kövecses 2002). Other con-

ceptual metaphors involving war or armed conflict as the source domain include 

AN ARGUMENT IS WAR (Kövecses 2002, Lakoff and Johnson 1980), AN 

ARGUMENT IS A BATTLE (Ungerer and Schmid 2006), SPORT IS WAR 

(Kövecses 2002), and LOVE IS WAR (Lakoff and Johnson 1980, Ungerer and 
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Schmid 2006). For a detailed description of politics as a target domain, please re-

fer back to chapter 3.1.1.1.1. 

POLITICS IS WAR represents a specific-level conceptual metaphor because it 

consists of a determined source and target domain as well as a detailed set of 

mapping features. War for instance entails enemies, battlefields, attacks, 

warfronts, fights, victory, defeat, defence, and surrender, to name just a few. Once 

again, please see chapter 3.1.1.1.1. for the concept of politics. 

Numerous economic issues are out of balance because of the economic crisis and 

need to be dealt with, not just in one place but in towns and cities all across Amer-

ica: 

 
And since the problems we face are all working off each other to feed a vicious eco-
nomic downturn, we’ve had no choice but to attack all fronts of our economic crisis 
simultaneously (Appendix XXIV Georgetown University Speech). 
The battle for America’s future will be fought and won in places like Elkhart and 
Detroit, Goshen and Pittsburgh, South Bend, Youngstown (...) (Appendix XXVII 
Indiana Speech). 

 

Instead of just having to fight the enemy on one battlefield, there are several war 

fronts all over the U.S., and America cannot preoccupy itself with just one, since 

then the enemy would overpower it in other places and eventually win the war. 

The economic crisis brought along a wash of troublesome matters in its wake, and 

Obama and his administration were forced to address all of them simultaneously, 

which they did by passing the Economic Recovery Plan to bail out nearly bank-

rupt companies and the Troubled Asset Relief Program to provide banks with 

enough money so these could once again start lending, among other measures of 

course. The enemy that is the economic crisis does not just attack in metropolises 

like New York City or Washington, D.C., it strikes in almost every small and big 

town across America, which is why every American must fight it wherever he or 

she lives. It is interesting to note that Obama does not even mention the possibility 

of potential defeat in this war. He argues that America will emerge victorious out 

of this fight if every American citizen fully commits to the cause of battling the 

economic crisis and its aftermath. Obama shows enormous faith in the abilities 

and determination of the American people; an attitude that also shapes his line of 

argument in the next examples: 
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We know that even in the hardest times, against the toughest odds, we have never 
surrendered. We don’t give up. We don’t surrender our fates to chance. We have 
always endured. We have worked hard, and we have fought for our future. Our par-
ents had to fight for their future; our grandparents had to fight for their future. 
That’s the tradition of America (Appendix XXVII Indiana Speech). 
I want to fight with you. I want to fight alongside you for that future, Racine [Ra-
cine, Wisconsin; remark by the author] (Appendix XXII Town Hall Wisconsin). 

 

However hard the battle against the economic crisis becomes, surrender is not an 

option because it defies the American spirit. No matter how tough the war gets, 

the American people will never stop fighting, and neither will their President be-

cause he is one of them, standing shoulder to shoulder with them on the battle-

field. Obama clearly evokes the history of the United States which is defined by 

the American people’s defiance of the odds: The settlers in the late 18th century 

succeeded in their fight for independence, the American people abolished slavery 

during the Civil War, the economy revived after the Great Depression in the 

1930s, and the America under Roosevelt defeated the Nazi regime in World War 

II, to name just a few. According to Obama, this spirit is deeply seated in the 

American character, which is why for him there can be no doubt that the Ameri-

can people will win the war against the economic crisis with the support of their 

President, just as their ancestors have done on other occasions in the past.  

As passionate and unwavering as the American people are on the battlefield when 

they oppose their enemies, fights among them are not productive and hinder their 

efforts in the war. Quarrels between Republicans and Democrats do not contribute 

to helping the people get through the hardship caused by the economic crisis: 

 
Rather than fight the same tired battles that have dominated Washington for dec-
ades, it’s time to try something new (Appendix XVI State of the Union Address). 

 

To Obama, these fights have been fought for a long time and have proven point-

less. They represent never-ending struggles that should be abandoned for a new, 

cooperative strategy that concentrates on the needs of the people. A shift away 

from unnecessary ideological political disputes between the two parties and to-

wards a focus on the American people has to be implemented in order to deal ef-

fectively with the issues that trouble the economy. 

 

3.1.2.2.5. The Economic Crisis is a Storm 
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The conceptual metaphor THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM can be de-

scribed as structural, unconventional, and specific-level. 

It is structural because a rich knowledge structure is mapped from the source con-

cept STORM onto the target concept THE ECONOMIC CRISIS. 

To my mind, THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM possesses a low degree of 

conventionalization. The source domain STORM is mentioned in the literature to 

be in frequent use in the language community; however, the same cannot be said 

about the target domain THE ECONOMIC CRISIS. While the “economy is usual-

ly comprehended via metaphor” (Kövecses 2002, 22) – e.g. ECONOMIC SYS-

TEMS ARE BUILDINGS (cf. Kövecses 2002) – the specificity of an exactly 

identified economic crisis, not the economy in general, is quite salient. A storm is 

one of numerous natural forces in the world, others being waves, wind, and fire. 

These forces are commonly used as source domains in conceptual metaphors be-

cause they occur universally in people’s lives, for example HAPPINESS IS A 

NATURAL FORCE, ANGER IS A NATURAL FORCE, and ANGER IS A 

STORM (all cf. Kövecses 2002). A storm building up, a house catching on fire, or 

a hurricane blowing through the streets are familiar features in life; people are ac-

customed to these forces and possess a high knowledge of them. The economic 

crisis occurring from early 2007 onwards, on the other hand, is very obscure and 

vague, and understanding it in detail requires a tremendous amount of economic 

as well as financial knowledge which the general public does not possess. Hence, 

the familiar, clearly structured concept STORM is mapped onto the abstract, 

complex concept THE ECONOMIC CRISIS. 

THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM represents a specific-level conceptual 

metaphor, since the target and the source domain are clearly set, and a certain 

number of exact features are involved in the mapping process. A storm can be 

dangerous, strong, sudden, carry a huge amount of water, cause people to drown, 

and claim victims. The economic crisis involves businesses, families, banks, the 

loss of money, the loss of jobs, and fear among the people. 

The dire consequences of the economic crisis were felt in cities all across Ameri-

ca, and particularly hard in certain regions: 

 
Now, these are challenges you know all too well here in Wakarusa and in Elkhart 
County. This area has been hit with a perfect storm of economic troubles (Appendix 
XXVII Indiana Speech). 
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A massive storm hit the American economy, drowning the American people in a 

shower of financial worries, some more than others. The citizens in towns like 

Wakarusa and Elkhart County suffered disproportionately high from the decline 

of the automobile industry, rising health care costs, and widespread unemploy-

ment in all business sectors. All these problems came over people in these areas in 

particular and people all over America in general in the storm that is the economic 

crisis. They were unprepared for the floods and had to bear the brunt of the impact 

without protection, leaving them injured and the area devastated. People lost their 

homes, jobs, and money as a result of the crisis and were left with little choice but 

to make ends meet and wait for economic improvement while the government 

tried to prevent the situation from worsening even further: 

 
They’ve [government programs; remark by the author] been designed to increase 
aggregate demand to get credit flowing again to families and businesses and to help 
families and businesses ride out the storm (Appendix XXIV Georgetown Universi-
ty Speech). 
None of us wanted to throw a lifeline to the banks (Appendix XXI Democratic Na-
tional Committee). 

 

Even with the help of specific government programs, there was nothing the Amer-

ican people could do apart from weathering the conditions and waiting until things 

started to look up again. In order to get through the storm and its aftermath with as 

little damage as possible, the people ultimately responsible for causing the storm 

in the first place had to be rescued from the water because society depended on 

them and their help when the storm was over. Banks and insurance companies like 

AIG had to be saved from bankruptcy, otherwise the financial system would have 

collapsed entirely and threatened the very existence of the American society itself. 

Although neither the general public nor the government thought favourably of 

saving the irresponsible banks from drowning – as Obama says – it had to be done 

for the sake of the common good. Precisely because of these rescue steps then, the 

catastrophic consequences of the crisis could be kept largely at bay, an even worse 

situation could be averted, and measurements to prevent such an abnormal eco-

nomic downturn in the future can now be undertaken: 

 
Nobody’s worrying about another Great Depression like they were just a year ago, 
and the worst of the storm has passed (Appendix XXIII Town Hall New Hamp-
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shire). 
It’s an America teeming with new industry and commerce, humming with new en-
ergy and discoveries that light the world once more – a place where anyone from 
anywhere with a good idea or the will to work can live the dream they’ve heard so 
much about. That is the house upon the rock – proud, sturdy, unwavering in the face 
of the greatest storms (Appendix XXIV Georgetown University Speech). 

 

America has survived the most dangerous part of the storm and can now fully 

concentrate on building a solid foundation that will hopefully withstand prospec-

tive natural catastrophes. The American economy will be built stronger now, so 

that it will not be affected by similar storms in the future. Obama refers to the par-

able from the Bible already described in chapter 3.1.2.2.1. again here which tells 

the story of two houses being built, one on sand and the other one on a rock, with 

only the latter remaining upright in the end. According to Obama, the American 

economy will be such a house upon a rock that can withstand even the biggest of 

storms; an economy which will not falter when confronted with a crisis and which 

will once more ensure that every American citizen can strive after his or her per-

sonal American Dream. This is the future economy that Obama wants to build in 

America. 

 

This concludes the application of cognitive metaphor theory to the speeches held 

by Barack Obama as a presidential candidate and as President. I will now proceed 

with the examination of Obama’s use of the second major rhetoric aspect of this 

thesis, pronouns. 

 

3.2. Pronouns 

 

The personal pronouns identified in Obama’s speeches – as described above for 

metaphors in chapter 3.1. – are grouped according to the main political subjects 

that shaped public debate in the investigated time period: the war on terror and the 

economy. Examples from the speeches will be given, with the pronouns in ques-

tion being highlighted and put in italics. 

 

 

3.2.1. War on Terror 
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On this level, the findings are subcategorized into the different positions Obama 

held, the presidential candidate and the President. 

 

3.2.1.1. Candidate 

 

The analysis will then be further subdivided into Obama’s ways of referring to 

himself and his means of contrasting to others. 

 

3.2.1.1.1. Self-Referencing 

 

In general, Obama’s way of talking about political issues puts forth the notion that 

he stands for a different kind of politics; a political style of completely different 

build-up than his election opponents Hillary Clinton and John McCain as well as 

the politicians in office at the time in Washington. Obama says he pursues politics 

differently than has been done for decades and that politics should be about the 

citizens of America again, not about its politicians. Let us take a look at how this 

is represented in his means of self-referencing regarding the war on terror. 

Obama very frequently uses the first-person plural in his speeches. While refer-

ring to numerous different groups with the use of the speaker-inclusive ‘we’, the 

salient feature is his attempt to position himself as a politician and as a member of 

the general public at the same time. An example will make this clearer: 

 
Imagine, for a moment, what we could have done in those days, and months, and 
years after 9/11. We could have deployed the full force of American power to hunt 
down and destroy Osama bin Laden, al Qaeda, the Taliban, and all of the terrorists 
responsible for 9/11, while supporting real security in Afghanistan. (...) We could 
have strengthened old alliances, formed new partnerships, and renewed international 
institutions to advance peace and prosperity. (...) We could have secured our home-
land (...). We could have done that. Instead, we have lost thousands of American 
lives, spent nearly a trillion dollars, alienated allies and neglected emerging threats 
(...) (Appendix I A new Strategy for a new World). 

 

Clearly, no one in the general public had the means to do any of the aforemen-

tioned things. In order to use the military against bin Laden, partner up with old 

allies anew, and secure the United States territory one has to be in a position of 

political power, but Obama presents the situation as if he and the American public 

together could have accomplished all these milestones had they been in office at 

the time, regardless of the fact that the public can obviously never be in such a 
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powerful position. He uses the subjunctive here to show what politicians in the 

administration in the years following 9/11 actually could have managed to 

achieve. For Obama, the public wanted the post 9/11 government to do all those 

things he mentions, and he wanted it to do them too, putting him in allegiance 

with the people. If he had been in government after these terror attacks, he would 

have acted otherwise because he is a different politician than the ones in the Bush 

government. By using the speaker-inclusive ‘we, the American people’ here, 

Obama “makes use of the people’s voices in order to show that he correctly repre-

sents the needs and sentiments of his nation, thus being entitled to represent them 

as a political leader and to do what is good for them” (Capone 2008, 88). When 

Obama gets elected President of the United States of America, the American peo-

ple are depicted to be in government alongside him, together with him. When he 

is President, the American people and he will do everything the Bush administra-

tion should have done but did not because it was out of touch with the wishes of 

the American people. If the people elect Obama, he will govern according to what 

the people of America want, contrary to the way Washington has been governed 

in the past by the Bush administration. In this picture Obama paints, the American 

people are presented as being in charge of government as soon as Obama takes of-

fice. 

When stressing his willingness to achieve change, Obama also uses the first-

person plural in ambiguous ways in a large number of instances. This makes it 

quite hard to determine the specific group or groups Obama refers to when apply-

ing this grammatical form: 

 
Because we are not a nation that makes excuses for torture, we are a nation that re-
jects it. That’s the change we can offer in 2008 (Appendix V A Change we can be-
lieve in). 

 

‘We, the American people’ refers to the whole of the American people who do not 

stand for torture out of moral objections. A different case can be observed on the 

topic of change: Clearly, it is Obama who offers said change, not the people of the 

nation. By using the ‘we, the American people’ form in the sentence before, how-

ever, he includes the public in his campaign of change, implying again that it is 

the American people together with Obama who will deliver on the promise of 

change come Election Day, not just Obama and his campaign team. Obama claims 



Findings and Analysis – Pronouns – War on Terror – Candidate – Self-Referencing 

56 
 

that his campaign is all about the American people instead of just about himself; a 

fact that can also be observed in his leading quotation on his campaign website: 

“I’m asking you to believe. Not just in my ability to bring about real change in 

Washington ... I’m asking you to believe in yours” (Obama 2007). All forms of 

‘we’ are speaker-inclusive here. 

When Obama uses the first-person singular, the topics primarily consist of oppos-

ing the war in Iraq from the very beginning, ending it, and using political and fi-

nancial means instead of just raw military power: 

 
I opposed going to war in Iraq; Senator McCain was one of Washington’s biggest 
supporters for war. I warned that the invasion of a country posing no imminent 
threat would fan the flames of extremism, and distract us from the fight against al 
Qaeda and the Taliban; Senator McCain claimed that we would be greeted as libera-
tors, and that democracy would spread across the Middle East (Appendix I A new 
Strategy for a new World). 
I will end this war in Iraq responsibly, and finish the fight against al Qaeda and the 
Taliban in Afghanistan (Appendix VII Democratic Convention: The American 
Promise).  
The solution in Afghanistan is not just military – it is political and economic. As 
President, I would increase our non-military aid by $1 billion (Appendix II The 
War we need to win). 

 

Obama uses the first-person singular in order to emphasize the difference between 

him and his main rivals along the way to his election as President: Hillary Clinton, 

John McCain, and the Bush administration. As mentioned above, Obama wants to 

make the election about the voters, the people, not the politicians that are up for 

election, but of course to some point he also has to stress why he is better than the 

others, different from the others. The people should vote for him because he did 

not vote for the devastating war in Iraq, wants to bring the American troops home, 

and plans on using diplomacy as a political tool to negotiate with those posing a 

terrorist threat. By contrasting the change he would bring to the wrong decisions 

others would take or took – like the Bush administration – he intends to persuade 

the people that he is indeed the right person for the job and that he can indeed 

bring about the change they seek. The others either do not offer change at all – 

McCain – or in too light a form – Clinton. 

As can already be noticed, this is not just a matter of self-referencing but also of 

contrasting; an issue I will talk about in the next chapter. 

3.2.1.1.2. Contrasting 
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Obama shifts his contrasting language gradually according to which opponent he 

has to focus on most during the run-up to the general election. In the early days of 

his campaign, he concentrates on George W. Bush, then Hillary Clinton, and 

eventually John McCain. The examples chosen in this chapter all originate from 

the time before the start of the Democratic primaries, so Obama devotes most of 

his attention to emphasizing his differences with President Bush: 

 
George Bush suggests that there are two choices with regard to Iran. Stay the course 
in Iraq or cede the region to Iran. I reject this choice (Appendix III Turning the 
Page in Iraq). 

 

For Obama, Bush like no other politician represents the old Washington estab-

lishment that uses conventional politics to deal with situations. The term conven-

tional here conveys the meaning of making either-or, black-or-white choices 

without compromises or grey areas in between. In Obama’s view, Bush’s ultimate 

choice represents a work of fiction since there are various ways – middle courses 

– to deal with Iran other than choosing between an endless deployment of Ameri-

can troops in Iraq and a completely terrorist, anti-American future in the Middle 

East. Creating polar oppositions is based on Bush’s idea alone, and people should 

not accept such behaviour any longer: 

 
It’s time for us to stand up and tell George Bush that the government in this country 
is not based on the whims of one person, the government is of the people, by the 
people and for the people (Appendix IV A new Beginning). 

 

This choice Bush proposes, among many other political decisions made by Bush, 

is based on his own assumptions, his own thinking, and is not connected to the ac-

tual will of the people. According to Obama, this goes against the values of the 

American democracy, because decisions made by the head of state about the fu-

ture of America should rest upon the support of the people, not solely on one indi-

vidual’s instincts. In contrast to Bush, Obama does listen to the American people 

and acts upon their will. Again, as mentioned in 3.2.1.1.1., he portrays himself as 

being one of people, and together they all need to rise up and protest against 

Bush’s old, conventional way of pursuing politics. Obama depicts the situation as 

a stand-off between him and the people – ‘we’ – and Bush and his administration 

– ‘they’: 
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(...) the President and Vice President talk about Iran. They conflate Iran and al 
Qaeda, ignoring the violent schism that exists between Shiite and Sunni militants. 
They issue veiled threats. They suggest that the time for diplomacy and pressure is 
running out when we haven’t even tried direct diplomacy. Well George Bush and 
Dick Cheney must hear – loud and clear – from the American people and the Con-
gress: you don’t have our support, and you don’t have our authorization for another 
war (Appendix III Turning the Page in Iraq). 

 

It can be clearly observed that Obama tries to create an unbridgeable gap between 

himself and the American people on the good side of politics and the Bush gov-

ernment on the bad, wrong side. President Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney 

defend their policy of silence towards Iran, disregard tribal conflicts in Iraq, and 

confuse Iran’s President Ahmadinejad’s anti-Americanism with the terrorist threat 

posed by al Qaeda. All these attitudes conflict sharply with Obama’s plans as 

President, and on the grounds of Bush’s extremely low popularity during the last 

two years of his second term in office, Obama paints a picture in which the Amer-

ican people, Congress and Obama himself – speaker-inclusive ‘we’ – confront 

George W. Bush and Dick Cheney face to face. Obama uses the second-person 

plural here to emphasize the drastic character of the fictional situation he de-

scribes. Evoking the image of an actual altercation in person with Bush and Chen-

ey by employing the direct address form of the second-person plural shows de-

termination and sincerity about the urgency of the issue at hand on Obama’s side. 

He ups the intensity of his words with regard to the outrage he expresses towards 

Bush and Cheney’s war on terror politics. 

 

The next chapter will now deal with the application of pronoun theory to speeches 

on the war on terror given by Obama as the President of the United States of 

America. 

 

3.2.1.2. President 

 

As was the case in chapter 3.2.1.1., the analysis will be further subdivided into 

Obama’s ways of referring to himself and his means of contrasting to others. 

 

3.2.1.2.1. Self-Referencing 
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As is the case for Obama the candidate, the salient topic in President Obama’s 

speeches is his standing for a different form of politics, his status as a changer and 

uniter. ‘We’ forms dominate his speeches, whereas ‘I’ forms are only used in spe-

cific cases. 

A separated structure concerning the use of the first-person plural can be observed 

in Obama’s speeches as President: When speaking primarily to the people in his 

own country, he frequently employs the speaker-inclusive ‘We, the Obama ad-

ministration’, putting emphasis on what his government has achieved so far. In 

speeches addressed to a world audience, however, he focuses on America’s part-

nership with other nations or areas in the world – e.g. America’s relationship with 

the Muslim world in his Cairo speech – and America’s contributions to world 

safety and prosperity in the past century. Let us look at an example in a speech di-

rected at American viewers first: 

 
Overseas – overseas we’ve begun a new era of engagement. We’re working with our 
partners to stop the spread of nuclear weapons, and to seek a world free of nuclear 
weapons. We banned torture. We have begun to leave Iraq to its own people. We’ve 
charted a new way forward in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and made good progress in 
taking the fight to al Qaeda across the globe (Appendix XXI Democratic National 
Committee). 

 

This excerpt is taken from Obama’s address to the Democratic National Commit-

tee, and as we can see, he often refers to the accomplishments of his administra-

tion team using the speaker-inclusive ‘we’. Reasons for that might be his belief 

that every member of his government should be credited for changing the U.S. 

policies regarding the war on terror, not solely Obama himself, thus detracting at-

tention from his ever prominent role in the spotlight as President. Naturally, 

Obama’s focus slightly changes in speeches to an international audience. Ameri-

ca’s newly regained position as a caring, cooperative, and open superpower is 

strongly highlighted throughout the speeches analyzed. Contrary to the U.S. under 

George W. Bush, Obama’s America stands for diplomacy, communication, and 

intercultural exchange across borders. For instance, Obama tries to side with the 

Muslim world in the first of the following two examples: 

 
So long as our relationship is defined by our differences, we will empower those 
who sow hatred rather than peace (...) (Appendix XX Cairo Speech). 
But no alliance can afford to stand still. We must work together as NATO members 
so that we have contingency plans in place to deal with new threats, wherever they 
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may come from. We must strengthen our cooperation with one another, and with 
other nations and institutions around the world, to confront dangers that recognize 
no borders (Appendix XVII Prague Speech). 

 

Again, Obama uses the speaker-inclusive ‘we’ here. As in any partnership of any 

form, there are differences and similarities, and according to Obama, concentrat-

ing on the former only furthers the development of cultural gaps, in particular be-

tween America and the Muslim world. As can be observed, this example also con-

tains elements of contrasting; this will be commented on in the next chapter. The 

relationship between America and the Muslim world used to be shaped by their 

differences during the time of the Bush administration which did not make any ef-

forts to reach out to the Muslim community in the Middle East. This fact no long-

er holds true with Obama in office who emphasizes their common ground as hu-

man beings with shared hopes and dreams, such as living a life in peace and pro-

tecting one’s family. Obama also brakes with Bush’s politics on another level in 

the second example concerning NATO alliances. For such an international organ-

ization to produce meaningful work, it needs to be recognized as an authority on 

the stage of world politics. This can only be achieved if the world’s sole remain-

ing superpower gets in line with all the other nations supporting the NATO and 

accepts it as an overarching political institution of power, which is exactly what 

Obama does by using the speaker-inclusive first-person plural here. Again, 

Obama presents himself as the uniter, as the world President who tries to bridge 

differences all over the world, reminds people of their shared values as human be-

ings, and seeks cooperation across borders. This notwithstanding, he at the same 

time also stresses that the sacrifices the U.S. have made in the past to protect peo-

ple worldwide do not just have their roots in a noble cause, but are a result of a 

globalized world in which everything is connected:  

 
Whatever mistakes we have made, the plain fact is this: The United States of Ameri-
ca has helped underwrite global security for more than six decades with the blood of 
our citizens and the strength of our arms. (...) We have borne this burden not be-
cause we seek to impose our will. We have done so out of enlightened self-interest – 
because we seek a better future for our children and grandchildren, and we believe 
that their lives will be better if others’ children and grandchildren can live in free-
dom and prosperity (Appendix XVIII Acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize). 

 

America helps people in the world because that helps the Americans themselves. 

While America has done wrong in its recent past, specifically with the war in Iraq, 
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it has also been a major source of aid and support over the past century. Helping 

the world become a better place has been and will always be America’s mission, 

regardless of failures in recent years. With the use of the speaker-inclusive ‘we, 

the American nation’, Obama wants to show that all American citizens are fully 

committed to their rescue task and are willing to make the tremendous sacrifice of 

risking their or family members’ lives in combat to ensure others’ safety. 

The first-person singular comes to use for three main issues in Obama’s speeches 

as President on the subject of war on terror: to demonstrate authority, to display 

commitment, and to illustrate his political attitudes with his own life story. Barack 

Obama holds the positions of American President and Commander-in-Chief of the 

American military, and he presents himself as the strong leader who makes tough 

decisions for better times:  

  
That is why I prohibited torture. That is why I ordered the prison at Guantànamo 
Bay closed. And that is why I have reaffirmed America’s commitment to abide by 
the Geneva Conventions (Appendix XVIII Acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize). 

 

Not only does America now have a President who knows the right things to do for 

the nation, he also does not shy away from actually doing them. Behind Obama’s 

politics lies a deep trust in the principles, morals, and values he holds up. Securing 

the protection of human rights according to the Geneva Conventions, banning the 

use of force in police interrogations, and ending the illegal detainment of prison-

ers of war at Guantànamo Bay shows Obama’s personal ethic commitment to 

morally justifiable political behaviour. This fact is being transported by the use of 

the first-person singular here.  

Another issue are Obama’s frequent references to his own life. Nothing is more 

personal than one’s life story, and Obama often talks about his childhood, youth, 

and adolescence: 

 
I’m a Christian, but my father came from a Kenyan family that includes generations 
of Muslims. As a boy, I spent several years in Indonesia and heard the call of the 
azaan at the break of dawn and at the fall of dusk. As a young man, I worked in Chi-
cago communities where many found dignity and peace in their Muslim faith. As a 
student of history, I also know civilization’s debt to Islam (Appendix XX Cairo 
Speech). 

 

Obama is not someone who has merely read about Muslim culture and visited 

Muslin countries a few times; on the contrary, he grew up in nations with Muslim 
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majorities, attended both Muslim and Catholic schools (cf. Obama 1995) and thus 

experienced life there, internalizing the values of Islam while at the same time 

staying true to his Christian faith. He tries to convey the message that he truly 

knows Muslim cultures and feels nothing but utter respect for them. With regard 

to Obama’s universal goal of uniting people, burying any differences, and moving 

forward together, it becomes clear that he tries to weaken prevailing stereotypes 

of the arrogant superpower America that only cares about itself by siding with 

Muslims everywhere, telling them that their story is part of his story, too. They 

are united and should not let terrorists divide them. Obama’s story is the story of a 

man growing up as a citizen of the world who now became a world President. 

Obama does not simply tell stories of coming together; his life is such a story it-

self. That qualifies him for being a uniter on the world stage. 

 

3.2.1.2.2. Contrasting 

 

While there are some instances of contrasting, it does not represent a major fea-

ture in Obama’s speeches on the subject of war on terror as President. Again, it 

can be argued here that Obama fulfils the role of a uniter, not a divider. He does 

not want to stress the differences between the Muslim world and America, for ex-

ample, but wants to build upon their shared ideals and values. That is why 

Obama’s contrasting language focuses on the opposition of the world against the 

terrorists and their affiliates instead: 

 
We are at war against al Qaeda, a far-reaching network of violence and hatred that 
attacked us on 9/11, that killed nearly 3,000 innocent people, and that is plotting to 
strike us again. And we will do whatever it takes to defeat them (Appendix XIX 
Strengthening Intelligence and Aviation Security). 
Indeed, none of us should tolerate those extremists. They have killed in many coun-
tries. They have killed people of different faiths – but more than any other, they have 
killed Muslims. Their actions are irreconcilable with the rights of human beings, the 
progress of nations, and with Islam (Appendix XX Cairo Speech). 

 

The United States were attacked on their own soil in 2001, and they proceeded to 

defend themselves against those attacks, aiming for their enemies’ defeat. Obama 

uses the speaker-inclusive ‘we, the American people’ in the first example to 

demonstrate America’s unity when it comes to the fight against people harming its 

citizens. America also stands united with the rest of the world when it comes to 
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this cause of condemning the terrorist networks responsible for such attacks, 

which can be observed in the second example. According to Obama, extremists do 

not form a part of the world society, in contrast to all other, non-terrorist affiliated 

people in the world. Neither America nor the Muslim world nor in fact anybody 

else striving for peace and freedom on earth sides with the terrorists. They are 

portrayed as isolated and alienated from the world Obama and everybody else 

lives in, which can be clearly derived from the opposition between ‘us’ and ‘they’ 

Obama creates. The use of the demonstrative pronoun in the phrase ‘those extrem-

ists’ only furthers this distancing strategy. Other instances of this means of con-

trasting can be observed in the following example: 

 
And even as we confront a vicious adversary that abides by no rules, I believe the 
United States of America must remain a standard bearer in the conduct of war. That 
is what makes us different from those whom we fight (Appendix XVIII Acceptance 
of the Nobel Peace Prize). 

 

The demonstrative pronoun ‘those’ is employed to refer to the people threatening 

the United States and the rest of the world with terrorist attacks. This also holds 

true for the example mentioned in the previous chapter, where Obama labels ter-

rorists ‘those who sow hatred rather than peace’. Extremists such as al Qaeda do 

not only terrorize America but everyone in the world who abides by the rules of 

dignity and human rights; that is Obama’s message. Differences need to be 

bridged in order to weaken the terrorists. 

 

Let us now take a look at Obama’s use of pronouns in his speeches on the subject 

of economy. 

 

3.2.2. Economy 

 

As was the case for the subject of war on terror, the findings concerning the econ-

omy are further subcategorized into the different positions Obama held, the presi-

dential candidate and the President. 

 

3.2.2.1. Candidate 
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Following this, the analysis will then naturally also be further subdivided into 

Obama’s ways of referring to himself and his means of contrasting to others. 

 

3.2.2.1.1. Self-Referencing 

 

In chapter 3.2.1.1.1., I have already mentioned Obama’s message of change and 

his belief in a different style of politics during his campaign. He stands for new, 

honest, and transparent politics centred on the needs of people, not political games 

between Democrats and Republicans. On the subject of war on terror, this mani-

fests itself in the frequent usage of the first-person plural in order to create the im-

pression of unity between him and the American people. He sides with the public 

to create the image of a new form of politician who can be trusted to actually im-

plement change for the people when he campaigns on it, unlike many other politi-

cians. Let us now see how the candidate Obama employs the techniques of self-

referencing when talking about the economy. 

Compared to the way Obama uses the first-person plural in his campaign speeches 

on the war on terror, the near absence of ‘we’ forms referring to other entities than 

the nation of Americans on the subject of economy is striking but can easily be 

explained with a look at the topics themselves. Whereas America’s war on terror 

almost by definition takes place in an international setting, the subject of economy 

contains a much narrower, much more national perspective. Thus, it seems almost 

natural that Obama confines to a somewhat domestic viewpoint when talking 

about the latter issue. Such a use of the first-person plural can be observed in the 

following example: 

  
We know that the dangers are here. We know that our oil addiction is jeopardizing 
our national security – that we fuel our energy needs by sending $800 million a day 
to countries that include some of the most despotic, volatile regimes in the world 
(Appendix XI Detroit Economic Club). 

 

According to Obama, the unacceptability of the constant need for foreign oil and 

the resulting security dangers are common knowledge, which is shown in the use 

of the speaker-inclusive ‘we, the American people’. Paying huge sums of money 

which might be used to fund terroristic activities against America puts every 

American citizen in danger, and all American citizens contribute to this flow of 
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money by filling up their cars at petrol stations and turning on the heater in their 

houses. Thus, the notion of unity, of rallying people behind a common cause un-

derlies Obama’s use of the speaker-inclusive ‘we, the American people’ in these 

instances. Interestingly, he presents his views on America’s oil dependence almost 

as scientific facts here, whereas surely diverging opinions on the connection be-

tween America’s safety and the import of foreign oil must exist among the Amer-

ican people. In Obama’s opinion, however, America needs to stick together to 

bring about the renunciation of oil-based politics, thereby protecting itself from 

possible prospective terror attacks. 

Another issue where Obama makes use of the speaker-inclusive ‘we, the Ameri-

can people’ presents itself in the shared prosperity that Obama believes to be cen-

tral to the very idea behind the American economy: 

 
But I also know that in this country, our grand experiment has only worked because 
we have guided the market’s invisible hand with a higher principle. It’s the idea that 
we are all in this together. From CEOs to shareholders, from financiers to factory 
workers, we all have a stake in each other’s success because the more Americans 
prosper, the more America prospers (Appendix XII Our Common Stake in Amer-
ica’s Prosperity). 
I think all of us here today would acknowledge that we’ve lost that sense of shared 
prosperity (Appendix VIII Renewing the American Economy). 

 

In all these examples of the speaker-inclusive ‘we, the American people’, Obama 

emphasizes the importance of the common good for all Americans in today’s 

economy; a characteristic he perceives to have become absent in recent times. He 

paints a picture in which all Americans appreciate the wealth and prosperity of 

their fellow countrymen because, ultimately, everybody benefits from others’ 

well-being. Leaving aside the question whether this scenario actually represents a 

realistic portrayal of the attitude the American society adopts regarding the econ-

omy, Obama unmistakeably tries to conjure up communal feelings of belonging 

together when it comes to economic decline or progress. Obama sees the need to 

remind the American people that everybody in America is in the same boat and 

that they should work together again to further the spread of prosperity for every-

one, regardless of rank. There are some, however, who make it their explicit cause 

to dismantle this unity, thus threatening the traditional notion of shared prosperity 

in the American economy; a fact that Obama cannot accept and did not accept in 

the past either: 
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Finally, the American people must be able to trust that their government is looking 
out for all of us – not just those who donate to political campaigns. I fought in the 
Senate for the most extensive ethics reform since Watergate. I have refused contri-
butions from federal lobbyists and PACs. And I have laid out far-reaching plans that 
I intend to sign into law as President to bring transparency to government (...) (Ap-
pendix VIII Renewing the American Economy). 
So we know what needs to be done when it comes to giving our families a fighting 
chance. And I think it’s time we finally had a President who gets Washington to start 
doing it. I don’t know about you, but I’m tired of hearing that town tell us we can’t 
(Appendix XIV Strengthening Families in a new Economy). 

 

The enemies of the American people in Obama’s picture of shared prosperity in 

America are the Bush government and lobbyists in Washington. Lobbyists are be-

ing treated favourably by the Bush government because of their large financial 

contributions to political campaigns, resulting in an immense increase in influence 

for those lobbyists, a dramatic decline in influence for the ordinary American 

people, and a lack of transparency overall. According to Obama, this goes against 

the sense of common good and forthrightness that is vital to the idea behind the 

American economy, which is why he personally did not stand for such behaviour 

as the Senator of Illinois and will not do so as President of the United States of 

America. To stress his determination to fight for the notion of ‘we, the American 

people’, clash with the modes of practice in the Bush government, and deny lob-

byists access to policy making procedures based on monetary donations, Obama 

uses the first-person singular here. Such a use in Obama’s speeches often coin-

cides with elements of contrasting nature, such as the opposition between the 

American people – including Obama – and the Bush government, political lobby-

ists and George W. Bush himself in these examples. Obama is on the side of the 

American people, and he personally ensures that he will do what is necessary and 

break with the dreaded conventional ways of doing politics in Washington. These 

issues will now be commented on in detail in the next chapter. 

 

3.2.2.1.2. Contrasting 

 

As can be seen from the last two examples in the previous chapter, means of con-

trasting feature frequently in Obama’s speeches on the economy. Let us take a 

look at these examples given above again: Obama creates the opposition of ‘us, 

the American people’ against ‘those who donate to political campaigns’, singling 
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out unwanted lobbyists – a group Obama strongly opposes – with the status of be-

ing unwanted shown by the use of the distancing demonstrative pronoun ‘those’. 

He and the American public – the ‘us’ – want to be looked after by the govern-

ment instead of being overlooked in favour of lobbyists. In the second example, 

Obama and the public face a President who does nothing and politicians in Wash-

ington who keep telling them that the change they seek simply cannot be imple-

mented. Washington politics and politicians’ games are presented as being reject-

ed – shown by the use of the distancing demonstrative pronoun in the expression 

‘that town’ – and as contrasting with the desires of the American people – ‘us’. 

The city name Washington represents a metonym for unwanted politicians and 

their old politics: 

 
There are some in this race who actually make the argument that the more time you 
spend immersed in the broken politics of Washington, the more likely you are to 
change it. I always find this a little amusing. I know that change makes for good 
campaign rhetoric, but when those same people had the chance to actually make 
change happen, they didn’t lead. When they had the chance to stand up and require 
automakers to raise their fuel standards, they refused. When they had multiple 
chances to reduce our dependence on foreign oil by investing in renewable fuels that 
we can literally grow right here in America, they said no (Appendix X Real Lead-
ership for a Clean Energy Future). 

 

The politicians in Washington stand in sharp contrast to Obama and the rest of the 

nation since ‘they’ merely always speak of change, but never actually bring it 

about, unlike Obama. ‘They’ have been immersed in politics in Washington for a 

long time, pretending to alter American politics – such as the political milestone 

of introducing higher fuel standards for automakers – but never acting on it when 

the occasion arose. Clearly, Obama puts an enormous referential distance between 

him and the American people on one side and politicians in Washington on the 

other by using the third-person plural ‘they’ and the distancing demonstrative 

pronoun ‘those’. Detaching himself from politicians in Washington serves the 

purpose of reducing their credibility while at the same time enhancing Obama’s 

own. By referring to all the issues politicians in charge in Washington up to this 

moment have neglected to address, Obama renders their apparent messages of 

change in this campaign useless while emphasizing his trustworthiness to bring 

about change, specifically because he has not been a part of the Washington estab-

lishment. According to Obama, he actually means his promise of change, whereas 

other politicians in Washington merely pretend to in order to catch votes. 
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In the next example, lobbyists and the Bush government form the opposition 

groups again: 

 
Our government should work for us, not against us. It should help us, not hurt us. It 
should ensure opportunity not just for those with the most money and influence, but 
for every American who’s willing to work (Appendix VII Democratic Conven-
tion: The American Promise). 

 

Here, Obama uses the demonstrative pronoun ‘those’ to build up distance between 

the lobbyists connected with the Bush government and the American people plus 

Obama himself. In his opinion, the notion of equality is not being held up by a 

government that is detached from the ordinary American people and only supports 

lobbyists with monetary or influential power. The Bush government works with 

and helps lobbyists in Washington instead of creating chances for prosperity for 

all Americans. Thus, the Bush government is moving farther and farther away 

from the real needs of Obama and the American people. As in the previous exam-

ples, Obama again portrays himself as a man of the people who fights for their 

cause against ill-intentioned adversaries. The same applies to his referencing 

techniques in the following examples: 

 
Believe it or not, Senator Clinton said again last night that even though she voted for 
the [credit card industry’s bankruptcy; remark by the author] bill, she was glad it 
didn’t pass. I know you can get away with this in Washington, but most of us know 
that if you don’t want to see a bill pass, there’s a pretty easy option available – you 
can vote against it (Appendix XV South Carolina Speech). 
The difference is – he [John McCain; remark by the author] trusts that prosperity 
will trickle down from corporations and the wealthiest few to everyone else. I be-
lieve that it’s the hard work of middle-class Americans that fuels this nation’s pros-
perity (Appendix IX An Agenda for Middle-Class Success). 

 

In both cases, Obama and the American people confront a member of the Wash-

ington establishment, Senator of New York Hillary Clinton and Senator of Arizo-

na John McCain, respectively. What Clinton does – voting for a bill and yet hop-

ing it will not become law – might be considered acceptable behaviour in Wash-

ington, but not in the real world Obama and the American people live in. It is ob-

vious that Clinton initially did want the bill to pass only to find out later, as events 

developed, that the eventual law would not have been a good idea. In order to still 

appear as an opponent of the bill she voted for, Clinton then claimed that she was 

in fact pleased to see the bill rejected. Obama presents Clinton’s efforts to justify 
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her voting strategy as a prototypical example of twisted Washington politics 

where events are being spun relentlessly in order to appeal to popular opinion, 

whereas he describes himself as a politician who makes his judgments on the ba-

sis of real world logic: If one does not want a bill to become law, one can simply 

vote against it in the first place. 

In the second example, John McCain is presented as an advocate of the rich, 

whereas Obama sides with the American middle-class. While Obama wants to in-

vest in the majority of the American population because he perceives them to be 

essential to economic progress, McCain intends to implement tax cuts for big 

companies and the wealthiest Americans in the hope that prosperity will spread 

from there onwards. With regard to financial initiatives to boost the economy, 

McCain vindicates the same point of view as George W. Bush, which is why 

Obama labels him as a representative of the same politics America has seen dur-

ing Bush’s time in office – a politics that represents the long-time, overall Repub-

lican approach towards government spending: to watch the market as a bystander 

and only intervene occasionally (refer to Dillon et al. 1990 for instance for the 

identification of such fundamental Republican values in President Bush senior’s 

inaugural address). Bush’s politics was hugely unpopular among the American 

people at the time. Obama advocates a much more government-controlled view of 

the economy and, in contrast to McCain, proposes tax cuts for 95 percent of 

Americans and a tax increase for the wealthiest one percent of the population as 

well as for big corporations.  

All in all, McCain and Clinton are portrayed as the embodiment of Washington 

establishment politics that the American people despise. Both have served as 

United States Senators in Washington for many years and, in Obama’s point of 

view, have hence lost their connection to the majority of the American people and 

their capabilities to apply real world logic in their political environment. Obama 

himself, however, has not been corrupted by Washington and can therefore relate 

to the needs of the people, which is reflected in his political attitudes. 

 

The next chapter will now deal with the application of pronoun theory to speeches 

on the economy given by Obama as the President of the United States of America. 

3.2.2.2. President 
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Again, the analysis will be further subdivided here into Obama’s ways of referring 

to himself and his means of contrasting to others. 

 

3.2.2.2.1. Self-Referencing 

 

Concerning the subject of war on terror, the extensive use of the first-person plu-

ral can be noticed as being salient in Obama’s speeches as President, while the 

first-person singular is used rather rarely and for specific cases. The same holds 

true for Obama’s presidential rhetoric in remarks on the economy, with the focus 

lying on the notions of ‘we, the Obama government’ and ‘we, the American peo-

ple’. Let us look at the former first: 

 
Then we passed almost $300 billion in tax relief – tax cuts for small businesses; tax 
cuts for 95 percent of working Americans. We put Americans to work building the 
infrastructure of tomorrow – doing the work America needs done. We passed a 
Credit Card Bill of Rights to protect consumers from getting ripped off by credit 
card companies. (...) We put the law behind the principle of equal pay for equal 
work. (...) We extended the promise of health care to 4 million more children of 
working families (...) (Appendix XXI Democratic National Committee). 

 

At the time this speech was held, Obama had been in office for one year, and he 

apparently now sees the need to accentuate all the economic successes he and the 

other members of his administration have accomplished in this period of time by 

using the speaker-inclusive ‘we, the Obama government’. Obama wants to show 

the American people that his administration is working hard on numerous issues 

for their benefit. In the dire times of the economic recession, measures for fast and 

effective improvement needed to be adopted to recreate economic growth, which 

is exactly what the Obama government did. Regarding the choice of self-

referencing, the use of the first-person singular could easily be imagined in these 

excerpts, but to my mind, such a usage would convey the image of a slightly arro-

gant, self-involved President who reserves the right to give himself all the credit 

for the government’s political achievements, from which Obama surely would not 

benefit. A focus on the individual person Obama in these cases would therefore 

distract from Obama’s message of political success in hard times. According to 

Obama, his administration’s efforts merely represent a start in the right direction, 

however, since the economic recession is far from over. America is on the right 

path but it requires the commitment of every American citizen to continue on that 
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path: 

 
Unemployment remains high, even though the economy is growing and has started 
adding hundreds of thousands of jobs each month. So it took years to dig our way 
into this hole; we’re not going to dig our way out overnight. But what you are prov-
ing here – all of you, collectively – is that as difficult as it will be, as far as we’ve 
got to go, we will recover. We will rebuild. We will emerge from this period of tur-
moil stronger than ever before (Appendix XXV California Speech). 

 

All American citizens find themselves in the recession hole, as Obama describes 

it. While his administration continues to work hard, everybody in America needs 

to fulfil their part in the recovery process as well, which is going to be hard and 

will take a considerate amount of time. To Obama’s mind, however, there is abso-

lutely no doubt that the American people will succeed if they act in unison be-

cause they have proven that they can rise to the challenge of economic drought in 

the tough months at the beginning of the recession. The use of the speaker-

inclusive ‘we, the American people’ sends the message that Obama and the Amer-

ican people can achieve almost anything they set their will to if they stand togeth-

er with resolve and endurance. Obama’s praise can be interpreted as a means to 

provide inspiration to the American people, to rebuild their confidence, and to 

create an atmosphere of assurance that the economy will revive and people’s lives 

will improve again. According to Obama, with the work and the will of both the 

Obama administration and the American people, nothing can go wrong. On the 

long road to economic recovery, however, setbacks, struggles, and hardships will 

continue to occur, and Obama wants to show that he understands those troubles 

and feels people’s pain in dealing with them by using the first-person singular: 

 
So I know the anxieties that are out there right now. (...) These struggles are what 
I’ve witnessed for years in places like Elkhart, Indiana; Galesburg, Illinois. I hear 
about them in the letters that I read each night (Appendix XVI State of the Union 
Address). 

 

Although Obama is surrounded by politicians, advisors, lobbyists, and the press in 

the Washington world, he has not lost contact with the ordinary American people 

and knows what they are going through. He personally empathizes with the fates 

of Americans who send him letters, and devotes himself to their concerns every 

day. In my opinion, the first-person singular is evidently employed to communi-

cate Obama’s personal, heart-felt involvement in the difficult situation that many 
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American citizens find themselves in because of the economic crisis. It is sup-

posed to depict Obama not merely as a high ranking politician, but predominantly 

as a caring, sensitive human being. When it comes to the well-being of the Ameri-

can people, Obama will do everything in his power to help them, with determina-

tion and the authority he possesses as the President of the United States of Ameri-

ca: 

 
So I won’t rest until businesses are hiring again, and wages are rising again, and the 
middle-class is thriving again (...). I won’t rest until we do what we know has to be 
done to secure our leadership in the 21st century. I don’t want to cede our future to 
China and India and European countries (Appendix XXIII Town Hall New Hamp-
shire). 

 

Since Obama knows through letters and personal experience how hard the eco-

nomic crisis hit many of the American people, he will not surrender in the fight to 

rebuild economic security and restore America’s position of leadership in the 

world. By using the first-person singular, Obama intends to display the special 

dedication of the President as America’s leading political figure to the recovery 

work needed in the American economy. 

 

3.2.2.2.2. Contrasting 

 

The main focus of Obama’s contrasting strategy lies on the people on the political 

and economic stage who reject his bipartisan approach to reach across the aisle to 

the Republican Party, his efforts to implement reforms in the areas of energy and 

health care, and the financial relief he provided to families and businesses during 

his first weeks in office as President. He presents them as unimaginative, unhelp-

ful, and generally opposed to the needs of the American people: 

 
There are those who’ve argued that we shouldn’t attempt, we shouldn’t even be 
thinking, we shouldn’t even be talking about such a transition until the economy re-
covers. And they are right that we have to take into account the costs of transition. 
Transitioning to a clean energy economy will not be easy. But we can no longer de-
lay putting a framework for a clean energy economy in place (Appendix XXIV 
Georgetown University Speech). 

 

A huge distance is being created here between the progressive, daring spirit of the 

American people lead by Obama and the conservative, backwards-oriented atti-

tude of the unnamed others. The use of the demonstrative pronoun ‘those’ here re-
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lieves Obama of the need to specify exactly who his political critics are in this sit-

uation, and allows him to keep referring to them with the vague third-person plu-

ral ‘they’, leaving their identity in the unknown. From Obama’s point of view, a 

group of people severely doubts whether Obama and the American people should 

even discuss the possibility of economic transition, let alone plan to implement it. 

Thus, pursuing an economy based on clean energy instead of continuing on the 

path of oil dependence is put in an almost heroic context of monumental scale in 

which Obama and the American people – the speaker-inclusive ‘we’ – rise to the 

challenge of economic change, contrary to their lowly critics who would rather 

stick to the current situation because the task is too difficult. In the picture Obama 

paints, his and the people’s opponents know of the urgent necessity to switch to 

renewable energy but shy away due to the harsh circumstances as a result of the 

economic crisis, yet at the same time they try to persuade the public that maintain-

ing the status quo represents the best way to deal with the situation, whereas 

Obama and the people simply refuse to give in. This same reasoning of hypocrisy 

on the part of Obama’s political opponents can be observed in the next example: 

 
Now, there are a lot of people out there who are looking to defend the status quo. 
There are those who want to seek political advantage. They want to oppose these ef-
forts [to reform health care and energy politics; remark by the author]. Some of them 
caused the problems that we got now in the first place, and then suddenly they’re 
blaming other folks for it. (...) They don’t want to be constructive. They don’t want 
to be constructive; they just want to get in the usual political fights back and forth. 
And sometimes that’s fed by all the cable chatter on the media. But you and I know 
the truth. We know that even in the hardest times, against the toughest odds, we have 
never surrendered. We don’t give up (Appendix XXVII Indiana Speech). 

 

Once again, Obama does not clearly identify who he refers to with the phrase 

‘those who want to seek political advantage’, but it should be a safe guess to as-

sume Republican politicians as addressees in this context as political fights usual-

ly occur between the two parties. Obama accuses the Republican Party of trying to 

blame Democrats for the economic crisis, then in turn names the Republicans 

themselves as the politicians bearing responsibility for it, further labels them de-

liberately destructive concerning any financial recovery measures his government 

intends to implement for the American people, and eventually declares them liars. 

All these extremely negative characteristics on the Republicans’ part are distanced 

heavily with the use of the third-person plural ‘they’ from the speaker-inclusive 

first-person plural employed to refer to Obama and the American people. The 
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contrast even involves the use of the direct address form in the second-person plu-

ral in the phrase ‘you and I’ to create further proximity between Obama and the 

people and alienate the Republicans from this bond. Despite the Republicans’ best 

persuasion efforts, the American citizens are depicted as being able to see through 

their cowardice, hypocrisy, and obstructionism, as well as having the courage and 

resolve to stand up to them, together with Obama. While Obama refrains from ex-

plicitly naming the people he refers to in these examples – although their identity 

can still easily be assumed to be Republican – he chooses to do so in the following 

ones: 

 
But lately, there’s a minority of senators from the other party who’ve had a different 
idea. As we speak, they are using their power to stop this relief from going to the 
American people. And they won’t even let these measures come up for a vote. They 
block it through all kinds of procedural maneuvering in the Senate (Appendix XXII 
Town Hall Wisconsin). 
The leader of the Republicans in the House said that financial reform was like – I’m 
quoting here – ‘using a nuclear weapon to target an ant’. That’s what he said. He 
compared the financial crisis to an ant. This is the same financial crisis that led to 
the loss of nearly 8 million jobs. The same crisis that cost people their homes, their 
life savings. He can’t be that out of touch with the struggles of American families. 
And if he is, then he’s got to come here to Racine and ask people what they think 
(Appendix XXII Town Hall Wisconsin). 

 

Clearly, Obama’s reasons for singling out the minority leader in the House of 

Representatives, Republican John Boehner from Ohio, are to be found in the unu-

sual language used in Boehner’s statement made during an interview with the 

Pittsburgh Tribune-Review on June 28th 2010. From Obama’s point of view, nei-

ther Boehner nor the rest of his party understand the hardship the American peo-

ple have to go through, otherwise they would surely provide them with financial 

relief instead of stubborn refusals. Regardless of what Boehner actually wanted to 

express with his utterance, Obama’s portrayal represents a reasonable interpreta-

tion and is therefore used as an example to depict the minority leader as being de-

tached from the problems the ordinary American people experience as a result of 

the economic crisis. Obama understands their struggles and wants to help them, 

but the Republicans perceive the crisis to be an ‘ant’ and therefore oppose any re-

covery measures. Such a characterization alienates the Republican Party from the 

American people while establishing close proximity between the public and 

Obama. 
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This concludes the application of pronoun theory to the speeches held by Barack 

Obama as a presidential candidate and as President and presentation of the find-

ings of this study as a whole. In the next chapter, I will now draw a comparison 

based on these results. 

 

4. Comparison and Interpretation 

 

This chapter is divided into two sections: metaphors and pronouns. In each of the-

se sections, the findings from chapters 3.1. and 3.2., respectively, will be put in re-

lation to each other. 

 

4.1. Metaphors 

 

On this level, for the sake of clarity, the comparison will be further subcategorized 

according to the subjects the analysis focused on, the war on terror (cf. chapter 

3.1.1.) and the economy (cf. chapter 3.1.2.). 

 

4.1.1. War on Terror 

 

In the conceptual metaphors presented in my analysis of Obama’s remarks on the 

war on terror, POLITICS was used as a target domain in six out of seven cases. 

The reason for this lies in the fact that various “abstract concepts have been shown 

to be characterized by a large number of distinct source domains. These abstract 

target domains include love, life, ideas, theories, morality, mind, anger, fear, poli-

tics, (...) and many more” (Kövecses 2000, 79). Besides the illustrations given in 

the analysis, another example for such a source domain to characterize the target 

domain POLITICS that has not been mentioned so far would be FOOTBALL in 

the metaphor POLITICS IS FOOTBALL, as identified by Semino and Masci 

(1996) in the discourse of Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi. 

Concerning the scale of conventionality, a much greater distribution could be ob-

served in the speeches given as presidential candidate than as President. While 

POLITICS IS BUILDING and POLITICS IS BUSINESS are placed far on the 

conventional side of the scale, POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK is located firm-

ly and TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER even far on the uncon-



Comparison and Interpretation – Metaphors – War on Terror 

76 
 

ventional side for Obama the candidate. In the case of Obama the President on the 

other hand, POLITICS IS BUILDING, POLITICS IS A JOURNEY, and POLI-

TICS IS A PLANT were all identified to be of conventional nature. Whereas two 

unconventional metaphors, POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK and TERRORISM 

IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER, were found for Obama the candidate, no 

such instances could be observed for Obama the President. At first glance, a rea-

son for this might be presented in the fact that “while it is easy to find unconven-

tionalized metaphorical linguistic expressions that realize conventional conceptual 

metaphors, it is less easy to find unconventional conceptual metaphors” 

(Kövecses 2002, 32). Examples for such unconventional conceptual metaphors 

are for instance the analyzed POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK, TERRORISM 

IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER, Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980) LOVE IS A 

COLLABORATIVE WORK OF ART, and VIDEO EXCHANGE IS CONVER-

SATION which was identified in Duman and Locher’s (2008) study of videos up-

loaded by Obama and Hillary Clinton onto the internet platform YouTube in 

which both candidates exclusively addressed the larger public without an audience 

present at the time of recording. Still, the fact that unconventional conceptual 

metaphors are generally hard to identify does not explain the existence of two 

such metaphors for Obama the candidate, or the absence of them for Obama the 

President, respectively. 

In my opinion, the time at which the candidate speeches containing the examples 

for the unconventional metaphors were held plays a crucial role in casting a light 

on this issue. The examples for POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK – taken from 

The War we need to win in August, Turning the Page in Iraq in September, A new 

Beginning in October, and A Change we can believe in in November – and the 

manifestations of TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER – taken 

from The War we need to win in August and A World that stands as One in July 

2008 – with one exception all stem from speeches given in 2007, while the first 

Democratic caucus in Iowa on January 3rd and the first Democratic primary in 

New Hampshire on January 8th did not take place until the beginning of 2008, 

months later. To my mind then, Obama uses these unconventional metaphors to 

establish his position on the subject of war on terror with strong, noticeable words 

at the beginning of the campaign to be recognized by the media and thus be pre-

sent in their coverage. I believe Obama’s attempts to attract media attention early 
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on in the campaign process to be the reason for his use of these two unconven-

tional metaphors. In the case of TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAIN-

ER, other, much farther reaching factors also come into play: Often, “an address-

ee, preoccupied with inferring the sense of the metaphor, ignores the literal mean-

ing of its source domain” (Cap 2002, 71). This overlooking process is said to be 

frequently favourable to the speaker, since in Obama’s case a focus on the process 

of drying up the well of terrorism diverts attention from the fact that such an ac-

tion actually involves physical harm to human beings. Cap (2002) describes a 

similar strategy identified in a speech by Bill Clinton given in 1993 in which Clin-

ton speaks about military attacks as ‘carrying out surgery on Iraq’. Attacks obvi-

ously result in the death of human beings but are presented as being good for Iraq 

in the form of the A STATE IS A PATIENT metaphor. Charteris-Black (2006) in 

his study on metaphors in British immigration newspaper coverage also puts for-

ward the hypothesis that members of target domains in container metaphors – in 

our case terrorists – are frequently treated as objects rather than human beings. By 

using this unconventional metaphor, Obama expresses the need to fight terrorism 

without specifically mentioning words of war or death. 

As for the absence of unconventional conceptual metaphors in Obama’s speeches 

on the war on terror as President, all examples given in my analysis stem from 

big, important speeches with an international audience since Obama did not give 

speeches dedicated specifically to the subject of war on terror as President but ra-

ther included them in major addresses. In such important communicative acts, it 

can be assumed that the President of the United States of America shies away 

from using unusual, i.e. unconventional, metaphors in order to prevent possible 

misinterpretations of his utterances. Conventional metaphors present a much low-

er threat in this respect because the public is much more used to them; they are 

thus safer to use for Obama in big speeches. 

Apart from the metaphor POLITICS IS BUILDING which is used in speeches by 

both Obama the candidate and Obama the President, a divergence in the meta-

phors for candidate and President was noticeable. While reasons could be identi-

fied above for the application of POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK and TER-

RORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER, only speculations can be made 

about the use or non-use of POLITICS IS BUSINESS, POLITICS IS A JOUR-

NEY, and POLITICS IS A PLANT. It is quite surprising that POLITICS IS 
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BUSINESS does not feature in Obama’s speeches as President, since the econom-

ic crisis as part of the source concept BUSINESS is still very much present in his 

presidency, and references to George W. Bush as the perpetrator of the crisis can 

easily be imagined here. The same in turn holds true for POLITICS IS A JOUR-

NEY and POLITICS IS A PLANT which occur in Obama’s use of metaphors as 

President but are absent for Obama the candidate. The characteristics of steady, 

continuous, and patient endurance processes that feature in Obama’s use of these 

metaphors as President might just as well have been employed in his rhetoric as 

candidate. Since all these notions addressed in the use of POLITICS IS BUSI-

NESS, POLITICS IS A JOURNEY, and POLITICS IS A PLANT do appear in 

some form or other in the rest of the metaphors Obama uses, their absence in his 

speeches as candidate or as President, respectively, does not represent a major is-

sue to my mind but still remains peculiar to some degree. 

 

So far, I have commented on the salient conceptual metaphors Obama chose to 

talk about the war on terror. Let us now turn towards a comparison of the infor-

mation that is conveyed within these metaphors. 

Concerning POLITICS IS BUILDING, the focus lies on America’s enemies in the 

war on terror: Iran in the speeches by Obama the candidate, and North Korea as 

well as al Qaeda in the case of Obama the President. As candidate, Obama em-

phasizes the need for rebuilding efforts, whereas the processes of building and 

creating anew are in the spotlight as President. With one exception in Obama’s 

speeches as President – overcoming division between Democrats and Republicans 

to better fight emerging terror dangers together – both feature an international out-

look on the war on terror and consider diplomacy as the major means of interna-

tional terror politics. Both also emphasize that such an intensified use of diploma-

cy does not automatically equal friendly relations with Iran or North Korea, but 

much rather involves the execution of international pressure on these nations in 

order to force them to abandon their nuclear programs. In the case of Iran, Obama 

speaks of employing tools to achieve this goal, whereas international construc-

tions are seen as the best way in dealing with North Korea. It is interesting to note 

here that Obama the candidate goes in opposition to Bush while Obama the Presi-

dent does not. Furthermore, al Qaeda is not mentioned in the POLITICS IS 

BUILDING metaphor for Obama the candidate, contrary to Obama the President 
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who displays al Qaeda as an enemy that threatens to destroy the political architec-

ture of the entire western world.  

However, al Qaeda is the main focal point of a different candidate metaphor, 

TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER. I consider this to be a very 

powerful metaphor, and I do so to a great extent because of the change of the tar-

get domain ANGER in ANGER IS HOT FLUID IN A CONTAINER – as ex-

plained in chapter 3.1.1.1.4. – to the target domain TERRORISM. Clearly, this 

connection between the notions of anger and terrorism is not a coincidence.  

The other unconventional candidate metaphor identified during my analysis, POL-

ITICS IS WRITING A BOOK, on the other hand does not deal with terrorist 

groups but focuses on ending George W. Bush’s and Dick Cheney’s politics of 

confrontation and their support of torture in interrogations of suspects. The time 

has come to start over anew and follow a vision of hope and unity instead of divi-

sion and fear. 

Bush, in particular his responsibility for the war in Iraq, again represents the main 

topic in the fourth candidate metaphor, POLITICS IS BUSINESS. From Obama’s 

point of view, the invasion of Iraq cost America dearly regarding, among many 

other things, its reputation in the world, and Bush is to blame for this develop-

ment. Following Obama’s reasoning, the price for electing Bush the President 

were the war in Iraq and the severe moral debts future generations of Americans 

will have to shoulder as a result. Bush is also accused of manipulating intelli-

gence, concentrating on the expansion of his own power instead of on the needs of 

the American people, and not grounding his political efforts on worldwide diplo-

macy and communication; the lack of diplomacy is addressed here again, as was 

the case for POLITICS IS BUILDING for Obama the candidate. Bush presented 

his case for war in Iraq to Congress the same way an irresponsible business man-

ager sells a product of whose inferior quality he is fully aware. In general, Bush 

creates his own version of reality – or illusion – of the situation in Iraq and tries to 

impose this view on the American people, which is a common feature in the sys-

tem of politics: “The discourse of illusion is an attempt by writers and speakers to 

convince their audiences that the representation of reality that they propose is the 

correct and objective one” (Bhatia 2007, 509). Of course it has to be said that nat-

urally Obama too engages in this activity when he presents Bush as a manipulator. 

Politicians in general need to persuade their audiences to believe in what they are 



Comparison and Interpretation – Metaphors – War on Terror 

80 
 

saying. Unfortunately for Bush, however, his version of reality in Iraq could be 

compared to the actual situation at the time with the publication of official docu-

ments such as the one presented by the Iraq Survey Group (2004) which I already 

mentioned in chapter 3.1.1.1.2., and it clashed badly.  

Like the unconventional candidate metaphor POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK, 

the conventional President metaphor POLITICS IS A JOURNEY focuses on the 

issues of hope and unity. According to Obama, getting lost in today’s fast-paced 

globalized world can easily lead to extreme views when people concentrate on 

their differences instead of the characteristics they share. Obama speaks of people, 

particularly in the Middle East, who struggle with their identities in the ongoing 

fight between Islam and western cultures and end up drifting towards extremist 

propaganda as a result of said fight. Whereas Bush’s politics of confrontation only 

fostered such development, Obama has changed course by reaching out to Muslim 

communities around the globe, giving America and the rest of the world hope that 

the atmosphere of mistrust and rejection that characterized Bush’s politics may 

change soon. 

Hope also represents a major topic in the President metaphor POLITICS IS A 

PLANT. In Obama’s view, hope, mutual understanding, and a belief in shared 

human progress will lead to the decline of violence and, ultimately, to secure, ter-

ror-free societies. A focus on cultural differences would only reinforce aggressive 

sentiments, stimulate the development of radical views, and result in additional 

wars or terror attacks, widening the gap between the Muslim world and western 

cultures even further. 

To sum all this up, the notion of opposition to George W. Bush occurs much more 

frequently in speeches given by Obama the candidate. The reason for this simply 

is Bush’s general absence on the political stage during Obama’s presidency. 

Obama still refers to Bush to remind the American people that he bears responsi-

bility for the economic crisis and the devastating war in Iraq, but Bush plainly 

does not represent such useful an opposition figure any more, now that he is out of 

office. In Obama’s speeches as candidate, particularly his aim of restoring Ameri-

ca’s credibility and reputation in the world – which again of course contrasted 

with Bush’s approach – gained him support among voters (cf. Ford, Johnson and 

Maxwell 2010). His central campaign slogan of change is picked up in his 

speeches as President, especially with regard to international relations and the use 
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of diplomacy. In addition to that, the topics of hope and unity also feature equally 

in his speeches as candidate and as President.  

 

Let us now look at the subject of economy. 

 

4.1.2. Economy 

 

As was the case in the previous chapter regarding the war on terror, POLITICS 

was used as the salient target domain in the conceptual metaphors employed by 

Obama in his speeches on the economy as well, in seven out of ten cases. Again, 

Kövecses’ (2000) remarks on the availability of various source domains to charac-

terize abstract concepts such as POLITICS mentioned in chapter 4.1.1. serves as 

explanation here.  

Regarding the degree of conventionalization of the conceptual metaphors in 

Obama’s speeches on the economy, a big divergence could be identified for both 

candidate and President. POLITICS IS BUILDING, POLITICS IS A JOURNEY, 

and POLITICS IS SPORT – all featuring in both instances – possess a very high 

degree of conventionalization, as does POLITICS IS WAR for Obama the Presi-

dent. In contrast to that, OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION / ENSLAVEMENT and 

FINANCIAL SECURITY IS CLIMBING for Obama the candidate as well as 

THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM for Obama the President have a very 

low degree of conventionalization, with THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM 

reaching a slightly higher score than the other two. Similar to the metaphors on 

the subject of war on terror, more unconventional metaphors were chosen in 

speeches given by Obama the candidate – OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION / EN-

SLAVEMENT and FINANCIAL SECURITY IS CLIMBING – than by Obama 

the President – THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM. As already mentioned 

in chapter 4.1.1., the fact that unconventional conceptual metaphors are generally 

hard to identify (cf. Kövecses 2002) does not make a compelling enough case for 

this difference, which is why this will be analyzed in detail later on in this chapter. 

First, however, I want to comment on the obvious high similarity among the met-

aphors chosen by Obama to talk about the economy, with the same three meta-

phors occurring in speeches given by Obama the candidate and by Obama the 

President. 



Comparison and Interpretation – Metaphors – Economy 
 

82 
 

POLITICS IS BUILDING and POLITICS IS A JOURNEY feature prominently in 

Obama’s speeches on the economy. These two conceptual metaphors form cor-

nerstones of Obama’s metaphor rhetoric. Steady, controlled, robust, and safe step-

by-step approaches that are characteristic of POLITICS IS BUILDING lie at the 

centre of Obama’s economic agenda. Concerning POLITICS IS A JOURNEY, 

Obama perceives the economy to be part of an ever-changing, ongoing American 

journey that is reshaped by the government along the way, depending on necessi-

ty, by means of adjusting the rules of the road. He neither wants to create a com-

pletely government-run economy nor does he swear allegiance to the unobstructed 

reign of capitalism, but much rather seeks a middle way to influence America’s 

economic journey (see also Murphy 2009). POLITICS IS A JOURNEY is central 

to Obama’s perception of the economy, which is the reason why “it continued to 

appear as a vehicle inviting the American people to join together to follow Obama 

along the path out of our present circumstances and toward a new day ever closer 

to the realization of America’s promise” (Darsey 2009, 89). Regarding POLITICS 

IS SPORT, the issue of competition seems to be of great importance for Obama 

when talking about the economy. The reasons behind the use of POLITICS IS 

SPORT for both Obama the candidate and Obama the President are best explained 

with a look at the information Obama transports within this metaphor, which will 

be dealt with later on in this chapter. 

Now I would like to address the divergence in the number of unconventional con-

ceptual metaphors between Obama the candidate and Obama the President that I 

mentioned above. In my opinion, the creation of media attention, of getting in-

creased publicity lies behind this strategy. Unusual metaphors possess a much 

higher chance of remaining present in people’s minds than conventional ones. 

OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION / ENSLAVEMENT for instance is used to stir 

the public up with the warning that the economy is somehow sick and in dire need 

of help, since people tend to be much more concerned when someone or some-

thing is in danger. Moreover, Obama needs to clearly distinguish himself from his 

competitors during the campaign with the use of unconventional metaphors in or-

der to persuade the American people of his ability to bring about the change he 

proposes. He plans to transform nothing less than the foundation of the American 

economy – the need for oil – which represents an incredibly arduous task that 

none of his opponents set themselves. This distinction is reflected in the use of 
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such an unconventional metaphor.  

By employing FINANCIAL SECURITY IS CLIMBING, Obama gives the Amer-

ican people something they can relate to, something with which they can assess 

their dreadful situation in the times of insecurity and confusion that come with the 

economic crisis. During Obama’s campaign, the economic crisis hits America 

with full force, causing many citizens to find themselves in a world of troubles. 

People are presented as having fallen into a hole because of the crisis, and Obama 

provides them with the ladders necessary to climb out again. He provides the peo-

ple with rhetoric support in tough times and at the same time manages to stand out 

among his competitors with the use of this unconventional metaphor to represent 

the situation of the economic crisis.  

The same principle applies for his choice to employ THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS 

A STORM in his speeches about the economy as President: Obama wants to rep-

resent the occurring extraordinary circumstances with an unconventional meta-

phor. The worst of the crisis has passed, yet the situation is still very bad. Obama 

relates to the familiar concept of STORM – there are various hurricanes all across 

the United States every year – to give the American people something they can 

hold on to in order to judge their precarious situation and the state of the economy 

as a whole. Just because the hurricane has moved on, that does not mean that the 

destroyed houses will be rebuilt overnight. People are devastated about their loss-

es and frustrated about the bad situation they are in, but that is just how it is after 

extremely destructive storms. By using THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM, 

Obama might get people to calm down, accept their bad luck for the moment, and 

focus on improving their lives slowly, step by step. Obama and his administration 

want to and will help them in this endeavour, but patience is required since tre-

mendous results cannot be expected in the very near future. As for the President 

metaphor POLITICS IS WAR, it is best to look at the information conveyed with-

in this metaphor in order to identify Obama’s motive behind using it to talk about 

the economy, which will be done in the next section of this chapter. 

So far, I have commented on the salient conceptual metaphors Obama chose to 

talk about the economy. Let us now turn towards a comparison of the information 

that is conveyed within these metaphors. 

In POLITICS IS BUILDING, both Obama the candidate and Obama the President 

focus on fixing a broken economy and stress the need for change as well as the 
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construction of a foundation for the clean, lasting, green American economy of 

the future, with Obama the President explicitly mentioning health care reform as a 

cornerstone of said foundation. At the time the speech from which the respective 

example is taken was held, Obama had to devote a lot of his attention to getting 

his health care bill, the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, through the 

Senate and the House of Representatives; this explains Obama’s explicit remarks 

on health care here. Another topic addressed in POLITICS IS BUILDING, alt-

hough with differing priorities, is the immoral behaviour of banks and companies 

during the economic crisis: While Obama the candidate speaks of rebuilding trust 

between lenders and investors to stimulate cash flow, Obama the President criti-

cizes the financial transactions that lead to the crisis. Interestingly, this moral con-

demnation of irresponsible activities by Obama the President is reinforced with a 

quotation from the Sermon on the Mount, presenting Obama as an advocate of do-

ing the right, honest thing that is even mentioned in the Bible. 

Concerning POLITICS IS A JOURNEY, the salient topic is the beginning of a 

new era in American politics. Obama the candidate focuses on what needs to be 

done differently with the installation of new rules of the roads when compared to 

George W. Bush, and Obama the President emphasizes his administration’s ef-

forts to implement change so far which, however, have all been obstructed by the 

Republicans and their destructive political attitude. As a result, determination and 

the trust in ultimate success in the implementation of change also feature in 

Obama’s speeches as President. Although the Republicans stand in the way of the 

journey Obama and America want to embark on, Obama will keep fighting for 

change and eventually find a way past them. 

As I mentioned above, the reasons behind the use of POLITICS IS SPORT in 

speeches by Obama as candidate and as President are best explained with a look at 

the information transported within this metaphor: Assigning responsibility to 

Washington politicians and criticizing lobbyists’ influence on them represent the 

salient features in Obama’s use of POLITICS IS SPORT as a candidate. During 

his presidency so far, the entire concentration within this metaphor lies on Ameri-

ca not possessing the strongest economy in the world anymore because of nations 

such as China or Germany which have overtaken America. Interestingly enough, 

lobbyists are not the subject of criticism in remarks made by Obama the President. 

To my mind, this is due to the simple fact that he does not have to accuse them 
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publicly any more but now has the presidential power to deny them disproportion-

ate influence on political processes in the White House, thus doing exactly what 

he promised to do over the course of his campaign. 

The candidate metaphor OIL POLITICS IS ADDICTION / ENSLAVEMENT – 

part of the metaphors that are not used in Obama’s speeches given in both politi-

cal positions – refers to the freedom America can gain through the renunciation of 

its oil politics and to the rising terror threat posed by paying large sums of money 

for oil to dictatorial regimes in the Middle East. 

FINANCIAL SECURITY IS CLMBING for Obama the President, on the other 

hand, deals with the provision of financial relief to the American people via quick, 

unbureaucratic help and the implementation of long-term social security programs 

in the aftermath of the economic crisis. Obama states his opposition to former 

President Bush here for the lack of such policies during his time in office. 

Comments on other measurements the economic crisis forced Obama to undertake 

feature in THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM, namely the necessity to res-

cue banks from imminent collapse for the good of the system and the provision of 

financial aid to prevent the crisis from becoming a depression. 

Finally, I want to explain my interpretation of Obama’s motives to use POLITICS 

IS WAR in his speeches as President. I stated above that Obama’s reasons for 

such usage will become clearer once the information he transports with said meta-

phor is factored in. Obama stresses the need to deal with all the various problems 

in the wake of the economic crisis at the same time. The fight for the economic 

future of America takes place in cities and towns all across America, and because 

of the determination, courage, and belief in ultimate success among the American 

people, America will emerge victorious. Obama wants to remind the public of the 

American spirit of defying the odds, of rising to challenges, and never giving up, 

even in the toughest of situations. He simply cannot act in such a way as a presi-

dential candidate because he is not yet backed by the authority of the leading po-

litical figure in American politics that is required to convincingly provide such an 

inspiration. As a candidate, Obama can speak about fighting the effects of the 

economic crisis, but he cannot lead the American people on the battlefield because 

he is not their leader yet. One can only ask people to join one in a fight when one 

is taking part in the fight oneself. Only as the President is Obama in the position 

to ask for such a commitment because he is actually influencing the outcome of 
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the battle by taking concrete action. These conditions are simply not fulfilled in 

Obama’s status as presidential candidate, which is why POLITICS IS WAR can-

not be used in this way in his campaign speeches. 

Recapitulating, the opposition to Bush and the Republicans features equally in 

Obama’s speeches as candidate and as President. Obama the candidate benefits 

from distinguishing his economic approach from Bush’s and McCain’s because of 

the bad economic situation for which a majority of the population blame the Re-

publicans, which leads to an increase in the polls in Obama’s favour (cf. Ford, 

Johnson and Maxwell 2010, as mentioned in chapter 4.1.1.). Obama’s opposition 

to Republicans as President comes as part of his complaints about the Republi-

cans’ constant rejections of his offers to come together to make politics. The 

American spirit of defying the odds and believing in eventual success also occurs 

more prominently in remarks by Obama the President because he possesses the 

authority of the leader to ask for the allegiance of the American people in dealing 

with the consequences of the economic crisis. Statements stressing the need for 

social security programs feature equally in speeches given in both political posi-

tions. As candidate, Obama criticizes their near inexistence under Bush, and as 

President, he explains which measurements he has undertaken to implement such 

programs since taking office. The necessity to build a green American economy 

for the future is also mentioned in even proportions by both Obama the candidate 

and Obama the President. Since Obama has not really implemented many proce-

dures to create that future clean economy since his inauguration, he continues to 

talk about the need to build one, thereby doing essentially the same he did as a 

presidential candidate. His references concerning the creation of a green economy 

therefore remain largely unchanged when compared to his campaign. 

 

This concludes the comparison of the findings regarding Obama’s use of meta-

phors in remarks on the war on terror and the economy. Let us now turn to the in-

terpretation of the results of the pronoun analysis. 

4.2. Pronouns 

 

On this level, as was the case in chapter 4.1., the comparison will be subcatego-

rized according to the subjects the analysis focused on, the war on terror (cf. chap-

ter 3.2.1.) and the economy (cf. chapter 3.2.2.). 
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4.2.1. War on Terror 

 

For the sake of clarity, the comparison will then be further subdivided into the fo-

cal points of the pronoun analysis in chapter 3.2., Obama’s ways of referring to 

himself and his means of contrasting to others. 

 

4.2.1.1. Self-Referencing 

 

In Obama’s speeches on the war on terror, the use of the speaker-inclusive ‘we’ 

was identified to be salient concerning Obama’s means of self-referencing, with 

the additional use of the first-person singular to convey information about certain 

specific issues. While Obama then evidently did not very much change his use of 

pronouns, the focus applied in the use of these forms did. 

The outline of Obama the candidate’s use of the first-person plural can be de-

scribed as essentially straight forward: ‘We, the American people’ dominates his 

remarks on the war on terror. Numerous ambiguous forms of the first-person plu-

ral do very well occur, but these are always put in connection with or in relation to 

the notion of ‘we, the American people’ or ‘we, the nation America’. In the case 

of Obama the President, a separated internal structure could be observed. In 

speeches to a primarily national audience, ‘we, the Obama administration’ fea-

tures saliently, whereas ‘we, America and other nations’ or ‘we, America and oth-

er areas / institutions’ occur most frequently when addressing an international au-

dience. As just mentioned above, both candidate and President make use of the 

first-person singular to talk about certain issues. In the case of Obama the candi-

date, Obama wants to stress his opposition to the war in Iraq from the very begin-

ning, his determination to bring this war to an end, and his commitment to the use 

of political and financial means instead of raw military power in international re-

lations with nations such as North Korea and Iran. In the position of President, the 

first-person singular is employed to demonstrate authority, display commitment, 

and illustrate Obama’s political attitudes with his personal life story. All of this 

will now be commented on in more detail. 

In the position of presidential candidate, Obama’s use of the first-person plural 

focuses strongly on his relationship to the American people and his efforts to 
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evoke companionship and unity between them. Obama creates the impression that 

it is the American people who will be leading the United States of America after 

his election, not merely Obama himself and his team of advisors. Obama’s suc-

cess is presented as the ultimate success of the American people, not a single in-

dividual’s achievement. Since Obama then becomes the embodiment of the peo-

ple’s wishes, he effectively represents the most suitable candidate for the highest 

political office in the country, which leads to his election. As President, the notion 

of unity is still very present in Obama’s use of the first-person plural, yet the focus 

shifts towards references to international unity rather than inner-American. The 

American President is the most powerful man on earth who represents the Ameri-

can nation worldwide; he is America’s voice abroad. Relations to other nations 

thus play a much more important role for the President than for a presidential can-

didate because of the President’s official position of authority all over the globe. 

Obama simply does not hold such a position as a presidential candidate and there-

fore cannot connect with the world with the same intensity the President can and 

must. Obama the candidate is not the representative of the American nation 

worldwide and has to act accordingly, i.e. focus on the national audience in Amer-

ica in order to achieve his goal of getting elected. 

Similar reasons can be identified regarding Obama’s use of the first-person singu-

lar, along with the fact that Obama’s employment of this grammatical form often 

coincides with elements of contrasting nature, as already observed in chapter 

3.2.1.1.1. During his campaign, Obama needs to devote his attention to his oppo-

nents – Hillary Clinton at the beginning, John McCain in later stages, and George 

W. Bush overall – from whom Obama needs to distinguish himself. In contrast to 

Clinton who originally voted for the war in Iraq but opposes it during her cam-

paign, as mentioned in chapter 3.1.1.1.2., and McCain who continuously support-

ed the invasion of Iraq in line with Bush, Obama rejected this war from the start. 

As the war in Iraq enjoys only marginal support among the American people, 

Obama’s opposition strategy represents a very important issue for him to single 

out in his favour in the competition with Clinton and McCain. The same logic can 

be applied to Obama’s attitude concerning the ending of the war and the use of 

diplomacy in international relations: Obama believes in the speedy withdrawal of 

all American combat troops in Iraq, which is very popular among the American 

public. Along the same line of argument, Bush’s politics of confrontation which 
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resulted in the severe damaging of America’s reputation in the world is hugely 

unpopular, whereas Obama’s approach of diplomacy is widely appreciated. 

Obama simply emphasizes the issues that positively distinguish him from his 

main political opponents during the race for the presidency. 

In the position of President, Obama primarily uses the first-person singular to 

demonstrate authority, show his commitment, and recall memories of his upbring-

ing, as mentioned above. Supreme authority – e.g. ordering the closing of the 

prison at Guantànamo Bay, as cited in the example given in chapter 3.2.1.2.1. – 

can naturally only be wielded in a position of authority, namely as President of the 

United States of America. Similarly, one’s commitment to staying true to one’s 

values when faced with tough decisions – e.g. abiding by the Geneva Conventions 

in the process of the war on terror, taken again from an example in chapter 

3.2.1.2.1. – needs to be proven in a situation in which one is actually forced to 

make those tough decisions, as the President. A presidential candidate is not sub-

jected to this pressure and therefore cannot back up his alleged capability to with-

stand the betrayal of his values and principles with accomplished deeds the way 

the President can. References to Obama’s personal life story can be explained 

with the audiences he addresses in the instances he chooses to use the first-person 

singular in such a way. The example presented as evidence in chapter 3.2.1.2.1. 

for instance was taken from the speech Obama held at the University of Cairo in 

Egypt in front of a mainly Muslim crowd. Whereas the public in America knows 

all about Obama’s past because he was one of the most prominent figures in the 

American media for almost two years during his campaign, this might not hold 

true for people in Egypt and the rest of the world. In fact, it cannot be assumed 

that, despite the media attention presidential elections in America draw world-

wide, the majority of people in other countries possess similar extensive back-

ground knowledge about one of the candidates, since Obama’s campaign did not 

take place in their countries and was therefore not as present in everyday news 

coverage as in America. Obama thus provides this knowledge in his speeches as 

President to an international audience. In this special case of addressing Muslims 

in the majority, his upbringing in Muslim countries of course is of special signifi-

cance for his speech, but since this fact only applies for this single speech Obama 

held in a Muslim country, it can be neglected here in this comparison due to its 

exceptionality. 
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4.2.1.2. Contrasting 

 

Obama’s contrasting use of pronouns features much more frequently in his cam-

paign speeches, along with a very differing focus between Obama the candidate 

and Obama the President concerning the topics addressed with those means of 

contrasting. 

Obama the candidate contrasts himself with George W. Bush, himself and the 

American people with Bush, as well as himself and the American people with 

Bush and then-Vice President Dick Cheney. In the focus of Obama the President’s 

means of contrasting lie the oppositions of America versus al Qaeda and of Amer-

ica plus the rest of the world against al Qaeda. The reasons for this are manifold: 

The campaign represents a race that Obama wants to win, so he needs to distin-

guish himself from his political opponents, as already mentioned above in the 

contrasting elements in Obama the candidate’s use of the first-person singular. 

The most promising among his opponents for this strategy present themselves in 

the hugely unpopular incumbents at the time, Bush and Cheney, who are respon-

sible for the catastrophic consequences of the war in Iraq. Obama always presents 

himself as being on the side of the people – the right side – and Bush and Cheney 

on the other, the wrong side. Obama chooses to do so in order to “designate and 

identify those who are supporters (...) as well as those who are enemies” (Wilson 

1990, 76) of the people. Clearly, Obama supports their cause, whereas Bush and 

Cheney do not. Neither of them has any important role to play for Obama after his 

election, and as a result, Obama does not rhetorically contrast with them in such a 

frequency any more as President. He had to contrast to some point during the 

campaign in order to win the election, but in office he can now focus on being the 

world President he aspires to be. This lack of need for opposing to political oppo-

nents concerning the war on terror gives Obama the possibility to take on the en-

emies of all Americans and in fact everybody in the western world: al Qaeda and 

other terrorists. He shifts his focus from inner-American political enemies towards 

the ones the whole of America opposes, together with the rest of the peace-

seeking world.  

The expressions used to contrast with al Qaeda include ‘those extremists’, ‘those 

whom we fight’, and ‘those who sow hatred rather than peace’. If we compare this 
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to the forms employed to refer to Bush and Cheney – simply ‘they’ – it becomes 

clear that a much higher degree of distancing is applied in references to terrorists 

and their affiliates. Such a finding comes as no surprise, since Obama might disa-

gree with Bush and Cheney about the direction America should take, but al Qaeda 

actually killed American citizens and plans to assassinate more. Naturally then, 

Obama’s means of pronoun distinction apply much stronger to al Qaeda and their 

affiliates: “In terms of (...) the ‘deictic centre’ (...), ‘those’ is a deictic marker of 

furthest distance from the speaker” (Wilson 1990, 68). Similar contrasting strate-

gies with regard to America and al Qaeda can be observed in Leudar, Marsland 

and Nekvapil (2004) who analyzes membership categorizations in speeches by 

Bush, British Prime Minister Tony Blair, and the head of al Qaeda, Osama bin 

Laden. Their results reveal an opposition between ‘us’ and ‘them’, with each side 

occupying both sides, depending on the respective viewpoints of Bush / Blair or 

bin Laden. Furthermore, Chilton (2004) identifies the same opposition between 

Bush and bin Laden in his examination of distance and deictic polarization in their 

respective speeches concerning spatial, temporal, and modal aspects, while Ferrari 

(2007) observes a strategy of fear operating on Bush’s side, also creating a frame 

of conflict of ‘us’ versus ‘them’, or ‘good’ against ‘evil’. 

 

Let us now look at the subject of economy. 

 

4.2.2. Economy 

 

Again, for the sake of clarity, the comparison will be further subdivided into the 

focal points of the pronoun analysis in chapter 3.2., Obama’s ways of referring to 

himself and his means of contrasting to others. 

 

 

4.2.2.1. Self-Referencing 

 

In Obama’s speeches on the war on terror, the use of the speaker-inclusive ‘we’ 

was identified to be salient concerning Obama’s means of self-referencing, with 

the additional use of the first-person singular to convey information about certain 

specific issues. While Obama then evidently did not very much change his use of 
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pronouns, the focus applied in the use of these forms did. Exactly the same could 

be noticed in Obama’s use of pronouns in his remarks on the economy. 

Such findings conform to results by De Fina (1995) in her analysis of speeches by 

two Mexican participants in a conference on the Chiapas revolt in 1994 in Mexi-

co. She observes that a predominant use of the first-person plural as a means of 

self-referencing indicates the speaker’s perception of himself not as an individual, 

but rather as a spokesperson for a group of people he has come to represent. A 

similar usage is also identified in a study of Nigerian President Obasanjo’s rheto-

ric conducted by Adetunji (2006). Both Obama the candidate and Obama the 

President focus on the use of the first-person plural to refer to the nation of Amer-

icans, so clearly, Obama generally defines himself as a principal for the cause of 

the American people. In the case of Obama the President, the use of the first-

person plural also contains frequent references to Obama and his administration. 

As already mentioned above, the first-person singular is employed in both politi-

cal positions to transport information about certain topics. The threats to Ameri-

ca’s unity, to shared prosperity in America, and to the notion of ‘we, the Ameri-

can people’ as interpreted by Obama represent the salient issues in Obama the 

candidate’s use of the first-person singular, along with the fact that this use often 

coincides with elements of contrasting nature, as already observed in chapter 

3.2.2.1.1. For Obama the President, the first-person singular is employed in order 

to display understanding of the struggles the American people experience because 

of the economic crisis and to demonstrate resolve as well as determination in the 

fight against the crisis. I will now explain these findings in more detail. 

Concerning the use of ‘we, the American people’ to talk about the notion of unity 

among the American people, Obama the candidate seeks to rally people behind 

the common cause of the fight for oil independence and to remind them of the 

value of shared prosperity, the common good that he considers vital to the idea 

behind the American economy. Obama the President’s remarks centre on the 

unison of the American people in the struggle in the aftermath of the economic 

crisis. As mentioned above, combined with this message of unity is Obama’s aim 

to restore people’s confidence and reassure them that their government is working 

tirelessly on their behalf, which is conveyed with the use of ‘we, the Obama gov-

ernment’. Naturally, a presidential candidate cannot use the first-person plural in 

such a way since he is not in office yet and therefore cannot demonstrate his ac-
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complishments as President. This explains the absence of a comparable usage of 

the first-person plural in speeches on the economy given by Obama during his 

campaign. 

According to Obama the candidate, there are some who make it their explicit 

cause to dismantle the unity among the American people he tries to evoke, thus 

threatening the traditional notion of shared prosperity in the American economy. 

From Obama’s point of view, these people are the lobbyists who were granted al-

most unlimited access to the White House under George W. Bush. Obama uses 

the first-person singular here to state his personal opposition to these modes of 

practice and to express his anger about such behaviour. Lobbyists and the Bush 

government are said to oppose the idea of the common good and to represent 

opaqueness, contrary to Obama’s call for transparency. Obama wants to display 

his outrage as an individual about such behaviour and demonstrate his personal 

commitment to the elimination of Bush’s modes of practice when he is elected 

President, hence the use of the first-person singular. The contrasting elements in 

connection with this usage will be further commented on in the next chapter. As 

President, Obama shows empathy for the majority of the American people who 

have been affected by the economic crisis and personal determination not to rest 

until their lives have improved. The outrage Obama felt as a presidential candi-

date is transformed into constructive will power to continuously work for the 

American people as their President. This was not possible as a candidate since 

Obama simply was not in such powerful a position. In addition to that, Obama the 

candidate was not yet part of the establishment in Washington and was therefore 

able to attack the system in Washington from the outside by expressing his anger 

at them. As the American President, on the other hand, Obama very much is a part 

of this establishment, spends his time with politicians, businessmen, and lobbyists 

in Washington, and can therefore shift his focus from one of accusation to one of 

implementation, i.e. he now has the possibility to actually ban lobbyists from ex-

erting disproportionate influence on policy-making processes instead of merely 

yelling at them. 

It can furthermore be assumed that Obama’s display of empathy for and under-

standing of the struggles of the American people is intended to act contrary to a 

possible sense of detachment the people might suspect concerning an American 

President. As candidate, Obama accused Bush of being out of touch with the 
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needs and wishes of the American public, and by stressing his personal, heart-felt 

involvement in their plight, he now tries to present himself as the very opposite of 

Bush, as someone who suffers with them despite being secluded in the political 

world of Washington. 

 

4.2.2.2. Contrasting 

 

Both Obama the candidate and Obama the President make extensive use of means 

of contrasting in their pronoun selection in remarks on the economy. 

The oppositions Obama creates in the position of presidential candidate are: 

Obama and the American people versus Bush and the Washington system, Obama 

and the people versus the Bush government and lobbyists, Obama and the people 

versus Hillary Clinton, and Obama versus John McCain. His presidential means 

of contrasting include Obama and the people versus unnamed others opposing 

economic transition because of the supposed impossibility of the task, Obama and 

the people versus unnamed others who can safely assumed to be Republicans ob-

structing bipartisan politics, Obama and the people versus Republican senators, 

and Obama and the people versus Republican minority leader in the House of 

Representatives John Boehner. 

It is extremely noticeable here that Obama presents himself as standing united 

with the American people on the good side of politics, except for one instance 

where he puts only himself in opposition to John McCain as presidential candi-

date. The ones Obama considers to be part of the old Washington system all find 

themselves on the bad side of politics, be it Bush, Clinton, McCain, Boehner, or 

lobbyists influencing them. Clearly, Obama sees himself as the one who knows 

and does what the American people want, whereas the politicians of the old, al-

legedly flawed establishment do not. Instead of merely naming his opponents, 

Obama creates negative identities for them which help put across his own excep-

tionality, both as candidate and as President. “The act of making reference does 

not simply identify, but constructs the object or person referred to” (Connor-

Linton 1995, 306), i.e. Obama constructs all of his political enemies to be also the 

adversaries of the American people. In Obama’s pronoun rhetoric, these two no-

tions are inextricably linked together. 

An interesting difference between Obama the candidate and Obama the President 
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here can be noticed in Obama’s decision to leave his opponents unidentified in 

two out of four contrasting examples just presented. Such usage does not occur in 

the instances taken from Obama’s campaign speeches because the number of his 

political opponents as a presidential candidate is relatively straightforward: Hilla-

ry Clinton during the Democratic primaries, John McCain in the General Election, 

and George W. Bush overall as an exemplary reference point for the bad side of 

politics. After his election, Obama is the incumbent of the most important political 

office in the country, which makes him the most salient source of friction for the 

entire American nation. Much more people attack him now than as a candidate 

because the American President is the public political figure every American re-

lates to, be it in a negative or a positive way. By not clearly identifying the ad-

dressees of some of his remarks, Obama is able to attack a mass of people without 

specifically having to name them. This makes it much easier to deal with potential 

criticism by politicians who feel accused after his remarks, since Obama can al-

ways argue to have actually been referring to someone else. 

It is in general interesting to note that Obama does not necessarily focus his con-

trasting efforts on specific topics in most of the examples, but much rather seems 

to contrast for the sake of contrasting, of creating a gap between the American 

people and the Republicans. In the position of President, he attacks the Republi-

cans – one time explicitly, another time with only very little doubt – for their gen-

eral obstruction of policy proposals in Congress and their refusal to work together 

with him on the issues that matter to the American people. This contrast between 

Obama and the American people on one side and the Republicans on the other in 

one case even involves the use of a direct address form in the second-person plu-

ral in the phrase ‘you and I’ (cf. chapter 3.2.2.2.2.), creating further closeness be-

tween Obama and the people and at the same time alienating the Republicans fur-

ther from this allegedly special relationship. As a presidential candidate, Obama 

confronts the Bush government, lobbyists, and generally everyone considered part 

of the Washington establishment with their inability to change and their hypocrisy 

to pretend as if American politics were unchangeable, which, as he and the Amer-

ican people know, is not true. In effect, he accuses them of lying about the sup-

posed fact that change were not possible. 

Regarding the grammatical forms of pronouns Obama employs in his contrasting 

rhetoric, no differences were observed. The third-person plural and the demonstra-
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tive pronoun ‘those’ are used for the Bush government and lobbyists by Obama 

the candidate and for the Republicans as well as the unidentified addressees by 

Obama the President. During the campaign, Hillary Clinton and John McCain are 

being referred to in the third-person singular, as is John Boehner during the presi-

dency. 

This concludes the interpretation and comparison of the findings concerning 

Barack Obama’s use of metaphors and pronouns in his speeches on the war on ter-

ror and the economy as a presidential candidate and as the President of the United 

States of America. A summary of the most significant insights gained with this 

study followed by a short discussion of current political processes in America will 

complete this thesis in the next chapter. 

 

5. Conclusion 

 

My aim in this thesis was to analyze in what ways Obama’s rhetoric as presiden-

tial candidate differs from his use of language as President. Obama’s rhetoric was 

of major importance for the success of his election campaign. He spoke of change, 

hope, unity, the transformation of the political system, a shift of focus from politi-

cal games back towards the needs of the American people, and he depicted the 

people as the real agents of change. Finding out how these notions are reflected in 

Obama’s use of metaphors and pronouns, whether they still feature as prominently 

in his presidential speeches, and what other issues are of importance for Obama’s 

rhetoric was the purpose of this study. 

While similarities were to be assumed in the comparison of one individual in dif-

ferent political positions, I argued that differences were expected because of the 

President’s ability to put issues on the agenda by the power of his words as the 

most important political figure in the United States of America, his status as the 

most prominent source of friction for the public and the media, and his access to 

classified government information. None of these factors apply for a presidential 

candidate, which is why they can have a tremendous influence on the rhetoric an 

American politician employs in his communication to the nation. 

 

In the metaphor analysis, POLITICS clearly emerged as the salient target domain, 

being used in six out of seven cases for the subject of war on terror and in seven 
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out of ten instances for the subject of economy. POLITICS IS BUILDING forms 

the foundation stone for Obama’s use of metaphors regarding both topics, with 

POLITICS IS A JOURNEY being of central importance to Obama’s perception of 

the economy, supported by POLITICS IS SPORT. In general, a bigger change in 

the metaphors used in both political positions is noticeable in speeches on the war 

on terror than in remarks on the economy. For the war on terror, a much greater 

distribution on the scale of conventionality for the metaphors used by Obama the 

candidate could be identified, as well as a higher number of unconventional meta-

phors, POLITICS IS WRITING A BOOK and TERRORISM IS HOT FLUID IN 

A CONTAINER, compared to none employed by Obama the President. This 

stands in relation with the creation of media attention to stand out at the beginning 

of the campaign. As the President, Obama represents the most important source of 

friction for media coverage, therefore he shies away from such a usage. Regarding 

the economy, both Obama the candidate and Obama the President use metaphors 

from both ends of the scale of conventionality in their speeches, yet again, more 

unconventional metaphors are employed by Obama the candidate. OIL POLITICS 

IS ADDICTION / ENSLAVEMENT is used to create media attention and posi-

tion Obama as the salient presidential candidate to be trusted with the reformation 

of the entire American economy, the ending of America’s dependence on foreign 

oil. FINANCIAL SECURITY IS CLIMBING for Obama the candidate and THE 

ECONOMIC CRISIS IS A STORM for Obama the President, on the other hand, 

are employed to respond to extraordinary situations with extraordinary metaphors 

in order to give the American people rhetoric support in tough times and to give 

them something they can assess their tough situation with. 

Concerning the information conveyed within the metaphors employed, George W. 

Bush is much more present as a figure of the opposition in speeches given by 

Obama during the campaign on both topics. The American public blames Bush 

for the war in Iraq and the economic crisis, therefore Obama benefits from such a 

contrasting strategy. On the subject of war on terror, Obama’s aim of restoring 

America’s credibility and reputation, of changing America’s behaviour in interna-

tional relations and diplomacy is picked up in his presidential speeches, as are the 

notions of hope and unity. Concerning the economy, President Obama strays from 

this message and accuses the Republicans of blocking every economic policy he 

proposes and of plain out refusing to reach across the aisle and grab his extended 
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hand. In his remarks on the war on terror during the campaign, Obama spoke 

about transforming American foreign politics, uniting the American nation, and 

filling them with hope for a better future. As President, he refers to the measure-

ments he has undertaken to actually bridge gaps around the world, reach across 

the aisle, and give people hope. Strong hopes for a better economic future together 

with the evocation of the American spirit of never surrendering, defying the odds, 

and believing in eventual success feature strongly in Obama’s speeches on the 

economy, with a slightly more pronounced emphasis in remarks made by Obama 

the President since his words then possess the persuasive power inherent to the 

position of the American President and Obama then commands the authority of 

the leader to ask for allegiance in America’s fight against the economic crisis, 

something which is not possible as a presidential candidate. 

 

In the pronoun analysis, the use of the speaker-inclusive first-person plural was 

identified as Obama’s salient means of self-referencing, combined with the use of 

the first-person singular to convey information about certain specific issues. The 

use of pronoun forms thus did not change, but the focus within said use did. Con-

cerning the war on terror, ‘we, the American people’ dominates Obama’s use of 

pronouns during the campaign, while a divided structure of ‘we, the Obama ad-

ministration’ in speeches to a primarily national audience and ‘we, America and 

other nations’ as well as ‘we, America and other areas / institutions’ in addresses 

directed at international audiences can be observed in Obama’s presidential 

speeches. As a candidate, Obama aims to evoke companionship and unity be-

tween himself and the American people, with an election success being presented 

as a success of the people as the real agents of change, not Obama himself. This 

notion of unity is also very present in Obama’s presidential remarks on the war on 

terror, but connected with a shift towards international unity rather than inner-

American one, since the President is America’s main voice abroad. ‘We, the 

American people’ also represents the dominant form in Obama’s means of self-

referencing regarding the subject of economy, with Obama again presenting him-

self as the principal for the cause of the American people as presidential candidate 

and as President. In addition to that, ‘we, the Obama administration’ also features 

in Obama’s presidential remarks on the economy. With the use of the first-person 

singular on the subject of war on terror, Obama the candidate stresses his opposi-
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tion to the war in Iraq from the very beginning, his determination to bring this war 

to an end, and his commitment to the employment of diplomacy in international 

relations with Iran and North Korea. As President, he intends to demonstrate au-

thority by closing Guantànamo Bay, display commitment to abide by the Geneva 

Conventions, and illustrate his political attitude with his personal life story. The 

threats to America’s unity and Obama’s cherished concept of ‘we, the American 

people’ by the Bush government and lobbyists are addressed in Obama’s use of 

the first-person singular on the economy during the campaign, whereas the focus 

lies on the display of understanding of the economic hardships the American peo-

ple have to endure because of the economic crisis and of personal resolve as well 

as determination in the fight against the crisis in speeches given by Obama the 

President. Elements of contrasting form a part of Obama’s use of the first-person 

singular concerning both topics and both political positions. 

In general, means of contrasting nature feature frequently in all of Obama’s re-

marks on both topics in question. On the war on terror, Obama the candidate al-

ways presents himself on the good side of politics together with the American 

people who oppose Bush and Cheney on the bad side of politics. Obama the Pres-

ident acts as a worldwide uniter, and focuses on America’s and the rest of the 

world’s fight against al Qaeda. Regarding the subject of economy, Obama always 

stands united with the American people in their fight against the Washington es-

tablishment. As a candidate, these opponents are Bush, the Bush government, 

lobbyists, Clinton, McCain, and federal politicians in general. As President, Re-

publican senators, Republican minority leader in the House of Representatives 

John Boehner, and unnamed others opposing his economic transition and biparti-

san plans form Obama’s group of enemies. Regardless of topic or political posi-

tion, all of Obama’s enemies are presented as being automatically also enemies of 

the American people. Obama generally does not focus his contrasting efforts on 

specific topics but simply tries to create a gap between the American people and 

those considered part of the Washington establishment who are accused of lying 

about the supposed fact that change were not possible. Concerning the grammati-

cal forms used for the purpose of contrasting, the third-person plural is employed 

for Bush and Cheney as candidate and the demonstrative pronoun ‘those’ in the 

expressions ‘those whom we fight’ and ‘those who sow hatred rather than peace’ 

is used to refer to al Qaeda in Obama’s presidential speeches on the war on terror. 
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The use of this pronoun with a higher degree of distancing is of course due to a 

much bigger rejection of al Qaeda as America’s enemy. No differences can be ob-

served in the use of pronouns to refer to the contrasting groups in Obama’s 

speeches on the economy: The third-person plural and ‘those’ are used for Bush 

and lobbyists during the campaign and for Republicans and unnamed others dur-

ing the presidency. The third-person singular is employed to refer to Clinton and 

McCain by Obama the candidate and to Boehner by Obama the President. 

 

Combining the findings of the analyses on metaphor and pronoun usage in 

Obama’s speeches, it can be said that the opposition to George W. Bush features 

more strongly for both topics during the campaign. Obama and the American 

people always fight together against their alleged enemies, in particular against 

the Republicans during Obama’s presidency when it comes to their strategy of 

outright obstruction of Obama’s economic policies. The issue of changing Ameri-

ca’s international behaviour is picked up in President Obama’s remarks on the war 

on terror, as are hope and unity nationally and internationally. The American peo-

ple are depicted as the agents of change during the campaign, and Obama also 

presents himself as the principal for their cause as President concerning both the 

war on terror and the economy. The notion of hope for a better future, the belief in 

the American spirit of defying the odds, and the transformation of the political 

system feature strongly in Obama’s remarks on both subjects, whereas Obama’s 

efforts to reach across the aisle concerning the war on terror are replaced by accu-

sations of obstructionism regarding the economy. 

To sum up, various differences can be observed and traced back to the reasons I 

stated in the introduction as to why differences would occur, but on a general 

scale, the similarities in Obama’s speeches as candidate and as President on the 

war on terror and the economy prevail. Concerning the war on terror, the notions 

of change, hope, and unity generally are picked up in Obama’s presidential 

speeches. Regarding the economy, only change and hope features saliently in 

Obama’s remarks as President. This lack of messages of bipartisanship is due to 

an overall Republican refusal to cooperate with Obama on economic policies. 

Apart from this though, the change Obama campaigned on has come to America, 

as Obama proclaimed on election night on November 4th 2008, at least rhetorical-

ly. From my point of view, it seems doubtful that this change has also found ex-
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pression in the transformation of actual day-to-day political processes in Washing-

ton, but this was not a question posed by this study and is therefore not up to me 

to judge. 

 

At this point, I want to emphasize the potential flaws an analysis such as mine 

contains in the person of the interpreter, since “pragmatics involves analysis of the 

context of the speech event. As a result, different hearers may interpret contexts 

differently (...). This is especially true in the contested and vague area of political 

discourse” (Zupnik 1994, 356), and thus naturally also applies to the interpretation 

of this analyst. 

Also, as I mentioned at the beginning of this thesis, a comparison of Obama’s 

means of talking about the war on terror and the economy in general, regardless of 

his political positions, was not the aim of this study and was therefore not com-

mented on. Due to simple space restrictions, further studies on such an inter-topic 

comparison would be necessary to find out, for example, why the same three met-

aphors were used by Obama in remarks on the economy as a candidate and as 

President, whereas only one such instance of analogy could be observed in his 

speeches on the war on terror. 

 

Finally, I would like to take a look at recent developments in the American politi-

cal landscape. It can be safely argued that the subjects of war on terror and econ-

omy chosen for this analysis are as relevant today as they were during the periods 

of investigation. On August 31st 2010, Obama announced the official end of com-

bat operations in Iraq and renewed his commitment to withdraw all American 

troops by the end of 2011. Economic issues, particularly the high unemployment 

rate of 9.6 percent, according to statistics by the U.S. Bureau of Labor compiled in 

August 2010, played the most important role in debates and the media in the run-

up to the upcoming midterm elections on November 2nd in which all seats in the 

House of Representatives and a third of the seats in the Senate will be reassigned. 

Based on a general disapproval of Obama’s leadership concerning the economy 

among the American people, Republicans nourish hope to gain the majority in 

both political chambers. With a defeat of the Democrats looming, Obama went on 

the offensive in recent weeks, particularly with a specific use of POLITICS IS A 

JOURNEY and means of contrasting regarding Republican Congressmen: 
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They drove our economy into a ditch. And we got in there and put on our boots and 
we pushed and we shoved. And we were sweating and these guys were standing, 
watching us and sipping on a Slurpee. (...) And they were pointing at us saying, how 
come you’re not pushing harder, how come you’re not pushing faster? And then we 
finally got the car up – and it’s got a few dings and a few dents, it’s got some mud 
on it, we’re going to have to do some work on it – they point to everybody and say, 
look what these guys did to your car. (...) After we got it out of the ditch! And then 
they got the nerve to ask for the keys back! (...) I don’t want to give them the keys 
back. They don’t know how to drive. (...) When you want to go forward in your car, 
what do you do? (...) You put it in D. They’re going to pop it in reverse. They’d have 
those special interests riding shotgun, then they’d hit the gas and we’d be right back 
in the ditch. (...) Milwaukee, we are not going backwards. That’s the choice we face 
this fall. Do we want to go back? Or do we want to go forward? I say we want to 
move forward. America always moves forward (Appendix XXVIII Laborfest 
Speech). 

 

It seems like Obama’s efforts towards unity concerning the economy have not on-

ly subsided further but have ultimately reached a dead-end, what with total Re-

publican unwillingness to cooperate. From his point of view, the Republicans 

more than ever stand in his and the people’s way of getting the car that is the 

American economy back onto the road and moving forward. Whether this strategy 

will help Democrats restore the American people’s confidence in their economic 

leading capabilities in order to hold their seats in the midterm elections and what 

consequences it will have for the political climate in America in the years to come 

remains to be seen. 
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7.1. Candidate 

 

Speech I 
A new Strategy for a new World 
 
Washington, D.C. | July 15, 2008 
 
Sixty-one years ago, George Marshall announced the plan that would come to bear his name. 
Much of Europe lay in ruins. The United States faced a powerful and ideological enemy intent on 
world domination. This menace was magnified by the recently discovered capability to destroy life 
on an unimaginable scale. The Soviet Union didn't yet have an atomic bomb, but before long it 
would. 
The challenge facing the greatest generation of Americans - the generation that had vanquished 
fascism on the battlefield - was how to contain this threat while extending freedom's frontiers. 
Leaders like Truman and Acheson, Kennan and Marshall, knew that there was no single decisive 
blow that could be struck for freedom. We needed a new overarching strategy to meet the chal-
lenges of a new and dangerous world. 
Such a strategy would join overwhelming military strength with sound judgment. It would shape 
events not just through military force, but through the force of our ideas; through economic power, 
intelligence and diplomacy. It would support strong allies that freely shared our ideals of liberty 
and democracy; open markets and the rule of law. It would foster new international institutions 
like the United Nations, NATO, and the World Bank, and focus on every corner of the globe. It 
was a strategy that saw clearly the world's dangers, while seizing its promise. 
As a general, Marshall had spent years helping FDR wage war. But the Marshall Plan - which was 
just one part of this strategy - helped rebuild not just allies, but also the nation that Marshall had 
plotted to defeat. In the speech announcing his plan, he concluded not with tough talk or definitive 
declarations - but rather with questions and a call for perspective. "The whole world of the future," 
Marshall said, "hangs on a proper judgment." To make that judgment, he asked the American peo-
ple to examine distant events that directly affected their security and prosperity. He closed by ask-
ing: "What is needed? What can best be done? What must be done?" 
What is needed? What can best be done? What must be done? 
Today's dangers are different, though no less grave. The power to destroy life on a catastrophic 
scale now risks falling into the hands of terrorists. The future of our security - and our planet - is 
held hostage to our dependence on foreign oil and gas. From the cave-spotted mountains of north-
west Pakistan, to the centrifuges spinning beneath Iranian soil, we know that the American people 
cannot be protected by oceans or the sheer might of our military alone. 
The attacks of September 11 brought this new reality into a terrible and ominous focus. On that 
bright and beautiful day, the world of peace and prosperity that was the legacy of our Cold War 
victory seemed to suddenly vanish under rubble, and twisted steel, and clouds of smoke. 
But the depth of this tragedy also drew out the decency and determination of our nation. At blood 
banks and vigils; in schools and in the United States Congress, Americans were united - more 
united, even, than we were at the dawn of the Cold War. The world, too, was united against the 
perpetrators of this evil act, as old allies, new friends, and even long-time adversaries stood by our 
side. It was time - once again - for America's might and moral suasion to be harnessed; it was time 
to once again shape a new security strategy for an ever-changing world. 
Imagine, for a moment, what we could have done in those days, and months, and years after 9/11. 
We could have deployed the full force of American power to hunt down and destroy Osama bin 
Laden, al Qaeda, the Taliban, and all of the terrorists responsible for 9/11, while supporting real 
security in Afghanistan. 
We could have secured loose nuclear materials around the world, and updated a 20th century non-
proliferation framework to meet the challenges of the 21st. 
We could have invested hundreds of billions of dollars in alternative sources of energy to grow our 
economy, save our planet, and end the tyranny of oil. 
We could have strengthened old alliances, formed new partnerships, and renewed international in-
stitutions to advance peace and prosperity. 
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We could have called on a new generation to step into the strong currents of history, and to serve 
their country as troops and teachers, Peace Corps volunteers and police officers. 
We could have secured our homeland—investing in sophisticated new protection for our ports, our 
trains and our power plants. 
We could have rebuilt our roads and bridges, laid down new rail and broadband and electricity sys-
tems, and made college affordable for every American to strengthen our ability to compete. 
We could have done that. 
Instead, we have lost thousands of American lives, spent nearly a trillion dollars, alienated allies 
and neglected emerging threats - all in the cause of fighting a war for well over five years in a 
country that had absolutely nothing to do with the 9/11 attacks. 
Our men and women in uniform have accomplished every mission we have given them. What's 
missing in our debate about Iraq - what has been missing since before the war began - is a discus-
sion of the strategic consequences of Iraq and its dominance of our foreign policy. This war dis-
tracts us from every threat that we face and so many opportunities we could seize. This war dimin-
ishes our security, our standing in the world, our military, our economy, and the resources that we 
need to confront the challenges of the 21st century. By any measure, our single-minded and open-
ended focus on Iraq is not a sound strategy for keeping America safe. 
I am running for President of the United States to lead this country in a new direction - to seize this 
moment's promise. Instead of being distracted from the most pressing threats that we face, I want 
to overcome them. Instead of pushing the entire burden of our foreign policy on to the brave men 
and women of our military, I want to use all elements of American power to keep us safe, and 
prosperous, and free. Instead of alienating ourselves from the world, I want America - once again - 
to lead. 
As President, I will pursue a tough, smart and principled national security strategy - one that rec-
ognizes that we have interests not just in Baghdad, but in Kandahar and Karachi, in Tokyo and 
London, in Beijing and Berlin. I will focus this strategy on five goals essential to making America 
safer: ending the war in Iraq responsibly; finishing the fight against al Qaeda and the Taliban; se-
curing all nuclear weapons and materials from terrorists and rogue states; achieving true energy 
security; and rebuilding our alliances to meet the challenges of the 21st century. 
My opponent in this campaign has served this country with honor, and we all respect his sacrifice. 
We both want to do what we think is best to defend the American people. But we've made differ-
ent judgments, and would lead in very different directions. That starts with Iraq. 
I opposed going to war in Iraq; Senator McCain was one of Washington's biggest supporters for 
war. I warned that the invasion of a country posing no imminent threat would fan the flames of ex-
tremism, and distract us from the fight against al Qaeda and the Taliban; Senator McCain claimed 
that we would be greeted as liberators, and that democracy would spread across the Middle East. 
Those were the judgments we made on the most important strategic question since the end of the 
Cold War. 
Now, all of us recognize that we must do more than look back - we must make a judgment about 
how to move forward. What is needed? What can best be done? What must be done? Senator 
McCain wants to talk of our tactics in Iraq; I want to focus on a new strategy for Iraq and the wider 
world. 
It has been 18 months since President Bush announced the surge. As I have said many times, our 
troops have performed brilliantly in lowering the level of violence. General Petraeus has used new 
tactics to protect the Iraqi population. We have talked directly to Sunni tribes that used to be hos-
tile to America, and supported their fight against al Qaeda. Shiite militias have generally respected 
a cease-fire. Those are the facts, and all Americans welcome them. 
For weeks, now, Senator McCain has argued that the gains of the surge mean that I should change 
my commitment to end the war. But this argument misconstrues what is necessary to succeed in 
Iraq, and stubbornly ignores the facts of the broader strategic picture that we face. 
In the 18 months since the surge began, the strain on our military has increased, our troops and 
their families have borne an enormous burden, and American taxpayers have spent another $200 
billion in Iraq. That's over $10 billion each month. That is a consequence of our current strategy. 
In the 18 months since the surge began, the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated. June was our 
highest casualty month of the war. The Taliban has been on the offensive, even launching a brazen 
attack on one of our bases. Al Qaeda has a growing sanctuary in Pakistan. That is a consequence 
of our current strategy. 
In the 18 months since the surge began, as I warned at the outset - Iraq's leaders have not made the 
political progress that was the purpose of the surge. They have not invested tens of billions of dol-
lars in oil revenues to rebuild their country. They have not resolved their differences or shaped a 
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new political compact. 
That's why I strongly stand by my plan to end this war. Now, Prime Minister Maliki's call for a 
timetable for the removal of U.S. forces presents a real opportunity. It comes at a time when the 
American general in charge of training Iraq's Security Forces has testified that Iraq's Army and Po-
lice will be ready to assume responsibility for Iraq's security in 2009. Now is the time for a respon-
sible redeployment of our combat troops that pushes Iraq's leaders toward a political solution, re-
builds our military, and refocuses on Afghanistan and our broader security interests. 
George Bush and John McCain don't have a strategy for success in Iraq - they have a strategy for 
staying in Iraq. They said we couldn't leave when violence was up, they say we can't leave when 
violence is down. They refuse to press the Iraqis to make tough choices, and they label any timeta-
ble to redeploy our troops "surrender," even though we would be turning Iraq over to a sovereign 
Iraqi government - not to a terrorist enemy. Theirs is an endless focus on tactics inside Iraq, with 
no consideration of our strategy to face threats beyond Iraq's borders. 
At some point, a judgment must be made. Iraq is not going to be a perfect place, and we don't have 
unlimited resources to try to make it one. We are not going to kill every al Qaeda sympathizer, 
eliminate every trace of Iranian influence, or stand up a flawless democracy before we leave - 
General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker acknowledged this to me when they testified last April. 
That is why the accusation of surrender is false rhetoric used to justify a failed policy. In fact, true 
success in Iraq - victory in Iraq - will not take place in a surrender ceremony where an enemy lays 
down their arms. True success will take place when we leave Iraq to a government that is taking 
responsibility for its future - a government that prevents sectarian conflict, and ensures that the al 
Qaeda threat which has been beaten back by our troops does not reemerge. That is an achievable 
goal if we pursue a comprehensive plan to press the Iraqis stand up. 
To achieve that success, I will give our military a new mission on my first day in office: ending 
this war. Let me be clear: we must be as careful getting out of Iraq as we were careless getting in. 
We can safely redeploy our combat brigades at a pace that would remove them in 16 months. That 
would be the summer of 2010 - one year after Iraqi Security Forces will be prepared to stand up; 
two years from now, and more than seven years after the war began. After this redeployment, we'll 
keep a residual force to perform specific missions in Iraq: targeting any remnants of al Qaeda; pro-
tecting our service members and diplomats; and training and supporting Iraq's Security Forces, so 
long as the Iraqis make political progress. 
We will make tactical adjustments as we implement this strategy - that is what any responsible 
Commander-in-Chief must do. As I have consistently said, I will consult with commanders on the 
ground and the Iraqi government. We will redeploy from secure areas first and volatile areas later. 
We will commit $2 billion to a meaningful international effort to support the more than 4 million 
displaced Iraqis. We will forge a new coalition to support Iraq's future - one that includes all of 
Iraq's neighbors, and also the United Nations, the World Bank, and the European Union - because 
we all have a stake in stability. And we will make it clear that the United States seeks no perma-
nent bases in Iraq. 
This is the future that Iraqis want. This is the future that the American people want. And this is 
what our common interests demand. Both America and Iraq will be more secure when the terrorist 
in Anbar is taken out by the Iraqi Army, and the criminal in Baghdad fears Iraqi Police, not just 
coalition forces. Both America and Iraq will succeed when every Arab government has an embas-
sy open in Baghdad, and the child in Basra benefits from services provided by Iraqi dinars, not 
American tax dollars. 
And this is the future we need for our military. We cannot tolerate this strain on our forces to fight 
a war that hasn't made us safer. I will restore our strength by ending this war, completing the in-
crease of our ground forces by 65,000 soldiers and 27,000 marines, and investing in the capabili-
ties we need to defeat conventional foes and meet the unconventional challenges of our time. 
So let's be clear. Senator McCain would have our troops continue to fight tour after tour of duty, 
and our taxpayers keep spending $10 billion a month indefinitely; I want Iraqis to take responsibil-
ity for their own future, and to reach the political accommodation necessary for long-term stability. 
That's victory. That's success. That's what's best for Iraq, that's what's best for America, and that's 
why I will end this war as President. 
In fact - as should have been apparent to President Bush and Senator McCain - the central front in 
the war on terror is not Iraq, and it never was. That's why the second goal of my new strategy will 
be taking the fight to al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan. 
It is unacceptable that almost seven years after nearly 3,000 Americans were killed on our soil, the 
terrorists who attacked us on 9/11 are still at large. Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahari are 
recording messages to their followers and plotting more terror. The Taliban controls parts of Af-
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ghanistan. Al Qaeda has an expanding base in Pakistan that is probably no farther from their old 
Afghan sanctuary than a train ride from Washington to Philadelphia. If another attack on our 
homeland comes, it will likely come from the same region where 9/11 was planned. And yet today, 
we have five times more troops in Iraq than Afghanistan. 
Senator McCain said - just months ago - that "Afghanistan is not in trouble because of our diver-
sion to Iraq." I could not disagree more. Our troops and our NATO allies are performing heroically 
in Afghanistan, but I have argued for years that we lack the resources to finish the job because of 
our commitment to Iraq. That's what the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said earlier this 
month. And that's why, as President, I will make the fight against al Qaeda and the Taliban the top 
priority that it should be. This is a war that we have to win. 
I will send at least two additional combat brigades to Afghanistan, and use this commitment to 
seek greater contributions - with fewer restrictions - from NATO allies. I will focus on training 
Afghan security forces and supporting an Afghan judiciary, with more resources and incentives for 
American officers who perform these missions. Just as we succeeded in the Cold War by support-
ing allies who could sustain their own security, we must realize that the 21st century's frontlines 
are not only on the field of battle - they are found in the training exercise near Kabul, in the police 
station in Kandahar, and in the rule of law in Herat. 
Moreover, lasting security will only come if we heed Marshall's lesson, and help Afghans grow 
their economy from the bottom up. That's why I've proposed an additional $1 billion in non-
military assistance each year, with meaningful safeguards to prevent corruption and to make sure 
investments are made - not just in Kabul - but out in Afghanistan's provinces. As a part of this pro-
gram, we'll invest in alternative livelihoods to poppy-growing for Afghan farmers, just as we crack 
down on heroin trafficking. We cannot lose Afghanistan to a future of narco-terrorism. The Af-
ghan people must know that our commitment to their future is enduring, because the security of 
Afghanistan and the United States is shared. 
The greatest threat to that security lies in the tribal regions of Pakistan, where terrorists train and 
insurgents strike into Afghanistan. We cannot tolerate a terrorist sanctuary, and as President, I 
won't. We need a stronger and sustained partnership between Afghanistan, Pakistan and NATO to 
secure the border, to take out terrorist camps, and to crack down on cross-border insurgents. We 
need more troops, more helicopters, more satellites, more Predator drones in the Afghan border re-
gion. And we must make it clear that if Pakistan cannot or will not act, we will take out high-level 
terrorist targets like bin Laden if we have them in our sights. 
Make no mistake: we can't succeed in Afghanistan or secure our homeland unless we change our 
Pakistan policy. We must expect more of the Pakistani government, but we must offer more than a 
blank check to a General who has lost the confidence of his people. It's time to strengthen stability 
by standing up for the aspirations of the Pakistani people. That's why I'm cosponsoring a bill with 
Joe Biden and Richard Lugar to triple non-military aid to the Pakistani people and to sustain it for 
a decade, while ensuring that the military assistance we do provide is used to take the fight to the 
Taliban and al Qaeda. We must move beyond a purely military alliance built on convenience, or 
face mounting popular opposition in a nuclear-armed nation at the nexus of terror and radical Is-
lam. 
Only a strong Pakistani democracy can help us move toward my third goal - securing all nuclear 
weapons and materials from terrorists and rogue states. One of the terrible ironies of the Iraq War 
is that President Bush used the threat of nuclear terrorism to invade a country that had no active 
nuclear program. But the fact that the President misled us into a misguided war doesn't diminish 
the threat of a terrorist with a weapon of mass destruction - in fact, it has only increased it. 
In those years after World War II, we worried about the deadly atom falling into the hands of the 
Kremlin. Now, we worry about 50 tons of highly enriched uranium - some of it poorly secured - at 
civilian nuclear facilities in over forty countries. Now, we worry about the breakdown of a non-
proliferation framework that was designed for the bipolar world of the Cold War. Now, we worry - 
most of all - about a rogue state or nuclear scientist transferring the world's deadliest weapons to 
the world's most dangerous people: terrorists who won't think twice about killing themselves and 
hundreds of thousands in Tel Aviv or Moscow, in London or New York. 
We cannot wait any longer to protect the American people. I've made this a priority in the Senate, 
where I worked with Republican Senator Dick Lugar to pass a law accelerating our pursuit of 
loose nuclear materials. I'll lead a global effort to secure all loose nuclear materials around the 
world during my first term as President. And I'll develop new defenses to protect against the 21st 
century threat of biological weapons and cyber-terrorism - threats that I'll discuss in more detail 
tomorrow. 
Beyond taking these immediate, urgent steps, it's time to send a clear message: America seeks a 
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world with no nuclear weapons. As long as nuclear weapons exist, we must retain a strong deter-
rent. But instead of threatening to kick them out of the G-8, we need to work with Russia to take 
U.S. and Russian ballistic missiles off hair-trigger alert; to dramatically reduce the stockpiles of 
our nuclear weapons and material; to seek a global ban on the production of fissile material for 
weapons; and to expand the U.S.-Russian ban on intermediate-range missiles so that the agreement 
is global. By keeping our commitment under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, we'll be in a 
better position to press nations like North Korea and Iran to keep theirs. In particular, it will give 
us more credibility and leverage in dealing with Iran. 
We cannot tolerate nuclear weapons in the hands of nations that support terror. Preventing Iran 
from developing nuclear weapons is a vital national security interest of the United States. No tool 
of statecraft should be taken off the table, but Senator McCain would continue a failed policy that 
has seen Iran strengthen its position, advance its nuclear program, and stockpile 150 kilos of low 
enriched uranium. I will use all elements of American power to pressure the Iranian regime, start-
ing with aggressive, principled and direct diplomacy - diplomacy backed with strong sanctions and 
without preconditions. 
There will be careful preparation. I commend the work of our European allies on this important 
matter, and we should be full partners in that effort. Ultimately the measure of any effort is wheth-
er it leads to a change in Iranian behavior. That's why we must pursue these tough negotiations in 
full coordination with our allies, bringing to bear our full influence - including, if it will advance 
our interests, my meeting with the appropriate Iranian leader at a time and place of my choosing. 
We will pursue this diplomacy with no illusions about the Iranian regime. Instead, we will present 
a clear choice. If you abandon your nuclear program, support for terror, and threats to Israel, there 
will be meaningful incentives. If you refuse, then we will ratchet up the pressure, with stronger 
unilateral sanctions; stronger multilateral sanctions in the Security Council, and sustained action 
outside the UN to isolate the Iranian regime. That's the diplomacy we need. And the Iranians 
should negotiate now; by waiting, they will only face mounting pressure. 
The surest way to increase our leverage against Iran in the long-run is to stop bankrolling its ambi-
tions. That will depend on achieving my fourth goal: ending the tyranny of oil in our time. 
One of the most dangerous weapons in the world today is the price of oil. We ship nearly $700 
million a day to unstable or hostile nations for their oil. It pays for terrorist bombs going off from 
Baghdad to Beirut. It funds petro-diplomacy in Caracas and radical madrasas from Karachi to 
Khartoum. It takes leverage away from America and shifts it to dictators. 
This immediate danger is eclipsed only by the long-term threat from climate change, which will 
lead to devastating weather patterns, terrible storms, drought, and famine. That means people 
competing for food and water in the next fifty years in the very places that have known horrific vi-
olence in the last fifty: Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia. Most disastrously, that could 
mean destructive storms on our shores, and the disappearance of our coastline. 
This is not just an economic issue or an environmental concern - this is a national security crisis. 
For the sake of our security - and for every American family that is paying the price at the pump - 
we must end this dependence on foreign oil. And as President, that's exactly what I'll do. Small 
steps and political gimmickry just won't do. I'll invest $150 billion over the next ten years to put 
America on the path to true energy security. This fund will fast track investments in a new green 
energy business sector that will end our addiction to oil and create up to 5 million jobs over the 
next two decades, and help secure the future of our country and our planet. We'll invest in research 
and development of every form of alternative energy - solar, wind, and biofuels, as well as tech-
nologies that can make coal clean and nuclear power safe. And from the moment I take office, I 
will let it be known that the United States of America is ready to lead again. 
Never again will we sit on the sidelines, or stand in the way of global action to tackle this global 
challenge. I will reach out to the leaders of the biggest carbon emitting nations and ask them to 
join a new Global Energy Forum that will lay the foundation for the next generation of climate 
protocols. We will also build an alliance of oil-importing nations and work together to reduce our 
demand, and to break the grip of OPEC on the global economy. We'll set a goal of an 80% reduc-
tion in global emissions by 2050. And as we develop new forms of clean energy here at home, we 
will share our technology and our innovations with all the nations of the world. 
That is the tradition of American leadership on behalf of the global good. And that will be my fifth 
goal - rebuilding our alliances to meet the common challenges of the 21st century. 
For all of our power, America is strongest when we act alongside strong partners. We faced down 
fascism with the greatest war-time alliance the world has ever known. We stood shoulder to shoul-
der with our NATO allies against the Soviet threat, and paid a far smaller price for the first Gulf 
War because we acted together with a broad coalition. We helped create the United Nations - not 
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to constrain America's influence, but to amplify it by advancing our values. 
Now is the time for a new era of international cooperation. It's time for America and Europe to re-
new our common commitment to face down the threats of the 21st century just as we did the chal-
lenges of the 20th. It's time to strengthen our partnerships with Japan, South Korea, Australia and 
the world's largest democracy - India - to create a stable and prosperous Asia. It's time to engage 
China on common interests like climate change, even as we continue to encourage their shift to a 
more open and market-based society. It's time to strengthen NATO by asking more of our allies, 
while always approaching them with the respect owed a partner. It's time to reform the United Na-
tions, so that this imperfect institution can become a more perfect forum to share burdens, 
strengthen our leverage, and promote our values. It's time to deepen our engagement to help re-
solve the Arab-Israeli conflict, so that we help our ally Israel achieve true and lasting security, 
while helping Palestinians achieve their legitimate aspirations for statehood. 
And just as we renew longstanding efforts, so must we shape new ones to meet new challenges. 
That's why I'll create a Shared Security Partnership Program - a new alliance of nations to 
strengthen cooperative efforts to take down global terrorist networks, while standing up against 
torture and brutality. That's why we'll work with the African Union to enhance its ability to keep 
the peace. That's why we'll build a new partnership to roll back the trafficking of drugs, and guns, 
and gangs in the Americas. That's what we can do if we are ready to engage the world. 
We will have to provide meaningful resources to meet critical priorities. I know development as-
sistance is not the most popular program, but as President, I will make the case to the American 
people that it can be our best investment in increasing the common security of the entire world. 
That was true with the Marshall Plan, and that must be true today. That's why I'll double our for-
eign assistance to $50 billion by 2012, and use it to support a stable future in failing states, and 
sustainable growth in Africa; to halve global poverty and to roll back disease. To send once more a 
message to those yearning faces beyond our shores that says, "You matter to us. Your future is our 
future. And our moment is now." 
This must be the moment when we answer the call of history. For eight years, we have paid the 
price for a foreign policy that lectures without listening; that divides us from one another - and 
from the world - instead of calling us to a common purpose; that focuses on our tactics in fighting 
a war without end in Iraq instead of forging a new strategy to face down the true threats that we 
face. We cannot afford four more years of a strategy that is out of balance and out of step with this 
defining moment. 
None of this will be easy, but we have faced great odds before. When General Marshall first spoke 
about the plan that would bear his name, the rubble of Berlin had not yet been built into a wall. But 
Marshall knew that even the fiercest of adversaries could forge bonds of friendship founded in 
freedom. He had the confidence to know that the purpose and pragmatism of the American people 
could outlast any foe. Today, the dangers and divisions that came with the dawn of the Cold War 
have receded. Now, the defeat of the threats of the past has been replaced by the transnational 
threats of today. We know what is needed. We know what can best be done. We know what must 
done. Now it falls to us to act with the same sense of purpose and pragmatism as an earlier genera-
tion, to join with friends and partners to lead the world anew. 
 
 
Speech II 
The War we need to win 
 
Washington, D.C. | August 01, 2007 
 
Thank you Lee, for hosting me here at the Wilson Center, and for your leadership of both the 9/11 
Commission and the Iraq Study Group. You have been a steady voice of reason in an unsteady 
time. Let me also say that my thoughts and prayers are with your colleague, Haleh Esfandiari, and 
her family. I have made my position known to the Iranian government. It is time for Haleh to be 
released. It is time for Haleh to come home. Thanks to the 9/11 Commission, we know that six 
years ago this week President Bush received a briefing with the headline: "Bin Laden determined 
to strike in U.S." It came during what the Commission called the "summer of threat," when the 
"system was blinking red" about an impending attack. But despite the briefing, many felt the dan-
ger was overseas, a threat to embassies and military installations. The extremism, the resentment, 
the terrorist training camps, and the killers were in the dark corners of the world, far away from the 
American homeland. Then, one bright and beautiful Tuesday morning, they were here. I was driv-
ing to a state legislative hearing in downtown Chicago when I heard the news on my car radio: a 
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plane had hit the World Trade Center. By the time I got to my meeting, the second plane had hit, 
and we were told to evacuate. People gathered in the streets and looked up at the sky and the Sears 
Tower, transformed from a workplace to a target. We feared for our families and our country. We 
mourned the terrible loss suffered by our fellow citizens. Back at my law office, I watched the im-
ages from New York: a plane vanishing into glass and steel; men and women clinging to window-
sills, then letting go; tall towers crumbling to dust. It seemed all of the misery and all of the evil in 
the world were in that rolling black cloud, blocking out the September sun. What we saw that 
morning forced us to recognize that in a new world of threats, we are no longer protected by our 
own power. And what we saw that morning was a challenge to a new generation.  
The history of America is one of tragedy turned into triumph. And so a war over secession became 
an opportunity to set the captives free. An attack on Pearl Harbor led to a wave of freedom rolling 
across the Atlantic and Pacific. An Iron Curtain was punctured by democratic values, new institu-
tions at home, and strong international partnerships abroad. After 9/11, our calling was to write a 
new chapter in the American story. To devise new strategies and build new alliances, to secure our 
homeland and safeguard our values, and to serve a just cause abroad. We were ready. Americans 
were united. Friends around the world stood shoulder to shoulder with us. We had the might and 
moral-suasion that was the legacy of generations of Americans. The tide of history seemed poised 
to turn, once again, toward hope. But then everything changed. We did not finish the job against al 
Qaeda in Afghanistan. We did not develop new capabilities to defeat a new enemy, or launch a 
comprehensive strategy to dry up the terrorists' base of support. We did not reaffirm our basic val-
ues, or secure our homeland. Instead, we got a color-coded politics of fear. Patriotism as the pos-
session of one political party. The diplomacy of refusing to talk to other countries. A rigid 20th 
century ideology that insisted that the 21st century's stateless terrorism could be defeated through 
the invasion and occupation of a state. A deliberate strategy to misrepresent 9/11 to sell a war 
against a country that had nothing to do with 9/11.  
And so, a little more than a year after that bright September day, I was in the streets of Chicago 
again, this time speaking at a rally in opposition to war in Iraq. I did not oppose all wars, I said. I 
was a strong supporter of the war in Afghanistan. But I said I could not support "a dumb war, a 
rash war" in Iraq. I worried about a "U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined 
cost, with undetermined consequences" in the heart of the Muslim world. I pleaded that we "finish 
the fight with bin Laden and al Qaeda." The political winds were blowing in a different direction. 
The President was determined to go to war. There was just one obstacle: the U.S. Congress. Nine 
days after I spoke, that obstacle was removed. Congress rubber-stamped the rush to war, giving the 
President the broad and open-ended authority he uses to this day. With that vote, Congress became 
co-author of a catastrophic war. And we went off to fight on the wrong battlefield, with no appre-
ciation of how many enemies we would create, and no plan for how to get out. Because of a war in 
Iraq that should never have been authorized and should never have been waged, we are now less 
safe than we were before 9/11. According to the National Intelligence Estimate, the threat to our 
homeland from al Qaeda is "persistent and evolving." Iraq is a training ground for terror, torn apart 
by civil war. Afghanistan is more violent than it has been since 2001. Al Qaeda has a sanctuary in 
Pakistan. Israel is besieged by emboldened enemies, talking openly of its destruction. Iran is now 
presenting the broadest strategic challenge to the United States in the Middle East in a generation. 
Groups affiliated with or inspired by al Qaeda operate worldwide. Six years after 9/11, we are 
again in the midst of a "summer of threat," with bin Laden and many more terrorists determined to 
strike in the United States.  
What's more, in the dark halls of Abu Ghraib and the detention cells of Guantanamo, we have 
compromised our most precious values. What could have been a call to a generation has become 
an excuse for unchecked presidential power. A tragedy that united us was turned into a political 
wedge issue used to divide us. It is time to turn the page. It is time to write a new chapter in our re-
sponse to 9/11. Just because the President misrepresents our enemies does not mean we do not 
have them. The terrorists are at war with us. The threat is from violent extremists who are a small 
minority of the world's 1.3 billion Muslims, but the threat is real. They distort Islam. They kill 
man, woman and child; Christian and Hindu, Jew and Muslim. They seek to create a repressive ca-
liphate. To defeat this enemy, we must understand who we are fighting against, and what we are 
fighting for. The President would have us believe that every bomb in Baghdad is part of al Qaeda's 
war against us, not an Iraqi civil war. He elevates al Qaeda in Iraq -- which didn't exist before our 
invasion -- and overlooks the people who hit us on 9/11, who are training new recruits in Pakistan. 
He lumps together groups with very different goals: al Qaeda and Iran, Shiite militias and Sunni 
insurgents. He confuses our mission. And worse -- he is fighting the war the terrorists want us to 
fight. Bin Laden and his allies know they cannot defeat us on the field of battle or in a genuine bat-
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tle of ideas. But they can provoke the reaction we've seen in Iraq: a misguided invasion of a Mus-
lim country that sparks new insurgencies, ties down our military, busts our budgets, increases the 
pool of terrorist recruits, alienates America, gives democracy a bad name, and prompts the Ameri-
can people to question our engagement in the world.  
By refusing to end the war in Iraq, President Bush is giving the terrorists what they really want, 
and what the Congress voted to give them in 2002: a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at 
undetermined cost, with undetermined consequences. It is time to turn the page. When I am Presi-
dent, we will wage the war that has to be won, with a comprehensive strategy with five elements: 
getting out of Iraq and on to the right battlefield in Afghanistan and Pakistan; developing the capa-
bilities and partnerships we need to take out the terrorists and the world's most deadly weapons; 
engaging the world to dry up support for terror and extremism; restoring our values; and securing a 
more resilient homeland. The first step must be getting off the wrong battlefield in Iraq, and taking 
the fight to the terrorists in Afghanistan and Pakistan. I introduced a plan in January that would 
have already started bringing our troops out of Iraq, with a goal of removing all combat brigades 
by March 31, 2008. If the President continues to veto this plan, then ending this war will be my 
first priority when I take office.  
There is no military solution in Iraq. Only Iraq's leaders can settle the grievances at the heart of 
Iraq's civil war. We must apply pressure on them to act, and our best leverage is reducing our troop 
presence. And we must also do the hard and sustained diplomatic work in the region on behalf of 
peace and stability. In ending the war, we must act with more wisdom than we started it. That is 
why my plan would maintain sufficient forces in the region to target al Qaeda within Iraq. But we 
must recognize that al Qaeda is not the primary source of violence in Iraq, and has little support -- 
not from Shia and Kurds who al Qaeda has targeted, or Sunni tribes hostile to foreigners. On the 
contrary, al Qaeda's appeal within Iraq is enhanced by our troop presence. Ending the war will 
help isolate al Qaeda and give Iraqis the incentive and opportunity to take them out. It will also al-
low us to direct badly needed resources to Afghanistan. Our troops have fought valiantly there, but 
Iraq has deprived them of the support they need—and deserve. As a result, parts of Afghanistan 
are falling into the hands of the Taliban, and a mix of terrorism, drugs, and corruption threatens to 
overwhelm the country.  
As President, I would deploy at least two additional brigades to Afghanistan to re-enforce our 
counter-terrorism operations and support NATO's efforts against the Taliban. As we step up our 
commitment, our European friends must do the same, and without the burdensome restrictions that 
have hampered NATO's efforts. We must also put more of an Afghan face on security by improv-
ing the training and equipping of the Afghan Army and Police, and including Afghan soldiers in 
U.S. and NATO operations. We must not, however, repeat the mistakes of Iraq. The solution in 
Afghanistan is not just military -- it is political and economic. As President, I would increase our 
non-military aid by $1 billion. These resources should fund projects at the local level to impact or-
dinary Afghans, including the development of alternative livelihoods for poppy farmers. And we 
must seek better performance from the Afghan government, and support that performance through 
tough anti-corruption safeguards on aid, and increased international support to develop the rule of 
law across the country. Above all, I will send a clear message: we will not repeat the mistake of 
the past, when we turned our back on Afghanistan following Soviet withdrawal. As 9/11 showed 
us, the security of Afghanistan and America is shared. And today, that security is most threatened 
by the al Qaeda and Taliban sanctuary in the tribal regions of northwest Pakistan. Al Qaeda terror-
ists train, travel, and maintain global communications in this safe-haven. The Taliban pursues a hit 
and run strategy, striking in Afghanistan, then skulking across the border to safety. This is the wild 
frontier of our globalized world. There are wind-swept deserts and cave-dotted mountains. There 
are tribes that see borders as nothing more than lines on a map, and governments as forces that 
come and go. There are blood ties deeper than alliances of convenience, and pockets of extremism 
that follow religion to violence. It's a tough place. But that is no excuse. There must be no safe-
haven for terrorists who threaten America. We cannot fail to act because action is hard. As Presi-
dent, I would make the hundreds of millions of dollars in U.S. military aid to Pakistan conditional, 
and I would make our conditions clear: Pakistan must make substantial progress in closing down 
the training camps, evicting foreign fighters, and preventing the Taliban from using Pakistan as a 
staging area for attacks in Afghanistan. I understand that President Musharraf has his own chal-
lenges. But let me make this clear. There are terrorists holed up in those mountains who murdered 
3,000 Americans. They are plotting to strike again. It was a terrible mistake to fail to act when we 
had a chance to take out an al Qaeda leadership meeting in 2005. If we have actionable intelli-
gence about high-value terrorist targets and President Musharraf won't act, we will. And Pakistan 
needs more than F-16s to combat extremism. As the Pakistani government increases investment in 



Appendix – Candidate – Speech II The War we need to win 

117 
 

secular education to counter radical madrasas, my Administration will increase America's com-
mitment. We must help Pakistan invest in the provinces along the Afghan border, so that the ex-
tremists' program of hate is met with one of hope. And we must not turn a blind eye to elections 
that are neither free nor fair -- our goal is not simply an ally in Pakistan, it is a democratic ally.  
Beyond Pakistan, there is a core of terrorists -- probably in the tens of thousands -- who have made 
their choice to attack America. 
So the second step in my strategy will be to build our capacity and our partnerships to track down, 
capture or kill terrorists around the world, and to deny them the world's most dangerous weapons. I 
will not hesitate to use military force to take out terrorists who pose a direct threat to America. 
This requires a broader set of capabilities, as outlined in the Army and Marine Corps's new coun-
ter-insurgency manual. I will ensure that our military becomes more stealth, agile, and lethal in its 
ability to capture or kill terrorists. We need to recruit, train, and equip our armed forces to better 
target terrorists, and to help foreign militaries to do the same. This must include a program to bol-
ster our ability to speak different languages, understand different cultures, and coordinate complex 
missions with our civilian agencies. To succeed, we must improve our civilian capacity. The finest 
military in the world is adapting to the challenges of the 21st century. But it cannot counter insur-
gent and terrorist threats without civilian counterparts who can carry out economic and political 
reconstruction missions -- sometimes in dangerous places.  
As President, I will strengthen these civilian capacities, recruiting our best and brightest to take on 
this challenge. I will increase both the numbers and capabilities of our diplomats, development ex-
perts, and other civilians who can work alongside our military. We can't just say there is no mili-
tary solution to these problems. We need to integrate all aspects of American might. One compo-
nent of this integrated approach will be new Mobile Development Teams that bring together per-
sonnel from the State Department, the Pentagon, and USAID. These teams will work with civil so-
ciety and local governments to make an immediate impact in peoples' lives, and to turn the tide 
against extremism. Where people are most vulnerable, where the light of hope has grown dark, and 
where we are in a position to make a real difference in advancing security and opportunity -- that 
is where these teams will go. I will also strengthen our intelligence. This is about more than an or-
ganizational chart. We need leadership that forces our agencies to share information, and leader-
ship that never -- ever -- twists the facts to support bad policies. But we must also build our capaci-
ty to better collect and analyze information, and to carry out operations to disrupt terrorist plots 
and break up terrorist networks. This cannot just be an American mission. Al Qaeda and its allies 
operate in nearly 100 countries. The United States cannot steal every secret, penetrate every cell, 
act on every tip, or track down every terrorist -- nor should we have to do this alone. This is not 
just about our security. It is about the common security of all the world. 
As President, I will create a Shared Security Partnership Program to forge an international intelli-
gence and law enforcement infrastructure to take down terrorist networks from the remote islands 
of Indonesia, to the sprawling cities of Africa. This program will provide $5 billion over three 
years for counter-terrorism cooperation with countries around the world, including information 
sharing, funding for training, operations, border security, anti-corruption programs, technology, 
and targeting terrorist financing. And this effort will focus on helping our partners succeed without 
repressive tactics, because brutality breeds terror, it does not defeat it. We must also do more to 
safeguard the world's most dangerous weapons. We know al Qaeda seeks a nuclear weapon. We 
know they would not hesitate to use one. Yet there is still about 50 tons of highly enriched urani-
um, some of it poorly secured, at civilian nuclear facilities in over forty countries. There are still 
about 15,000 to 16,00 nuclear weapons and stockpiles of uranium and plutonium scattered across 
11 time zones in the former Soviet Union. That is why I worked in the Senate with Dick Lugar to 
pass a law that would help the United States and our allies detect and stop the smuggling of weap-
ons of mass destruction. That is why I am introducing a bill with Chuck Hagel that seeks to pre-
vent nuclear terrorism, reduce global nuclear arsenals, and stop the spread of nuclear weapons. 
And that is why, as President, I will lead a global effort to secure all nuclear weapons and material 
at vulnerable sites within four years. While we work to secure existing stockpiles, we should also 
negotiate a verifiable global ban on the production of new nuclear weapons material. And I won't 
hesitate to use the power of American diplomacy to stop countries from obtaining these weapons 
or sponsoring terror. The lesson of the Bush years is that not talking does not work. Go down the 
list of countries we've ignored and see how successful that strategy has been. We haven't talked to 
Iran, and they continue to build their nuclear program. We haven't talked to Syria, and they con-
tinue support for terror. We tried not talking to North Korea, and they now have enough material 
for 6 to 8 more nuclear weapons. It's time to turn the page on the diplomacy of tough talk and no 
action. It's time to turn the page on Washington's conventional wisdom that agreement must be 
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reached before you meet, that talking to other countries is some kind of reward, and that Presidents 
can only meet with people who will tell them what they want to hear. President Kennedy said it 
best: "Let us never negotiate out of fear, but let us never fear to negotiate." Only by knowing your 
adversary can you defeat them or drive wedges between them. As President, I will work with our 
friend and allies, but I won't outsource our diplomacy in Tehran to the Europeans, or our diploma-
cy in Pyongyang to the Chinese. I will do the careful preparation needed, and let these countries 
know where America stands. They will no longer have the excuse of American intransigence. 
They will have our terms: no support for terror and no nuclear weapons.  
But America must be about more than taking out terrorists and locking up weapons, or else new 
terrorists will rise up to take the place of every one we capture or kill. That is why the third step in 
my strategy will be drying up the rising well of support for extremism.When you travel to the 
world's trouble spots as a United States Senator, much of what you see is from a helicopter. So you 
look out, with the buzz of the rotor in your ear, maybe a door gunner nearby, and you see the refu-
gee camp in Darfur, the flood near Djibouti, the bombed out block in Baghdad. You see thousands 
of desperate faces. Al Qaeda's new recruits come from Africa and Asia, the Middle East and Eu-
rope. Many come from disaffected communities and disconnected corners of our interconnected 
world. And it makes you stop and wonder: when those faces look up at an American helicopter, do 
they feel hope, or do they feel hate? We know where extremists thrive. In conflict zones that are 
incubators of resentment and anarchy. In weak states that cannot control their borders or territory, 
or meet the basic needs of their people. From Africa to central Asia to the Pacific Rim -- nearly 60 
countries stand on the brink of conflict or collapse. The extremists encourage the exploitation of 
these hopeless places on their hate-filled websites. And we know what the extremists say about us. 
America is just an occupying Army in Muslim lands, the shadow of a shrouded figure standing on 
a box at Abu Ghraib, the power behind the throne of a repressive leader. They say we are at war 
with Islam. That is the whispered line of the extremist who has nothing to offer in this battle of 
ideas but blame -- blame America, blame progress, blame Jews. And often he offers something 
along with the hate. A sense of empowerment. Maybe an education at a madrasa, some charity for 
your family, some basic services in the neighborhood. And then: a mission and a gun.  
We know we are not who they say we are. America is at war with terrorists who killed on our soil. 
We are not at war with Islam. America is a compassionate nation that wants a better future for all 
people. The vast majority of the world's 1.3 billion Muslims have no use for bin Laden or his 
bankrupt ideas. But too often since 9/11, the extremists have defined us, not the other way 
around. When I am President, that will change. We will author our own story. We do need to stand 
for democracy. And I will. But democracy is about more than a ballot box. America must show -- 
through deeds as well as words -- that we stand with those who seek a better life. That child look-
ing up at the helicopter must see America and feel hope. As President, I will make it a focus of my 
foreign policy to roll back the tide of hopelessness that gives rise to hate. Freedom must mean 
freedom from fear, not the freedom of anarchy. I will never shrug my shoulders and say -- as Sec-
retary Rumsfeld did -- "Freedom is untidy." I will focus our support on helping nations build inde-
pendent judicial systems, honest police forces, and financial systems that are transparent and ac-
countable. Freedom must also mean freedom from want, not freedom lost to an empty stomach. So 
I will make poverty reduction a key part of helping other nations reduce anarchy. I will double our 
annual investments to meet these challenges to $50 billion by 2012. And I will support a $2 billion 
Global Education Fund to counter the radical madrasas -- often funded by money from within 
Saudi Arabia -- that have filled young minds with messages of hate.  
We must work for a world where every child, everywhere, is taught to build and not to destroy. 
And as we lead we will ask for more from our friends in Europe and Asia as well -- more support 
for our diplomacy, more support for multilateral peacekeeping, and more support to rebuild socie-
ties ravaged by conflict. I will also launch a program of public diplomacy that is a coordinated ef-
fort across my Administration, not a small group of political officials at the State Department ex-
plaining a misguided war. We will open "America Houses" in cities across the Islamic world, with 
Internet, libraries, English lessons, stories of America's Muslims and the strength they add to our 
country, and vocational programs. Through a new " America's Voice Corps" we will recruit, train, 
and send out into the field talented young Americans who can speak with -- and listen to -- the 
people who today hear about us only from our enemies.As President, I will lead this effort. In the 
first 100 days of my Administration, I will travel to a major Islamic forum and deliver an address 
to redefine our struggle. I will make clear that we are not at war with Islam, that we will stand with 
those who are willing to stand up for their future, and that we need their effort to defeat the proph-
ets of hate and violence. I will speak directly to that child who looks up at that helicopter, and my 
message will be clear: "You matter to us. Your future is our future. And our moment is now." This 
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brings me to the fourth step in my strategy: I will make clear that the days of compromising our 
values are over. Major General Paul Eaton had a long and distinguished career serving this coun-
try. It included training the Iraqi Army. After Abu Ghraib, his senior Iraqi advisor came into his 
office and said: "You have no idea how this will play out on the streets of Baghdad and the rest of 
the Arab world. How can this be?" This was not the America he had looked up to.  
As the counter-insurgency manual reminds us, we cannot win a war unless we maintain the high 
ground and keep the people on our side. But because the Administration decided to take the low 
road, our troops have more enemies. Because the Administration cast aside international norms 
that reflect American values, we are less able to promote our values. When I am President, Ameri-
ca will reject torture without exception. America is the country that stood against that kind of be-
havior, and we will do so again.I also will reject a legal framework that does not work. There has 
been only one conviction at Guantanamo. It was for a guilty plea on material support for terrorism. 
The sentence was 9 months. There has not been one conviction of a terrorist act. I have faith in 
America's courts, and I have faith in our JAGs. As President, I will close Guantanamo, reject the 
Military Commissions Act, and adhere to the Geneva Conventions. Our Constitution and our Uni-
form Code of Military Justice provide a framework for dealing with the terrorists. This Admin-
istration also puts forward a false choice between the liberties we cherish and the security we de-
mand. I will provide our intelligence and law enforcement agencies with the tools they need to 
track and take out the terrorists without undermining our Constitution and our freedom. That 
means no more illegal wire-tapping of American citizens. No more national security letters to spy 
on citizens who are not suspected of a crime. No more tracking citizens who do nothing more than 
protest a misguided war. No more ignoring the law when it is inconvenient. That is not who we 
are. And it is not what is necessary to defeat the terrorists. The FISA court works. The separation 
of powers works. Our Constitution works. We will again set an example for the world that the law 
is not subject to the whims of stubborn rulers, and that justice is not arbitrary.  
This Administration acts like violating civil liberties is the way to enhance our security. It is not. 
There are no short-cuts to protecting America, and that is why the fifth part of my strategy is doing 
the hard and patient work to secure a more resilient homeland. Too often this Administration's ap-
proach to homeland security has been to scatter money around and avoid hard choices, or to scare 
Americans without telling them what to be scared of, or what to do. A Department set up to make 
Americans feel safer didn't even show up when bodies drifted through the streets in New Orleans. 
That's not acceptable. My Administration will take an approach to homeland security guided by 
risk. I will establish a Quadrennial Review at the Department of Homeland Security -- just like at 
the Pentagon -- to undertake a top to bottom review of the threats we face and our ability to con-
front them. And I will develop a comprehensive National Infrastructure Protection Plan that draws 
on both local know-how and national priorities. We have to put resources where our infrastructure 
is most vulnerable. That means tough and permanent standards for securing our chemical plants. 
Improving our capability to screen cargo and investing in safeguards that will prevent the disrup-
tion of our ports. And making sure our energy sector -- our refineries and pipelines and power 
grids -- is protected so that terrorists cannot cripple our economy.  
We also have to get past a top-down approach. Folks across America are the ones on the front 
lines. On 9/11, it was citizens -- empowered by their knowledge of the World Trade Center attacks 
-- who protected our government by heroically taking action on Flight 93 to keep it from reaching 
our nation's capital. When I have information that can empower Americans, I will share it with 
them. Information sharing with state and local governments must be a two-way street, because we 
never know where the two pieces of the puzzle are that might fit together -- the tip from Afghani-
stan, and the cop who sees something suspicious on Michigan Avenue. I will increase funding to 
help train police to gather information and connect it to the intelligence they receive from the fed-
eral government. I will address the problem in our prisons, where the most disaffected and discon-
nected Americans are being explicitly targeted for conversion by al Qaeda and its ideological al-
lies. And my Administration will not permit more lives to be lost because emergency responders 
are not outfitted with the communications capability and protective equipment their job requires, 
or because the federal government is too slow to respond when disaster strikes. We've been 
through that on 9/11. We've been through it during Katrina. I will ensure that we have the re-
sources and competent federal leadership we need to support our communities when American 
lives are at stake. But this effort can't just be about what we ask of our men and women in uniform. 
It can't just be about how we spend our time or our money. It's about the kind of country we are. 
We are in the early stages of a long struggle. Yet since 9/11, we've heard a lot about what America 
can't do or shouldn't do or won't even try. We can't vote against a misguided war in Iraq because 
that would make us look weak, or talk to other countries because that would be a reward. We can't 
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reach out to the hundreds of millions of Muslims who reject terror because we worry they hate us. 
We can't protect the homeland because there are too many targets, or secure our people while stay-
ing true to our values. We can't get past the America of Red and Blue, the politics of who's up and 
who's down. That is not the America that I know. The America I know is the last, best hope for 
that child looking up at a helicopter. It's the country that put a man on the moon; that defeated fas-
cism and helped rebuild Europe. It's a country whose strength abroad is measured not just by ar-
mies, but rather by the power of our ideals, and by our purpose to forge an ever more perfect union 
at home. That's the America I know. We just have to act like it again to write that next chapter in 
the American story. If we do, we can keep America safe while extending security and opportunity 
around the world. We can hold true to our values, and in doing so advance those values abroad. 
And we can be what that child looking up at a helicopter needs us to be: the relentless opponent of 
terror and tyranny, and the light of hope to the world. To make this story reality, it's going to take 
Americans coming together and changing the fundamental direction of this country. It's going to 
take the service of a new generation of young people. It's going to take facing tragedy head-on and 
turning it into the next generation's triumph. That is a challenge that I welcome. Because when we 
do make that change, we'll do more than win a war -- we'll live up to that calling to make America, 
and the world, safer, freer, and more hopeful than we found it. 
 
 
Speech III 
Turning the Page in Iraq 
 
Clinton, Iowa | September 12, 2007 
 
A few months ago, I met a woman who told me her nephew was leaving for Iraq. As she started to 
tell me about how much she'd miss him and how worried she was about him, she began to cry. "I 
can't breathe,' she said. "I want to know when I am going to be able to breathe again.' I have her on 
my mind when I think about what we've gone through as a country and where we need to go. Be-
cause we've been holding our breath over Iraq for five years. As we go through yet another debate 
about yet another phase of this misguided war, we've got a familiar feeling. Again, we're told that 
progress is upon us. Again, we're asked to hold our breath a little longer. Again, we're reminded of 
what's gone wrong with our policies and our politics. It was five years ago today - on September 
12, 2002 - that President Bush made his case for war at the United Nations. Standing in front of a 
world that stood with us after 9/11, he said, "In the attacks on America a year ago, we saw the de-
structive intentions of our enemies.' Then he talked about Saddam Hussein - a man who had noth-
ing to do with 9/11. But citing the lesson of 9/11, he and others said we had to act. "To suggest 
otherwise,' the President said, "is to hope against the evidence.' George Bush was wrong. The peo-
ple who attacked us on 9/11 were in Afghanistan, not Iraq. Al Qaeda in Iraq didn't exist before our 
invasion. The case for war was built on exaggerated fears and empty evidence - so much so that 
Bob Graham, the Chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee, decided to vote against the war 
after he read the National Intelligence Estimate. But conventional thinking in Washington lined up 
for war. The pundits judged the political winds to be blowing in the direction of the President. De-
spite - or perhaps because of how much experience they had in Washington, too many politicians 
feared looking weak and failed to ask hard questions. Too many took the President at his word in-
stead of reading the intelligence for themselves. Congress gave the President the authority to go to 
war. Our only opportunity to stop the war was lost.  
I made a different judgment. I thought our priority had to be finishing the fight in Afghanistan. I 
spoke out against what I called "a rash war' in Iraq. I worried about, "an occupation of undeter-
mined length, with undetermined costs, and undetermined consequences.' The full accounting of 
those costs and consequences will only be known to history. But the picture is beginning to come 
into focus. Nearly 4,000 Americans have been killed in Iraq. Five times that number have suffered 
horrible wounds, seen and unseen. Loved ones have been lost, dreams denied. Children will grow 
up without fathers and mothers. Parents have outlived their children. That is a cost of this war. 
When all is said and done, the price-tag will run over a trillion dollars. A trillion dollars. That's 
money not spent on homeland security and counter-terrorism; on providing health care to all 
Americans and a world-class education to every child; on investments in energy to save ourselves 
and our planet from an addiction to oil. That is a cost of this war. The excellence of our military is 
unmatched. But as a result of this war, our forces are under pressure as never before. Our National 
Guard and reserves have half of the equipment they need to respond to emergencies at home and 
abroad. Retention among West Point graduates is down. Our powers of deterrence and influence 
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around the world are down. That is a cost of this war. America's standing has suffered. Our diplo-
macy has been compromised by a refusal to talk to people we don't like. Our alliances have been 
compromised by bluster. Our credibility has been compromised by a faulty case for war. Our mor-
al leadership has been compromised by Abu Ghraib. That is a cost of this war. Perhaps the saddest 
irony of the Administration's cynical use of 9/11 is that the Iraq War has left us less safe than we 
were before 9/11. Osama bin Laden and his top lieutenants have rebuilt a new base in Pakistan 
where they freely train recruits, plot new attacks, and disseminate propaganda. The Taliban is re-
surgent in Afghanistan. Iran has emerged as the greatest strategic challenge to America in the 
Middle East in a generation. Violent extremism has increased. Terrorism has increased. All of that 
is a cost of this war. After 9/11, instead of the politics of unity, we got a political strategy of divi-
sion with the war in Iraq as its centerpiece. The only thing we were asked to do for our country 
was support a misguided war.  
We lost that sense of common purpose as Americans. And we're not going to be a truly united and 
resolute America until we can stop holding our breath, until we can come together to reclaim our 
foreign policy and our politics and end this war that has cost us so much. So there is something un-
real about the debate that's taking place in Washington. With all that our troops and their families 
have sacrificed, with all this war has cost us, and with no discernible end in sight, the same people 
who told us we would be greeted as liberators, about democracy spreading across the Middle East, 
about striking a decisive blow against terrorism, about an insurgency in its last throes - those same 
people are now trumpeting the uneven and precarious containment of brutal sectarian violence as 
if it validates all of their failed decisions. The bar for success is so low that it is almost buried in 
the sand. The American people have had enough of the shifting spin. We've had enough of extend-
ed deadlines for benchmarks that go unmet. We've had enough of mounting costs in Iraq and 
missed opportunities around the world. We've had enough of a war that should never have been 
authorized and should never have been waged. 
I opposed this war from the beginning. I opposed the war in 2002. I opposed it in 2003. I opposed 
it in 2004. I opposed it in 2005. I opposed it in 2006. I introduced a plan in January to remove all 
of our combat brigades by next March. And I am here to say that we have to begin to end this war 
now. My plan for ending the war would turn the page in Iraq by removing our combat troops from 
Iraq's civil war; by taking a new approach to press for a new accord on reconciliation within Iraq; 
by talking to all of Iraq's neighbors to press for a compact in the region; and by confronting the 
human costs of this war. First, we need to immediately begin the responsible removal of our troops 
from Iraq's civil war. Our troops have performed brilliantly. They brought Saddam Hussein to jus-
tice. They have fought for over four years to give Iraqis a chance for a better future. But they can-
not - and should not - bear the responsibility for resolving the grievances at the heart of Iraq's civil 
war. Recent news only confirms this. The Administration points to selective statistics to make the 
case for staying the course. Killings and mortar attacks and car bombs in certain districts are down 
from the highest levels we've seen. But they're still at the same horrible levels they were at 18 
months ago or two years ago. Experts will tell you that the killings are down in some places be-
cause the ethnic cleansing has already taken place. That's hardly a cause for triumphalism. The 
stated purpose of the surge was to enable Iraq's leaders to reconcile. But as the recent report from 
the Government Accountability Office confirms, the Iraqis are not reconciling. Our troops fight 
and die in the 120 degree heat to give Iraq's leaders space to agree, but they aren't filling it. They 
are not moving beyond their centuries-old sectarian conflicts, they are falling further back into 
them. We hear a lot about how violence is down in parts of Anbar province. But this has little to 
do with the surge - it's because Sunni tribal leaders made a political decision to turn against al 
Qaeda in Iraq. This only underscores the point - the solution in Iraq is political, it is not mili-
tary. Violence is contained in some parts of Baghdad. That's no surprise. Our troops have cleared 
these neighborhoods at great costs. But our troops cannot police Baghdad indefinitely - only Iraqis 
can. Rather than use our presence to make progress, the Iraqi government has put off taking re-
sponsibility - that's the finding of a Commission headed by General Jim Jones. And our troop 
presence cannot be sustained without crippling our military's ability to respond to other contingen-
cies. Let me be clear: there is no military solution in Iraq, and there never was. The best way to 
protect our security and to pressure Iraq's leaders to resolve their civil war is to immediately begin 
to remove our combat troops. Not in six months or one year - now. We should enter into talks with 
the Iraqi government to discuss the process of our drawdown. We must get out strategically and 
carefully, removing troops from secure areas first, and keeping troops in more volatile areas until 
later. But our drawdown should proceed at a steady pace of one or two brigades each month. If we 
start now, all of our combat brigades should be out of Iraq by the end of next year. We will need to 
retain some forces in Iraq and the region. We'll continue to strike at al Qaeda in Iraq. We'll protect 
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our forces as they leave, and we will continue to protect U.S. diplomats and facilities. If - but only 
if - Iraq makes political progress and their security forces are not sectarian, we should continue to 
train and equip those forces. But we will set our own direction and our own pace, and our direction 
must be out of Iraq. The future of our military, our foreign policy, and our national purpose cannot 
be hostage to the inaction of the Iraqi government. Removing our troops is part of applying real 
pressure on Iraq's leaders to end their civil war. Some argue that we should just replace Prime 
Minister Maliki. But that wouldn't solve the problem. We shouldn't be in the business of support-
ing coups. And remember - before Maliki, we said that we just needed to replace the last Prime 
Minister to make everything all right. It didn't work. The problems in Iraq are bigger than one 
man.  
Iraq needs a new Constitutional convention that would include representatives from all levels of 
Iraqi society - in and out of government. The United Nations should play a central role in conven-
ing and participating in this convention, which should not adjourn until a new accord on national 
reconciliation is reached. To reconcile, the Iraqis must also meet key political benchmarks outside 
of the Constitutional process, including new local elections and revising debaathification. Now the 
Iraqis may come out of this process choosing some kind of soft partition into three regions - one 
Sunni, one Shia, one Kurd. But it must be their choice. America should not impose the division of 
Iraq. While we change the dynamic within Iraq, we must surge our diplomacy in the region. At 
every stage of this war, we have suffered because of disdain for diplomacy. We have not brought 
allies to the table. We have refused to talk to people we don't like. And we have failed to build a 
consensus in the region. As a result, Iraq is more violent, the region is less stable, and America is 
less secure.  
We need to launch the most aggressive diplomatic effort in recent history to reach a new compact 
in the region. This effort should include all of Iraq's neighbors, and we should also bring in the 
United Nations Security Council. All of us have a stake in Iraq's stability. It's time to make this 
less about what America is trying to do for Iraq, and more about what the world can do with Iraq. 
This compact must secure Iraq's borders, keep neighbors from meddling, isolate al Qaeda, and 
support Iraq's unity. That means helping our Turkish and Kurdish friends reach an understanding. 
That means pressing Sunni states like Saudi Arabia to stop the flow of foreign fighters into Iraq, 
increase their financial support of reconstruction efforts, and encourage Iraqi Sunnis to reconcile 
with their fellow Iraqis. And that means turning the page on the Bush-Cheney policy of not talking 
to Syria and Iran. Conventional thinking in Washington says Presidents cannot lead this diploma-
cy. But I think the American people know better. Not talking doesn't make us look tough - it 
makes us look arrogant. And it doesn't get results. Strong Presidents tell their adversaries where 
they stand, and that's what I would do. That's how tough and principled diplomacy works. And 
that's what we need to press Syria and Iran to stop being part of the problem in Iraq. Iran poses a 
grave challenge. It builds a nuclear program, supports terrorism, and threatens Israel with destruc-
tion. But we hear eerie echoes of the run-up to the war in Iraq in the way that the President and 
Vice President talk about Iran. They conflate Iran and al Qaeda, ignoring the violent schism that 
exists between Shiite and Sunni militants. They issue veiled threats. They suggest that the time for 
diplomacy and pressure is running out when we haven't even tried direct diplomacy. Well George 
Bush and Dick Cheney must hear - loud and clear - from the American people and the Congress: 
you don't have our support, and you don't have our authorization for another war. George Bush 
suggests that there are two choices with regard to Iran. Stay the course in Iraq or cede the region to 
the Iran. I reject this choice.  
Keeping our troops tied down in Iraq is not the way to weaken Iran - it's precisely what has 
strengthened it. President Ahmadinejad may talk about filling a vacuum in the region after an 
American drawdown, but he's badly mistaken. It's time for a new and robust American leadership. 
And that should begin with a new cooperative security framework with all of our friends and allies 
in the Persian Gulf. Now is the time for tough and sustained diplomacy backed by real pressure. 
It's time to rally the region and the world to our side. And it's time to deliver a direct message to 
Tehran. America is a part of a community of nations. America wants peace in the region. You can 
give up your nuclear ambitions and support for terror and rejoin the community of nations. Or you 
will face further isolation, including much tighter sanctions. As we deliver this message, we will 
be stronger - not weaker - if we are disengaging from Iraq's civil war. The final part of my plan is a 
major international initiative to address Iraq's humanitarian crisis. President Bush likes to warn of 
the dire consequences of ending the war. He warns of rising Iranian influence, but that has already 
taken place. He warns of growing terrorism, but that has already taken place. And he warns of 
huge movements of refugees and mass sectarian killing, but that has already taken place. These are 
not the consequences of a future withdrawal. They are the reality of Iraq's present. They are a di-
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rect consequence of waging this war. Two million Iraqis are displaced in their own country. An-
other two million Iraqis have fled as refugees to neighboring countries. This mass movement of 
people is a threat to the security of the Middle East and to our common humanity. We have a stra-
tegic interest - and a moral obligation - to act. The President would have us believe there are two 
choices: keep all of our troops in Iraq or abandon these Iraqis. I reject that choice. We cannot con-
tinue to put this burden on our troops alone. I'm tired of this notion that we either fight foolish 
wars or retreat from the world. We are better than that as a nation. There's no military solution that 
can reunite a family or resettle an orphaned child. It's time to form an international working group 
with the countries in the region, our European and Asian friends, and the United Nations. The 
State Department says it has invested $183 million on displaced Iraqis this year -- but that is not 
nearly enough. We can and must do more. We should up our share to at least $2 billion to support 
this effort; to expand access to social services for refugees in neighboring countries; and to ensure 
that Iraqis displaced inside their own country can find safe-haven. Iraqis must know that those who 
engage in mass violence will be brought to justice. We should lead in forming a commission at the 
U.N. to monitor and hold accountable perpetrators of war crimes within Iraq. We must also put 
strict conditions on U.S. assistance to direct our support to those who want to hold Iraq together - 
not those who are tearing it apart.  
The risk of greater atrocities in the short-term cannot deter us from doing what we must to mini-
mize violence in the long-term. Yet as we drawdown, we must declare our readiness to intervene 
with allies to stop genocidal violence. We must also keep faith with Iraqis who kept faith with us. 
One tragic outcome of this war is that the Iraqis who stood with America - the interpreters, embas-
sy workers, and subcontractors - are being targeted for assassination. An Iraqi named Laith who 
worked for an American organization told a journalist, "Sometimes I feel like we're standing in 
line for a ticket, waiting to die.' And yet our doors are shut. In April, we admitted exactly one Iraqi 
refugee - just one! That is not how we treat our friends. That is not how we take responsibility for 
our own actions. That is not who we are as Americans. It's time to at least fill the 7,000 slots that 
we pledged to Iraqi refugees and to be open to accepting even more Iraqis at risk. It's also time to 
go to our friends and allies - and all the members of our original coalition in Iraq - to find homes 
for the many Iraqis who are in desperate need of asylum.  
Keeping this moral obligation is a key part of how we turn the page in Iraq. Because what's at 
stake is bigger than this war - it's our global leadership. Now is a time to be bold. We must not stay 
the course or take the conventional path because the other course is unknown. To quote Dr. 
Brzezinski - we must not allow ourselves to become "prisoners of uncertainty.' George Bush is 
afraid of this future. That is why all he can do is drag up the past. After all the flawed justifications 
for his failed policy, he now invokes Vietnam as a reason to stay in Iraq. Let's put aside the strange 
reasoning - that all would have been well if we had just stayed the course in Vietnam. Let's put it 
aside and leave it where it belongs - in the past. Now is not the time to reargue the Vietnam War - 
we did that in the 2004 election, and it wasn't pretty. I come from a new generation of Americans. 
I don't want to fight the battles of the 1960s. I want to reclaim the future for America, because we 
have too many threats to face and too many opportunities to seize. Just think about what we can 
accomplish together when we end this war. When we end this war in Iraq, we can finally finish the 
fight in Afghanistan. That is why I propose stepping up our commitment there, with at least two 
additional combat brigades and a comprehensive program of aid and support to help Afghans help 
themselves.  
When we end this war in Iraq, we can more effectively tackle the twin demons of extremism and 
hopelessness that threaten the peace of the world and the security of America. That is why I have 
proposed a program to spread hope - not hate - in the Islamic world, to build schools that teach 
young people to build and not destroy, to support the rule of law and economic development, and 
to launch a program of outreach to the Islamic world that I will lead as President. When we end 
this war in Iraq, we can once again lead the world against the common challenges of the 21st cen-
tury. Against the spread of nuclear weapons and climate change. Against genocide in Darfur. 
Against ignorance and intolerance. Corruption and greed. Poverty and despair. When we end this 
war, we can reclaim the cause of freedom and democracy. We can be that beacon of hope, that 
light to all the world. When we end this war, we can recapture our unity of effort as Americans. 
The American people have the right instincts on Iraq. It's time to heed their judgment. It's time to 
move beyond Iraq so that we can move forward together. I will be a President who listens to the 
American people, not a President who ignores them. And when we end the war in Iraq, we can 
come together to give our full attention to advancing the cause of health care for every American, 
an energy policy that does not bankroll hostile nations while we melt the polar ice caps, and a 
world class education for our children. Above all, we can turn the page to a new kind of politics of 
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unity, not division; of hope, not fear. You know, I welcome all of the folks who have changed their 
position on the war over these last months and years. And we need more of those votes to change 
if we're going to change the direction of this war. That is why I will keep speaking directly to my 
colleagues in the Congress, both Republican and Democratic. Historically, we have come together 
in a bipartisan way to deal with our most monumental challenges. We should do so again. We have 
the power to do this - not as Republicans or Democrats, but as Americans. We don't have to wait 
until George Bush is gone from office - we can begin to end this war today, right now. But if we 
have learned anything from Iraq, it is that the judgment that matters most is the judgment that is 
made first. Martin Luther King once stood up at Riverside Church and said, "In this unfolding co-
nundrum of life and history, there is such a thing as being too late.' We are too late to stop a war 
that should never have been fought; too late to undo the pain of battle, the anguish of so many 
families, or the price of the fight; too late to redo the years of division and distraction at home and 
abroad. But I'm here today because it's not too late to come together as Americans. Because we're 
not going to be able to deal with the challenges that confront us until we end this war. What we 
can do is say that we will not be prisoners of uncertainty. That we reject the conventional thinking 
that led us into Iraq and that didn't ask hard questions until it was too late. What we can say is that 
we are ready for something new and something bold and something principled. It's time for us to 
breathe again. That begins with ending this war - but it does not end there. It's time reclaim our 
foreign policy. It's time to reclaim our politics. And it's time to lead this country - and this world - 
again, to a new dawn of peace and unity.  
 
 
Speech IV 
A new Beginning 
 
Chicago, Illinois | October 02, 2007 
 
Thank you, Ted. Ted Sorensen has been counselor to a President in some of our toughest mo-
ments, and he has helped define our national purpose at pivotal turning points. Let me also wel-
come all of the elected officials from Illinois who are with us. Let me give a special welcome to all 
of the organizers and speakers who joined me to rally against going to war in Iraq five years ago. 
And I want to thank DePaul University and DePaul's students for hosting this event. We come to-
gether at a time of renewal for DePaul. A new academic year has begun. Professors are learning 
the names of new students, and students are reminded that you actually do have to attend class. 
That cold is beginning to creep into the Chicago air. The season is changing. DePaul is now filled 
with students who have not spent a single day on campus without the reality of a war in Iraq. Four 
classes have matriculated and four classes have graduated since this war began. And we are re-
minded that America's sons and daughters in uniform, and their families, bear the heavy burden. 
The wife of one soldier from Illinois wrote to me and said that her husband "feels like he's sta-
tioned in Iraq and deploys home." That's a tragic statement. And it could be echoed by families 
across our country who have seen loved ones deployed to tour after tour of duty.  
You are students. And the great responsibility of students is to question the world around you, to 
question things that don't add up. With Iraq, we must ask the question: how did we go so wrong? 
There are those who offer up easy answers. They will assert that Iraq is George Bush's war, it's all 
his fault. Or that Iraq was botched by the arrogance and incompetence of Donald Rumsfeld and 
Dick Cheney. Or that we would have gotten Iraq right if we went in with more troops, or if we had 
a different proconsul instead of Paul Bremer, or if only there were a stronger Iraqi Prime Minister. 
These are the easy answers. And like most easy answers, they are partially true. But they don't tell 
the whole truth, because they overlook a harder and more fundamental truth. The hard truth is that 
the war in Iraq is not about a catalogue of many mistakes - it is about one big mistake. The war in 
Iraq should never have been fought. Five years ago today, I was asked to speak at a rally against 
going to war in Iraq. The vote to authorize the war in Congress was less than ten days away and I 
was a candidate for the United States Senate. Some friends of mine advised me to keep quiet. Go-
ing to war in Iraq, they pointed out, was popular. All the other major candidates were supporting 
the war at the time. If the war goes well, they said, you'll have thrown your political career 
away. But I didn't see how Saddam Hussein posed an imminent threat. I was convinced that a war 
would distract us from Afghanistan and the real threat from al Qaeda. I worried that Iraq's history 
of sectarian rivalry could leave us bogged down in a bloody conflict. And I believed the war would 
fan the flames of extremism and lead to new terrorism. So I went to the rally. And I argued against 
a "rash war" - a "war based not on reason, but on politics" - "an occupation of undetermined 
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length, with undetermined costs, and undetermined consequences." I was not alone. Though not a 
majority, millions of Americans opposed giving the President the authority to wage war in Iraq. 
Twenty-three Senators, including the leader of the Senate Intelligence Committee, shared my con-
cerns and resisted the march to war. For us, the war defied common sense. After all, the people 
who hit us on 9/11 were in Afghanistan, not Iraq.  
But the conventional thinking in Washington has a way of buying into stories that make political 
sense even if they don't make practical sense. We were told that the only way to prevent Iraq from 
getting nuclear weapons was with military force. Some leading Democrats echoed the Administra-
tion's erroneous line that there was a connection between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda. We were 
counseled by some of the most experienced voices in Washington that the only way for Democrats 
to look tough was to talk, act and vote like a Republican. As Ted Sorensen's old boss President 
Kennedy once said - "the pursuit of peace is not as dramatic as the pursuit of war - and frequently 
the words of the pursuer fall on deaf ears." In the fall of 2002, those deaf ears were in Washington. 
They belonged to a President who didn't tell the whole truth to the American people; who dis-
dained diplomacy and bullied allies; and who squandered our unity and the support of the world 
after 9/11. But it doesn't end there. Because the American people weren't just failed by a President 
- they were failed by much of Washington. By a media that too often reported spin instead of facts. 
By a foreign policy elite that largely boarded the bandwagon for war. And most of all by the ma-
jority of a Congress - a coequal branch of government - that voted to give the President the open-
ended authority to wage war that he uses to this day. Let's be clear: without that vote, there would 
be no war. Some seek to rewrite history. They argue that they weren't really voting for war, they 
were voting for inspectors, or for diplomacy. But the Congress, the Administration, the media, and 
the American people all understood what we were debating in the fall of 2002. This was a vote 
about whether or not to go to war. That's the truth as we all understood it then, and as we need to 
understand it now. And we need to ask those who voted for the war: how can you give the Presi-
dent a blank check and then act surprised when he cashes it?  
With all that we know about what's gone wrong in Iraq, even today's debate is divorced from reali-
ty. We've got a surge that is somehow declared a success even though it has failed to enable the 
political reconciliation that was its stated purpose. The fact that violence today is only as horrific 
as in 2006 is held up as progress. Washington politicians and pundits trip over each other to debate 
a newspaper advertisement while our troops fight and die in Iraq. And the conventional thinking 
today is just as entrenched as it was in 2002. This is the conventional thinking that measures expe-
rience only by the years you've been in Washington, not by your time spent serving in the wider 
world. This is the conventional thinking that has turned against the war, but not against the habits 
that got us into the war in the first place - the outdated assumptions and the refusal to talk openly 
to the American people. Well I'm not running for President to conform to Washington's conven-
tional thinking - I'm running to challenge it. I'm not running to join the kind of Washington group-
think that led us to war in Iraq - I'm running to change our politics and our policy so we can leave 
the world a better place than our generation has found it. So there is a choice that has emerged in 
this campaign, one that the American people need to understand. They should ask themselves: who 
got the single most important foreign policy decision since the end of the Cold War right, and who 
got it wrong. This is not just a matter of debating the past. It's about who has the best judgment to 
make the critical decisions of the future. Because you might think that Washington would learn 
from Iraq. But we've seen in this campaign just how bent out of shape Washington gets when you 
challenge its assumptions.  
When I said that as President I would lead direct diplomacy with our adversaries, I was called na-
ïve and irresponsible. But how are we going to turn the page on the failed Bush-Cheney policy of 
not talking to our adversaries if we don't have a President who will lead that diplomacy? When I 
said that we should take out high-level terrorists like Osama bin Laden if we have actionable intel-
ligence about their whereabouts, I was lectured by legions of Iraq War supporters. They said we 
can't take out bin Laden if the country he's hiding in won't. A few weeks later, the co-chairmen of 
the 9/11 Commission - Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton - agreed with my position. But few in Wash-
ington seemed to notice. Some people made a different argument on this issue. They said we can 
take out bin Laden, we just can't say that we will. I reject this. I am a candidate for President of the 
United States, and I believe that the American people have a right to know where I stand. And 
when I said that we can rule out the use of nuclear weapons to take out a terrorist training camp, it 
was immediately branded a "gaffe" because I did not recite the conventional Washington-speak. 
But is there any military planner in the world who believes that we need to drop a nuclear bomb on 
a terrorist training camp? We need to question the world around us. When we have a debate about 
experience, we can't just debate who has the most experience scoring political points. When we 



Appendix – Candidate – Speech IV A new Beginning 

126 
 

have a debate about experience, we can't just talk about who fought yesterday's battles - we have to 
focus on who can face the challenges and seize the opportunities of tomorrow. Because no matter 
what we think about George Bush, he's going to be gone in January 2009. He's not on the ballot. 
This election is about ending the Iraq War, but even more it's about moving beyond it. And we're 
not going be safe in a world of unconventional threats with the same old conventional thinking that 
got us into Iraq. We're not going to unify a divided America to confront these threats with the 
same old conventional politics of just trying to beat the other side.  
In 2009, we will have a window of opportunity to renew our global leadership and bring our nation 
together. If we don't seize that moment, we may not get another. This election is a turning point. 
The American people get to decide: are we going to turn back the clock, or turn the page? I want to 
be straight with you. If you want conventional Washington thinking, I'm not your man. If you want 
rigid ideology, I'm not your man. If you think that fundamental change can wait, I'm definitely not 
your man. But if you want to bring this country together, if you want experience that's broader 
than just learning the ways of Washington, if you think that the global challenges we face are too 
urgent to wait, and if you think that America must offer the world a new and hopeful face, then I 
offer a different choice in this race and a different vision for our future. The first thing we have to 
do is end this war. And the right person to end it is someone who had the judgment to oppose it 
from the beginning. There is no military solution in Iraq, and there never was. I will begin to re-
move our troops from Iraq immediately. I will remove one or two brigades a month, and get all of 
our combat troops out of Iraq within 16 months. The only troops I will keep in Iraq will perform 
the limited missions of protecting our diplomats and carrying out targeted strikes on al Qaeda. And 
I will launch the diplomatic and humanitarian initiatives that are so badly needed. Let there be no 
doubt: I will end this war. But it's also time to learn the lessons of Iraq. We're not going to defeat 
the threats of the 21st century on a conventional battlefield. We cannot win a fight for hearts and 
minds when we outsource critical missions to unaccountable contractors. We're not going to win a 
battle of ideas with bullets alone. Make no mistake: we must always be prepared to use force to 
protect America. But the best way to keep America safe is not to threaten terrorists with nuclear 
weapons - it's to keep nuclear weapons and nuclear materials away from terrorists.  
That's why I've worked with Republican Senator Dick Lugar to pass a law accelerating our pursuit 
of loose nuclear materials. And that's why I'll lead a global effort to secure all loose nuclear mate-
rials during my first term in office. But we need to do much more. We need to change our nuclear 
policy and our posture, which is still focused on deterring the Soviet Union - a country that doesn't 
exist. Meanwhile, India and Pakistan and North Korea have joined the club of nuclear-armed na-
tions, and Iran is knocking on the door. More nuclear weapons and more nuclear-armed nations 
mean more danger to us all. Here's what I'll say as President: America seeks a world in which there 
are no nuclear weapons. We will not pursue unilateral disarmament. As long as nuclear weapons 
exist, we'll retain a strong nuclear deterrent. But we'll keep our commitment under the Nuclear 
Non Proliferation Treaty on the long road towards eliminating nuclear weapons. We'll work with 
Russia to take U.S. and Russian ballistic missiles off hair-trigger alert, and to dramatically reduce 
the stockpiles of our nuclear weapons and material. We'll start by seeking a global ban on the pro-
duction of fissile material for weapons. And we'll set a goal to expand the U.S.-Russian ban on in-
termediate-range missiles so that the agreement is global. As we do this, we'll be in a better posi-
tion to lead the world in enforcing the rules of the road if we firmly abide by those rules. It's time 
to stop giving countries like Iran and North Korea an excuse. It's time for America to lead.  
When I'm President, we'll strengthen the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty so that nations that 
don't comply will automatically face strong international sanctions. This will require a new era of 
American diplomacy. To signal the dawn of that era, we need a President who is willing to talk to 
all nations, friend and foe. I'm not afraid that America will lose a propaganda battle with a petty ty-
rant - we need to go before the world and win those battles. If we take the attitude that the Presi-
dent just parachutes in for a photo-op after an agreement has already been reached, then we're only 
going to reach agreements with our friends. That's not the way to protect the American people. 
That's not the way to advance our interests. Just look at our history. Kennedy had a direct line to 
Khrushchev. Nixon met with Mao. Carter did the hard work of negotiating the Camp David Ac-
cords. Reagan was negotiating arms agreements with Gorbachev even as he called on him to "tear 
down this wall." It's time to make diplomacy a top priority. Instead of shuttering consulates, we 
need to open them in the tough and hopeless corners of the world. Instead of having more Ameri-
cans serving in military bands than the diplomatic corps, we need to grow our foreign service. In-
stead of retreating from the world, I will personally lead a new chapter of American engage-
ment. It is time to offer the world a message of hope to counter the prophets of hate. My experi-
ence has brought me to the hopeless places. As a boy, I lived in Indonesia and played barefoot 
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with children who could not dream the same dreams that I did. As an adult, I've returned to be with 
my family in their small village in Kenya, where the promise of America is still an inspiration. As 
a community organizer, I worked in South Side neighborhoods that had been left behind by global 
change. As a Senator, I've been to refugee camps in Chad where proud and dignified people can't 
hope for anything beyond the next handout. In the 21st century, progress must mean more than a 
vote at the ballot box - it must mean freedom from fear and freedom from want. We cannot stand 
for the freedom of anarchy. Nor can we support the globalization of the empty stomach. We need 
new approaches to help people to help themselves. The United Nations has embraced the Millen-
nium Development Goals, which aim to cut extreme poverty in half by 2015.  
When I'm President, they will be America's goals. The Bush Administration tried to keep the UN 
from proclaiming these goals; the Obama Administration will double foreign assistance to $50 bil-
lion to lead the world to achieve them. In the 21st century, we cannot stand up before the world 
and say that there's one set of rules for America and another for everyone else. To lead the world, 
we must lead by example. We must be willing to acknowledge our failings, not just trumpet our 
victories. And when I'm President, we'll reject torture - without exception or equivocation; we'll 
close Guantanamo; we'll be the country that credibly tells the dissidents in the prison camps 
around the world that America is your voice, America is your dream, America is your light of jus-
tice. We cannot - we must not - let the promotion of our values be a casualty of the Iraq War. But 
we cannot secure America and show our best face to the world unless we change how we do busi-
ness in Washington. We all know what Iraq has cost us abroad. But these last few years we've seen 
an unacceptable abuse of power at home. We face real threats. Any President needs the latitude to 
confront them swiftly and surely. But we've paid a heavy price for having a President whose prior-
ity is expanding his own power. The Constitution is treated like a nuisance. Matters of war and 
peace are used as political tools to bludgeon the other side. We get subjected to endless spin to 
keep our troops at war, but we don't get to see the flag-draped coffins of our heroes coming home. 
We get secret task forces, secret budgeting, slanted intelligence, and the shameful smearing of 
people who speak out against the President's policies. All of this has left us where we are today: 
more divided, more distrusted, more in debt, and mired in an endless war. A war to disarm a dicta-
tor has become an open-ended occupation of a foreign country.  
This is not America. This is not who we are. It's time for us to stand up and tell George Bush that 
the government in this country is not based on the whims of one person, the government is of the 
people, by the people and for the people. We thought we learned this lesson. After Vietnam, Con-
gress swore it would never again be duped into war, and even wrote a new law -- the War Powers 
Act -- to ensure it would not repeat its mistakes. But no law can force a Congress to stand up to the 
President. No law can make Senators read the intelligence that showed the President was overstat-
ing the case for war. No law can give Congress a backbone if it refuses to stand up as the co-equal 
branch the Constitution made it. That is why it is not enough to change parties. It is time to change 
our politics. We don't need another President who puts politics and loyalty over candor. We don't 
need another President who thinks big but doesn't feel the need to tell the American people what 
they think. We don't need another President who shuts the door on the American people when they 
make policy. The American people are not the problem in this country - they are the answer. And 
it's time we had a President who acted like that.  
I will always tell the American people the truth. I will always tell you where I stand. It's what I'm 
doing in this campaign. It's what I'll do as President. I'll lead a new era of openness. I'll give an an-
nual "State of the World" address to the American people in which I lay out our national security 
policy. I'll draw on the legacy of one our greatest Presidents - Franklin Roosevelt - and give regu-
lar "fireside webcasts," and I'll have members of my national security team do the same. I'll turn 
the page on a growing empire of classified information, and restore the balance we've lost between 
the necessarily secret and the necessity of openness in a democratic society by creating a new Na-
tional Declassification Center. We'll protect sources and methods, but we won't use sources and 
methods as pretexts to hide the truth. Our history doesn't belong to Washington, it belongs to 
America. I'll use the intelligence that I do receive to make good policy - I won't manipulate it to 
sell a bad policy. We don't need any more officials who tell the President what they want to hear. I 
will make the Director of National Intelligence an official with a fixed term, like the Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve - not someone who can be fired by the President. We need consistency and in-
tegrity at the top of our intelligence agencies. We don't need politics. My test won't be loyalty - it 
will be the truth. And I'll turn the page on the imperial presidency that treats national security as a 
partisan issue - not an American issue. I will call for a standing, bipartisan Consultative Group of 
congressional leaders on national security. I will meet with this Consultative Group every month, 
and consult with them before taking major military action. The buck will stop with me. But these 
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discussions have to take place on a bipartisan basis, and support for these decisions will be strong-
er if they draw on bipartisan counsel. We're not going to secure this country unless we turn the 
page on the conventional thinking that says politics is just about beating the other side. It's time to 
unite America, because we are at an urgent and pivotal moment. There are those who suggest that 
there are easy answers to the challenges we face. We can look, they say, to Washington experience 
- the same experience that got us into this war. Or we can turn the page to something new, to unite 
this country and to seize this moment.  
I am not a perfect man and I won't be a perfect President. But my own American story tells me that 
this country moves forward when we cast off our doubts and seek new beginnings. It's what 
brought my father across an ocean in search of a dream. It's what I saw in the eyes of men and 
women and children in Indonesia who heard the word " America" and thought of the possibility 
beyond the horizon. It's what I saw in the streets of the South Side, when people who had every 
reason to give in decided to pick themselves up. It's what I've seen in the United States Senate 
when Republicans and Democrats of good will do come together to take on tough issues. And it's 
what I've seen in this campaign, when over half a million Americans have come together to seek 
the change this country needs. Now I know that some will shake their heads. It's easy to be cyni-
cal. When it comes to our foreign policy, you get it from all sides. Some folks on the right will tell 
you that you don't love your country if you don't support the war in Iraq. Some folks on the left 
will tell you that America can do no right in the world. Some shrug their shoulders because Wash-
ington says, "trust us, we'll take care of it." And we know what happened the last time they said 
that. Yes, it's easy to be cynical. But right now, somewhere in Iraq, there's someone about your 
age. He's maybe on his second or third tour. It's hot. He would rather be at home. But he's in his 
uniform, got his combat gear on. He's getting in a Humvee. He's going out on patrol. He's lost a 
buddy in this war, maybe more. He risked his life yesterday, he's risking his life today, and he's 
going to risk it tomorrow. So why do we reject the cynicism? We reject it because of men and 
women like him. We reject it because the legacy of their sacrifice must be a better America. We 
reject it because they embody the spirit of those who fought to free the slaves and free a continent 
from a madman; who rebuilt Europe and sent Peace Corps volunteers around the globe; because 
they are fighting for a better America and a better world. And I reject it because I wouldn't be on 
this stage if, throughout our history, America had not made the right choice over the easy choice, 
the ambitious choice over the cautious choice. I wouldn't be here if I didn't think we were ready to 
move past the fights of the 1960s and the 1990s. I wouldn't be here if, time and again, the torch 
had not been passed to a new generation - to unite this country at home, to show a new face of this 
country to the world. I'm running for the presidency of the United States of America so that to-
gether we can do the hard work to seek a new dawn of peace and prosperity for our children, and 
for the children of the world. 
 
 
Speech V 
A Change we can believe in 
 
Spartanburg, South Carolina | November 03, 2007 
 
One year from now, you will have the chance to walk into a voting booth, pull back the curtain, 
and choose the next President of the United States. 
Here's the good news - for the first time in a long time, the name George Bush will not appear on 
the ballot. The name Dick Cheney will not appear on the ballot. The era of Scooter Libby justice, 
and Brownie incompetence, and the Karl Rove politics of fear and cynicism will be over. 
But the question you will have to ask yourselves when you pick up your ballot a year from today 
is, "What next?" How do we repair the enormous damage of these dismal years and recapture that 
sense of common purpose that has seen America through our toughest times? 
I'm running for President because I believe we find ourselves in a moment of great challenge and 
great promise - a moment that comes along once in a generation. 
It's a moment of challenge because America is less safe and less respected than at any time in re-
cent history. We are more dependent on oil from dictators and closer to the day when climate 
change becomes a climate catastrophe. 
In the midst of great prosperity, families all across this country feel further from the American 
Dream. You know this from your own lives. Most Americans are working harder for less and pay-
ing more for health care and college than ever before. It's harder to save. Harder to retire. And the 
policies of the last seven years have added to that unfairness. 
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George Bush said whatever the politics of the moment required in order to get elected in 2000. 
And those seven years of broken promises have left the American people with less trust in their 
leaders and less faith in their government than they have in years. 
We were promised compassion and conservatism but we got Katrina and wiretaps. 
We were promised a uniter, but we got a divider who couldn't even lead the half of the country 
who voted for him. 
We were promised a kinder, gentler Washington but got a town that's more bitter, secretive, and 
corrupt than ever before. And the only mission ever accomplished was using fear and falsehoods 
to take us to a war that should've never been authorized and never been waged. 
This catastrophic failure of leadership has led us to a moment where it's not just Democrats who 
are listening to what we have to say, but Independents and Republicans who have never been more 
disillusioned with what the state of our leadership in Washington has done to this country. 
That's why this is also a moment of great promise. It's a chance to turn the page by offering the 
American people a fundamentally different choice in 2008 - not just in the policies we offer, but in 
the kind of leadership we offer. It's a chance to come together and finally solve the challenges that 
were made worse by George Bush, but existed long before he took office - challenges like health 
care and energy and education that we haven't met for decades because of a political system in 
Washington that has failed the American people. 
And that's what this debate in our party right now is all about. 
Much has been said about the exchanges between Senator Clinton and myself this week. Now, un-
derstand that Hillary Clinton is a colleague and a friend. She's also a skilled politician, and she's 
run what Washington would call a "textbook" campaign. But the problem is the textbook itself. 
It's a textbook that's all about winning elections, but says nothing about how to bring the country 
together to solve problems. As we saw in the debate last week, it encourages vague, calculated an-
swers to suit the politics of the moment, instead of clear, consistent principles about how you 
would lead America. It teaches you that you can promise progress for everyday people while strik-
ing a bargain with the very special interests who crowd them out. 
Now, Senator Clinton is certainly not the only one in Washington to play this game. It's gone on 
for years, and I understand the reasoning behind it. It's a game that usually gets politicians where 
they need to go. But I don't believe it gets America where we need to go. When it comes to issues 
like war and diplomacy; energy and health care, I don't believe we can bring about real change if 
all we do is change our positions based on what's popular or politically convenient. If we are going 
to seize this moment of challenge and promise, the American people deserve more when they head 
to the voting booth in 2008. 
I believe that our party has made the most difference in people's lives and the life of this country 
when we have led not by polls but by principle; not by calculation but by conviction; when we've 
been able to summon the entire nation to a common purpose - a higher purpose. That's how Roo-
sevelt led us through war and lifted us from depression. It's how Kennedy called on a new genera-
tion to ask what they could do for America. And I am running for the Democratic nomination for 
President of the United States because that's the kind of leadership America needs right now. 
I don't pretend to be a perfect man, and I will not be a perfect President. But I am in this race be-
cause I believe that if we want to break from the failures of the past and finally make progress as a 
country, we can't keep telling different people what we think they want to hear - we have to tell 
every American what they need to know. We have to be honest about the challenges we face. 
When I called for higher fuel standards so we could reduce our dependence on foreign oil, I didn't 
say it to some environmental group in California - I said it in front of automakers in Detroit. When 
I called for corporate responsibility so that middle-class Americans could get a tax cut, I said it in 
front of CEOs on Wall Street. And when I was invited to speak out against George Bush's plan to 
invade Iraq as a Senate candidate five years ago, I didn't listen to those who warned me that it was 
politically risky position to take, I listened to my gut, and I said loud and clear that this was the 
wrong war at the wrong time and Congress should stand up and say so. 
That's the kind of leadership we need right now. That's why I'm in this race. Because I don't think 
you should settle for a President who's only there for you when it's easy or convenient or popular - 
I think you deserve a President who's willing to fight for you every hour of every day for the next 
four years. 
That's the change we can offer in 2008 - not change as a slogan, but change we can believe in. 
One year from now, we have the chance to tell all those corporate lobbyists that the days of them 
setting the agenda in Washington are over. I have done more to take on lobbyists than any other 
candidate in this race - and I've won. I don't take a dime of their money, and when I am President, 
they won't find a job in my White House. Because real change isn't another four years of defending 
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lobbyists who don't represent real Americans - it's standing with working Americans who have 
seen their jobs disappear and their wages decline and their hope for the future slip further and fur-
ther away. That's the change we can offer in 2008. 
When I am President, I will end the tax giveaways to companies that ship our jobs overseas, and I 
will put the money in the pockets of working Americans, and seniors, and homeowners who de-
serve a break. I won't wait ten years to raise the minimum wage - I'll raise it to keep pace every 
single year. And if American workers are being denied their right to organize when I'm in the 
White House, I will put on a comfortable pair of shoes and I will walk on that picket line with you 
as President of the United States. 
One year from now, we can stop campaigning on the outrage of 47 million uninsured Americans 
and finally start doing something about it. I reformed health care in Illinois, and I didn't do it alone 
- I did it by reaching out to Democrats and Republicans. We took on the insurance industry, and 
we won. That's how I'll pass a universal health care bill that allows every American to get the same 
kind of health care that members of Congress get for themselves and cuts every family's premiums 
by up to $2500. And mark my words - I will sign this bill by the end of my first term as President. 
That's the change we can offer in 2008. 
One year from now, we can stop sending our children down corridors of shame and start putting 
them on a pathway to success. When I am President, we will stop passing bills called No Child 
Left Behind that leave the money behind and start making real investments in education from cra-
dle to adulthood. That means early childhood education. That means recruiting an army of new 
teachers, and paying them better, and supporting them more so they're not just teaching to test, but 
teaching to teach. And it means finally putting a college education within reach of every Ameri-
can. That's the change we can offer in 2008. 
One year from now, we can stop sending hundreds of millions of dollars to dictators for their oil 
while we melt the polar ice caps in the bargain. I will raise our fuel standards, and put a cap on 
carbon emissions to reduce then 80% by 2050. We'll tell polluters that they have to pay for their 
pollution, because they don't own the skies, the American people own the skies. And we'll use the 
money to invest in the clean, renewable fuels that are our future. That's the change we can offer in 
2008. 
In this election, we have the chance to turn the page on the last six years of being told that the only 
way for Democrats to look tough on national security is to talk, and act, and vote like George Bush 
Republicans. 
When I'm your nominee, my opponent won't be able to say that I was for the war in Iraq before I 
was against it; or that I supported an extension of the Iraq war into Iran; or that I support the Bush-
Cheney diplomacy of not talking to leaders we don't like. And he won't be able to say that I flip-
flopped on something as fundamental as whether our nation should use torture. Because we are not 
a nation that makes excuses for torture, we are a nation that rejects it. That's the change we can of-
fer in 2008. 
When I am President, I will end this war in Iraq. I will bring our troops home within sixteen 
months. I'll finish the fight against al Qaeda in Afghanistan. And I will lead the world against the 
common threats of the 21st century - nuclear weapons and terrorism; climate change and poverty; 
genocide and disease. That's what Democrats must stand for, and that's what America must stand 
for. And I'll be a President who finally sends a message to the black, white, and brown faces be-
yond our shores; from the halls of power to the huts of Africa that says, "You matter to America. 
Your future is our future. And our moment is now." 
America, our moment is now. Now is our chance to turn the page. Now is our chance to write a 
new chapter. 
I am in this race because I don't want to see us spend the next year re-fighting the Washington bat-
tles of the 1990s. I don't want to pit Blue America against Red America, I want to lead a United 
States of America. I don't want this election to be about the past, because if it's about the future, we 
all win. If this election is about whether or not to end this war, or pass universal health care, or 
make more college affordable, it won't just be a Democratic victory; it will be an American victo-
ry. 
That's the victory this country needs right now. This election and this moment are too important to 
settle for what we already know. The time has come to reach for what we know is possible. 
I am not running for this office to fulfill any long-held plans or because I believe it is somehow 
owed to me. I never expected to be here, and I always knew the journey would be improbable. I've 
never been on one that wasn't. 
I am running because of what Dr. King called "the fierce urgency of now." I am running because I 
do believe there's such a thing as being too late. And that hour is almost here. 
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I'm running because I don't want to wake up one morning four years from now, and turn on one of 
those cable talk shows, and see that Washington is still stuck in the same food fight it's been in for 
over a decade. I don't want to see that more Americans lost their health care and fell into bankrupt-
cy because we let the insurance industry spend millions to stop us for yet another year. I don't want 
to see that. 
I don't want to see that the oceans rose another few inches and the planet has reached the point of 
no return because we couldn't find a way to stop ourselves from buying oil from dictators. I don't 
want to see that. 
I don't want to see that we risked more American lives in another misguided war because no one 
had the judgment to ask the tough questions before we sent our troops to fight. I don't want to see 
that. 
I don't want to see homeless veterans on the street. I don't want to send another generation of chil-
dren through corridors of shame. I don't want this future for my daughters and I do not accept this 
future for America. It is time to turn the page. 
I run for the presidency for the same reason I drove halfway across the country over two decades 
ago to bring jobs to the jobless and hope to the hopeless on the streets of Chicago; for the same 
reason I stood up for justice and equality as a civil rights lawyer; for the same reason I've fought 
for Illinois families for over a decade. Because I will never forget that the only reason I am stand-
ing here today is because someone, somewhere stood up when it wasn't popular, when it was risky; 
when it was hard. And because that someone stood up, a few more did. And then a few thousand. 
And then a few million. And together, they changed the world. 
That's why I run in this election. I run to give my children and their children the same chances that 
someone, somewhere gave me. I run so that a year from today, there is a chance that the world will 
look at America differently, and that America will look at itself differently. And I run to keep the 
promise of the United States of America alive for all those who still hunger for opportunity and 
thirst for equality and long to believe again. 
That is the change that's possible in this election. That is the moment I want to seize as President. 
And I ask you all to join me in this journey. Thank you. 
 
 
Speech VI 
A World that stands as One 
 
Berlin, Germany | July 24, 2008 
 
Thank you to the citizens of Berlin and to the people of Germany. Let me thank Chancellor Merkel 
and Foreign Minister Steinmeier for welcoming me earlier today. Thank you Mayor Wowereit, the 
Berlin Senate, the police, and most of all thank you for this welcome. 
I come to Berlin as so many of my countrymen have come before. Tonight, I speak to you not as a 
candidate for President, but as a citizen - a proud citizen of the United States, and a fellow citizen 
of the world. 
I know that I don't look like the Americans who've previously spoken in this great city. The jour-
ney that led me here is improbable. My mother was born in the heartland of America, but my fa-
ther grew up herding goats in Kenya. His father - my grandfather - was a cook, a domestic servant 
to the British. 
At the height of the Cold War, my father decided, like so many others in the forgotten corners of 
the world, that his yearning - his dream - required the freedom and opportunity promised by the 
West. And so he wrote letter after letter to universities all across America until somebody, some-
where answered his prayer for a better life. 
That is why I'm here. And you are here because you too know that yearning. This city, of all cities, 
knows the dream of freedom. And you know that the only reason we stand here tonight is because 
men and women from both of our nations came together to work, and struggle, and sacrifice for 
that better life. 
Ours is a partnership that truly began sixty years ago this summer, on the day when the first Amer-
ican plane touched down at Templehof. 
On that day, much of this continent still lay in ruin. The rubble of this city had yet to be built into a 
wall. The Soviet shadow had swept across Eastern Europe, while in the West, America, Britain, 
and France took stock of their losses, and pondered how the world might be remade. 
This is where the two sides met. And on the twenty-fourth of June, 1948, the Communists chose to 
blockade the western part of the city. They cut off food and supplies to more than two million 
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Germans in an effort to extinguish the last flame of freedom in Berlin. 
The size of our forces was no match for the much larger Soviet Army. And yet retreat would have 
allowed Communism to march across Europe. Where the last war had ended, another World War 
could have easily begun. All that stood in the way was Berlin. 
And that's when the airlift began - when the largest and most unlikely rescue in history brought 
food and hope to the people of this city. 
The odds were stacked against success. In the winter, a heavy fog filled the sky above, and many 
planes were forced to turn back without dropping off the needed supplies. The streets where we 
stand were filled with hungry families who had no comfort from the cold. 
But in the darkest hours, the people of Berlin kept the flame of hope burning. The people of Berlin 
refused to give up. And on one fall day, hundreds of thousands of Berliners came here, to the Tier-
garten, and heard the city's mayor implore the world not to give up on freedom. "There is only one 
possibility," he said. "For us to stand together united until this battle is won…The people of Berlin 
have spoken. We have done our duty, and we will keep on doing our duty. People of the world: 
now do your duty…People of the world, look at Berlin!" 
People of the world - look at Berlin! 
Look at Berlin, where Germans and Americans learned to work together and trust each other less 
than three years after facing each other on the field of battle. 
Look at Berlin, where the determination of a people met the generosity of the Marshall Plan and 
created a German miracle; where a victory over tyranny gave rise to NATO, the greatest alliance 
ever formed to defend our common security. 
Look at Berlin, where the bullet holes in the buildings and the somber stones and pillars near the 
Brandenburg Gate insist that we never forget our common humanity. 
People of the world - look at Berlin, where a wall came down, a continent came together, and his-
tory proved that there is no challenge too great for a world that stands as one. 
Sixty years after the airlift, we are called upon again. History has led us to a new crossroad, with 
new promise and new peril. When you, the German people, tore down that wall - a wall that divid-
ed East and West; freedom and tyranny; fear and hope - walls came tumbling down around the 
world. From Kiev to Cape Town, prison camps were closed, and the doors of democracy were 
opened. Markets opened too, and the spread of information and technology reduced barriers to op-
portunity and prosperity. While the 20th century taught us that we share a common destiny, the 
21st has revealed a world more intertwined than at any time in human history. 
The fall of the Berlin Wall brought new hope. But that very closeness has given rise to new dan-
gers - dangers that cannot be contained within the borders of a country or by the distance of an 
ocean. 
The terrorists of September 11th plotted in Hamburg and trained in Kandahar and Karachi before 
killing thousands from all over the globe on American soil. 
As we speak, cars in Boston and factories in Beijing are melting the ice caps in the Arctic, shrink-
ing coastlines in the Atlantic, and bringing drought to farms from Kansas to Kenya. 
Poorly secured nuclear material in the former Soviet Union, or secrets from a scientist in Pakistan 
could help build a bomb that detonates in Paris. The poppies in Afghanistan become the heroin in 
Berlin. The poverty and violence in Somalia breeds the terror of tomorrow. The genocide in Darfur 
shames the conscience of us all. 
In this new world, such dangerous currents have swept along faster than our efforts to contain 
them. That is why we cannot afford to be divided. No one nation, no matter how large or powerful, 
can defeat such challenges alone. None of us can deny these threats, or escape responsibility in 
meeting them. Yet, in the absence of Soviet tanks and a terrible wall, it has become easy to forget 
this truth. And if we're honest with each other, we know that sometimes, on both sides of the At-
lantic, we have drifted apart, and forgotten our shared destiny. 
In Europe, the view that America is part of what has gone wrong in our world, rather than a force 
to help make it right, has become all too common. In America, there are voices that deride and de-
ny the importance of Europe's role in our security and our future. Both views miss the truth - that 
Europeans today are bearing new burdens and taking more responsibility in critical parts of the 
world; and that just as American bases built in the last century still help to defend the security of 
this continent, so does our country still sacrifice greatly for freedom around the globe. 
Yes, there have been differences between America and Europe. No doubt, there will be differences 
in the future. But the burdens of global citizenship continue to bind us together. A change of lead-
ership in Washington will not lift this burden. In this new century, Americans and Europeans alike 
will be required to do more - not less. Partnership and cooperation among nations is not a choice; 
it is the one way, the only way, to protect our common security and advance our common humani-
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ty. 
That is why the greatest danger of all is to allow new walls to divide us from one another. 
The walls between old allies on either side of the Atlantic cannot stand. The walls between the 
countries with the most and those with the least cannot stand. The walls between races and tribes; 
natives and immigrants; Christian and Muslim and Jew cannot stand. These now are the walls we 
must tear down. 
We know they have fallen before. After centuries of strife, the people of Europe have formed a 
Union of promise and prosperity. Here, at the base of a column built to mark victory in war, we 
meet in the center of a Europe at peace. Not only have walls come down in Berlin, but they have 
come down in Belfast, where Protestant and Catholic found a way to live together; in the Balkans, 
where our Atlantic alliance ended wars and brought savage war criminals to justice; and in South 
Africa, where the struggle of a courageous people defeated apartheid. 
So history reminds us that walls can be torn down. But the task is never easy. True partnership and 
true progress requires constant work and sustained sacrifice. They require sharing the burdens of 
development and diplomacy; of progress and peace. They require allies who will listen to each 
other, learn from each other and, most of all, trust each other. 
That is why America cannot turn inward. That is why Europe cannot turn inward. America has no 
better partner than Europe. Now is the time to build new bridges across the globe as strong as the 
one that bound us across the Atlantic. Now is the time to join together, through constant coopera-
tion, strong institutions, shared sacrifice, and a global commitment to progress, to meet the chal-
lenges of the 21st century. It was this spirit that led airlift planes to appear in the sky above our 
heads, and people to assemble where we stand today. And this is the moment when our nations - 
and all nations - must summon that spirit anew. 
This is the moment when we must defeat terror and dry up the well of extremism that supports it. 
This threat is real and we cannot shrink from our responsibility to combat it. If we could create 
NATO to face down the Soviet Union, we can join in a new and global partnership to dismantle 
the networks that have struck in Madrid and Amman; in London and Bali; in Washington and New 
York. If we could win a battle of ideas against the communists, we can stand with the vast majori-
ty of Muslims who reject the extremism that leads to hate instead of hope. 
This is the moment when we must renew our resolve to rout the terrorists who threaten our securi-
ty in Afghanistan, and the traffickers who sell drugs on your streets. No one welcomes war. I rec-
ognize the enormous difficulties in Afghanistan. But my country and yours have a stake in seeing 
that NATO's first mission beyond Europe's borders is a success. For the people of Afghanistan, 
and for our shared security, the work must be done. America cannot do this alone. The Afghan 
people need our troops and your troops; our support and your support to defeat the Taliban and al 
Qaeda, to develop their economy, and to help them rebuild their nation. We have too much at stake 
to turn back now. 
This is the moment when we must renew the goal of a world without nuclear weapons. The two 
superpowers that faced each other across the wall of this city came too close too often to destroy-
ing all we have built and all that we love. With that wall gone, we need not stand idly by and 
watch the further spread of the deadly atom. It is time to secure all loose nuclear materials; to stop 
the spread of nuclear weapons; and to reduce the arsenals from another era. This is the moment to 
begin the work of seeking the peace of a world without nuclear weapons. 
This is the moment when every nation in Europe must have the chance to choose its own tomor-
row free from the shadows of yesterday. In this century, we need a strong European Union that 
deepens the security and prosperity of this continent, while extending a hand abroad. In this centu-
ry - in this city of all cities - we must reject the Cold War mind-set of the past, and resolve to work 
with Russia when we can, to stand up for our values when we must, and to seek a partnership that 
extends across this entire continent. 
This is the moment when we must build on the wealth that open markets have created, and share 
its benefits more equitably. Trade has been a cornerstone of our growth and global development. 
But we will not be able to sustain this growth if it favors the few, and not the many. Together, we 
must forge trade that truly rewards the work that creates wealth, with meaningful protections for 
our people and our planet. This is the moment for trade that is free and fair for all. 
This is the moment we must help answer the call for a new dawn in the Middle East. My country 
must stand with yours and with Europe in sending a direct message to Iran that it must abandon its 
nuclear ambitions. We must support the Lebanese who have marched and bled for democracy, and 
the Israelis and Palestinians who seek a secure and lasting peace. And despite past differences, this 
is the moment when the world should support the millions of Iraqis who seek to rebuild their lives, 
even as we pass responsibility to the Iraqi government and finally bring this war to a close. 
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This is the moment when we must come together to save this planet. Let us resolve that we will 
not leave our children a world where the oceans rise and famine spreads and terrible storms devas-
tate our lands. Let us resolve that all nations - including my own - will act with the same serious-
ness of purpose as has your nation, and reduce the carbon we send into our atmosphere. This is the 
moment to give our children back their future. This is the moment to stand as one. 
And this is the moment when we must give hope to those left behind in a globalized world. We 
must remember that the Cold War born in this city was not a battle for land or treasure. Sixty years 
ago, the planes that flew over Berlin did not drop bombs; instead they delivered food, and coal, 
and candy to grateful children. And in that show of solidarity, those pilots won more than a mili-
tary victory. They won hearts and minds; love and loyalty and trust - not just from the people in 
this city, but from all those who heard the story of what they did here. 
Now the world will watch and remember what we do here - what we do with this moment. Will we 
extend our hand to the people in the forgotten corners of this world who yearn for lives marked by 
dignity and opportunity; by security and justice? Will we lift the child in Bangladesh from poverty, 
shelter the refugee in Chad, and banish the scourge of AIDS in our time? 
Will we stand for the human rights of the dissident in Burma, the blogger in Iran, or the voter in 
Zimbabwe? Will we give meaning to the words "never again" in Darfur? 
Will we acknowledge that there is no more powerful example than the one each of our nations pro-
jects to the world? Will we reject torture and stand for the rule of law? Will we welcome immi-
grants from different lands, and shun discrimination against those who don't look like us or wor-
ship like we do, and keep the promise of equality and opportunity for all of our people? 
People of Berlin - people of the world - this is our moment. This is our time. 
I know my country has not perfected itself. At times, we've struggled to keep the promise of liber-
ty and equality for all of our people. We've made our share of mistakes, and there are times when 
our actions around the world have not lived up to our best intentions. 
But I also know how much I love America. I know that for more than two centuries, we have 
strived - at great cost and great sacrifice - to form a more perfect union; to seek, with other nations, 
a more hopeful world. Our allegiance has never been to any particular tribe or kingdom - indeed, 
every language is spoken in our country; every culture has left its imprint on ours; every point of 
view is expressed in our public squares. What has always united us - what has always driven our 
people; what drew my father to America's shores - is a set of ideals that speak to aspirations shared 
by all people: that we can live free from fear and free from want; that we can speak our minds and 
assemble with whomever we choose and worship as we please. 
These are the aspirations that joined the fates of all nations in this city. These aspirations are big-
ger than anything that drives us apart. It is because of these aspirations that the airlift began. It is 
because of these aspirations that all free people - everywhere - became citizens of Berlin. It is in 
pursuit of these aspirations that a new generation - our generation - must make our mark on the 
world. 
People of Berlin - and people of the world - the scale of our challenge is great. The road ahead will 
be long. But I come before you to say that we are heirs to a struggle for freedom. We are a people 
of improbable hope. With an eye toward the future, with resolve in our hearts, let us remember this 
history, and answer our destiny, and remake the world once again. 
 
 
Speech VII 
Democratic Convention: The American Promise 
 
Denver, Colorado | August 28, 2008 
 
To Chairman Dean and my great friend Dick Durbin; and to all my fellow citizens of this great na-
tion; With profound gratitude and great humility, I accept your nomination for the presidency of 
the United States. Let me express my thanks to the historic slate of candidates who accompanied 
me on this journey, and especially the one who traveled the farthest - a champion for working 
Americans and an inspiration to my daughters and to yours -- Hillary Rodham Clinton. To Presi-
dent Clinton, who last night made the case for change as only he can make it; to Ted Kennedy, 
who embodies the spirit of service; and to the next Vice President of the United States, Joe Biden, 
I thank you. I am grateful to finish this journey with one of the finest statesmen of our time, a man 
at ease with everyone from world leaders to the conductors on the Amtrak train he still takes home 
every night. To the love of my life, our next First Lady, Michelle Obama, and to Sasha and Malia - 
I love you so much, and I'm so proud of all of you.  
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Four years ago, I stood before you and told you my story - of the brief union between a young man 
from Kenya and a young woman from Kansas who weren't well-off or well-known, but shared a 
belief that in America, their son could achieve whatever he put his mind to. It is that promise that 
has always set this country apart - that through hard work and sacrifice, each of us can pursue our 
individual dreams but still come together as one American family, to ensure that the next genera-
tion can pursue their dreams as well. That's why I stand here tonight. Because for two hundred and 
thirty two years, at each moment when that promise was in jeopardy, ordinary men and women - 
students and soldiers, farmers and teachers, nurses and janitors -- found the courage to keep it 
alive. We meet at one of those defining moments - a moment when our nation is at war, our econ-
omy is in turmoil, and the American promise has been threatened once more.  
Tonight, more Americans are out of work and more are working harder for less. More of you have 
lost your homes and even more are watching your home values plummet. More of you have cars 
you can't afford to drive, credit card bills you can't afford to pay, and tuition that's beyond your 
reach. These challenges are not all of government's making. But the failure to respond is a direct 
result of a broken politics in Washington and the failed policies of George W. Bush. America, we 
are better than these last eight years. We are a better country than this. This country is more decent 
than one where a woman in Ohio, on the brink of retirement, finds herself one illness away from 
disaster after a lifetime of hard work. This country is more generous than one where a man in Indi-
ana has to pack up the equipment he's worked on for twenty years and watch it shipped off to Chi-
na, and then chokes up as he explains how he felt like a failure when he went home to tell his 
family the news. We are more compassionate than a government that lets veterans sleep on our 
streets and families slide into poverty; that sits on its hands while a major American city drowns 
before our eyes. Tonight, I say to the American people, to Democrats and Republicans and Inde-
pendents across this great land - enough! This moment - this election - is our chance to keep, in the 
21st century, the American promise alive. Because next week, in Minnesota, the same party that 
brought you two terms of George Bush and Dick Cheney will ask this country for a third. And we 
are here because we love this country too much to let the next four years look like the last eight. 
On November 4th, we must stand up and say: "Eight is enough."  
Now let there be no doubt. The Republican nominee, John McCain, has worn the uniform of our 
country with bravery and distinction, and for that we owe him our gratitude and respect. And next 
week, we'll also hear about those occasions when he's broken with his party as evidence that he 
can deliver the change that we need. But the record's clear: John McCain has voted with George 
Bush ninety percent of the time. Senator McCain likes to talk about judgment, but really, what 
does it say about your judgment when you think George Bush has been right more than ninety per-
cent of the time? I don't know about you, but I'm not ready to take a ten percent chance on 
change. The truth is, on issue after issue that would make a difference in your lives - on health care 
and education and the economy - Senator McCain has been anything but independent. He said that 
our economy has made "great progress" under this President. He said that the fundamentals of the 
economy are strong. And when one of his chief advisors - the man who wrote his economic plan - 
was talking about the anxiety Americans are feeling, he said that we were just suffering from a 
"mental recession," and that we've become, and I quote, "a nation of whiners."  
A nation of whiners? Tell that to the proud auto workers at a Michigan plant who, after they found 
out it was closing, kept showing up every day and working as hard as ever, because they knew 
there were people who counted on the brakes that they made. Tell that to the military families who 
shoulder their burdens silently as they watch their loved ones leave for their third or fourth or fifth 
tour of duty. These are not whiners. They work hard and give back and keep going without com-
plaint. These are the Americans that I know. Now, I don't believe that Senator McCain doesn't care 
what's going on in the lives of Americans. I just think he doesn't know. Why else would he define 
middle-class as someone making under five million dollars a year? How else could he propose 
hundreds of billions in tax breaks for big corporations and oil companies but not one penny of tax 
relief to more than one hundred million Americans? How else could he offer a health care plan that 
would actually tax people's benefits, or an education plan that would do nothing to help families 
pay for college, or a plan that would privatize Social Security and gamble your retirement? It's not 
because John McCain doesn't care. It's because John McCain doesn't get it. For over two decades, 
he's subscribed to that old, discredited Republican philosophy - give more and more to those with 
the most and hope that prosperity trickles down to everyone else. In Washington, they call this the 
Ownership Society, but what it really means is - you're on your own. Out of work? Tough luck. No 
health care? The market will fix it. Born into poverty? Pull yourself up by your own bootstraps - 
even if you don't have boots. You're on your own. Well it's time for them to own their failure. It's 
time for us to change America. You see, we Democrats have a very different measure of what con-
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stitutes progress in this country. We measure progress by how many people can find a job that 
pays the mortgage; whether you can put a little extra money away at the end of each month so you 
can someday watch your child receive her college diploma. We measure progress in the 23 million 
new jobs that were created when Bill Clinton was President - when the average American family 
saw its income go up $7,500 instead of down $2,000 like it has under George Bush. We measure 
the strength of our economy not by the number of billionaires we have or the profits of the Fortune 
500, but by whether someone with a good idea can take a risk and start a new business, or whether 
the waitress who lives on tips can take a day off to look after a sick kid without losing her job - an 
economy that honors the dignity of work. 
The fundamentals we use to measure economic strength are whether we are living up to that fun-
damental promise that has made this country great - a promise that is the only reason I am standing 
here tonight. Because in the faces of those young veterans who come back from Iraq and Afghani-
stan, I see my grandfather, who signed up after Pearl Harbor, marched in Patton's Army, and was 
rewarded by a grateful nation with the chance to go to college on the GI Bill. In the face of that 
young student who sleeps just three hours before working the night shift, I think about my mom, 
who raised my sister and me on her own while she worked and earned her degree; who once 
turned to food stamps but was still able to send us to the best schools in the country with the help 
of student loans and scholarships. When I listen to another worker tell me that his factory has shut 
down, I remember all those men and women on the South Side of Chicago who I stood by and 
fought for two decades ago after the local steel plant closed. And when I hear a woman talk about 
the difficulties of starting her own business, I think about my grandmother, who worked her way 
up from the secretarial pool to middle-management, despite years of being passed over for promo-
tions because she was a woman. She's the one who taught me about hard work. She's the one who 
put off buying a new car or a new dress for herself so that I could have a better life. She poured 
everything she had into me. And although she can no longer travel, I know that she's watching to-
night, and that tonight is her night as well.  
I don't know what kind of lives John McCain thinks that celebrities lead, but this has been mine. 
These are my heroes. Theirs are the stories that shaped me. And it is on their behalf that I intend to 
win this election and keep our promise alive as President of the United States. What is that prom-
ise? It's a promise that says each of us has the freedom to make of our own lives what we will, but 
that we also have the obligation to treat each other with dignity and respect. It's a promise that says 
the market should reward drive and innovation and generate growth, but that businesses should 
live up to their responsibilities to create American jobs, look out for American workers, and play 
by the rules of the road. Ours is a promise that says government cannot solve all our problems, but 
what it should do is that which we cannot do for ourselves - protect us from harm and provide eve-
ry child a decent education; keep our water clean and our toys safe; invest in new schools and new 
roads and new science and technology. Our government should work for us, not against us. It 
should help us, not hurt us. It should ensure opportunity not just for those with the most money 
and influence, but for every American who's willing to work. That's the promise of America - the 
idea that we are responsible for ourselves, but that we also rise or fall as one nation; the fundamen-
tal belief that I am my brother's keeper; I am my sister's keeper. That's the promise we need to 
keep. That's the change we need right now. So let me spell out exactly what that change would 
mean if I am President. Change means a tax code that doesn't reward the lobbyists who wrote it, 
but the American workers and small businesses who deserve it. Unlike John McCain, I will stop 
giving tax breaks to corporations that ship jobs overseas, and I will start giving them to companies 
that create good jobs right here in America. I will eliminate capital gains taxes for the small busi-
nesses and the start-ups that will create the high-wage, high-tech jobs of tomorrow. I will cut taxes 
- cut taxes - for 95% of all working families. Because in an economy like this, the last thing we 
should do is raise taxes on the middle-class.  
And for the sake of our economy, our security, and the future of our planet, I will set a clear goal 
as President: in ten years, we will finally end our dependence on oil from the Middle 
East. Washington's been talking about our oil addiction for the last thirty years, and John McCain 
has been there for twenty-six of them. In that time, he's said no to higher fuel-efficiency standards 
for cars, no to investments in renewable energy, no to renewable fuels. And today, we import triple 
the amount of oil as the day that Senator McCain took office. Now is the time to end this addic-
tion, and to understand that drilling is a stop-gap measure, not a long-term solution. Not even 
close. As President, I will tap our natural gas reserves, invest in clean coal technology, and find 
ways to safely harness nuclear power. I'll help our auto companies re-tool, so that the fuel-efficient 
cars of the future are built right here in America. I'll make it easier for the American people to af-
ford these new cars. And I'll invest 150 billion dollars over the next decade in affordable, renewa-
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ble sources of energy - wind power and solar power and the next generation of biofuels; an in-
vestment that will lead to new industries and five million new jobs that pay well and can't ever be 
outsourced. America, now is not the time for small plans. Now is the time to finally meet our mor-
al obligation to provide every child a world-class education, because it will take nothing less to 
compete in the global economy. Michelle and I are only here tonight because we were given a 
chance at an education. And I will not settle for an America where some kids don't have that 
chance. I'll invest in early childhood education. I'll recruit an army of new teachers, and pay them 
higher salaries and give them more support. And in exchange, I'll ask for higher standards and 
more accountability. And we will keep our promise to every young American - if you commit to 
serving your community or your country, we will make sure you can afford a college education.  
Now is the time to finally keep the promise of affordable, accessible health care for every single 
American. If you have health care, my plan will lower your premiums. If you don't, you'll be able 
to get the same kind of coverage that members of Congress give themselves. And as someone who 
watched my mother argue with insurance companies while she lay in bed dying of cancer, I will 
make certain those companies stop discriminating against those who are sick and need care the 
most. Now is the time to help families with paid sick days and better family leave, because nobody 
in America should have to choose between keeping their jobs and caring for a sick child or ailing 
parent. Now is the time to change our bankruptcy laws, so that your pensions are protected ahead 
of CEO bonuses; and the time to protect Social Security for future generations. And now is the 
time to keep the promise of equal pay for an equal day's work, because I want my daughters to 
have exactly the same opportunities as your sons. Now, many of these plans will cost money, 
which is why I've laid out how I'll pay for every dime - by closing corporate loopholes and tax ha-
vens that don't help America grow. But I will also go through the federal budget, line by line, elim-
inating programs that no longer work and making the ones we do need work better and cost less - 
because we cannot meet twenty-first century challenges with a twentieth century bureaucracy.  
And Democrats, we must also admit that fulfilling America's promise will require more than just 
money. It will require a renewed sense of responsibility from each of us to recover what John F. 
Kennedy called our "intellectual and moral strength." Yes, government must lead on energy inde-
pendence, but each of us must do our part to make our homes and businesses more efficient. Yes, 
we must provide more ladders to success for young men who fall into lives of crime and despair. 
But we must also admit that programs alone can't replace parents; that government can't turn off 
the television and make a child do her homework; that fathers must take more responsibility for 
providing the love and guidance their children need. Individual responsibility and mutual respon-
sibility - that's the essence of America's promise. And just as we keep our promise to the next gen-
eration here at home, so must we keep America's promise abroad. If John McCain wants to have a 
debate about who has the temperament, and judgment, to serve as the next Commander-in-Chief, 
that's a debate I'm ready to have. For while Senator McCain was turning his sights to Iraq just days 
after 9/11, I stood up and opposed this war, knowing that it would distract us from the real threats 
we face. When John McCain said we could just "muddle through" in Afghanistan, I argued for 
more resources and more troops to finish the fight against the terrorists who actually attacked us 
on 9/11, and made clear that we must take out Osama bin Laden and his lieutenants if we have 
them in our sights. John McCain likes to say that he'll follow bin Laden to the Gates of Hell - but 
he won't even go to the cave where he lives. And today, as my call for a time frame to remove our 
troops from Iraq has been echoed by the Iraqi government and even the Bush Administration, even 
after we learned that Iraq has a $79 billion surplus while we're wallowing in deficits, John McCain 
stands alone in his stubborn refusal to end a misguided war. That's not the judgment we need. That 
won't keep America safe.  
We need a President who can face the threats of the future, not keep grasping at the ideas of the 
past. You don't defeat a terrorist network that operates in eighty countries by occupying Iraq. You 
don't protect Israel and deter Iran just by talking tough in Washington. You can't truly stand up for 
Georgia when you've strained our oldest alliances. If John McCain wants to follow George Bush 
with more tough talk and bad strategy, that is his choice - but it is not the change we need. We are 
the party of Roosevelt. We are the party of Kennedy. So don't tell me that Democrats won't defend 
this country. Don't tell me that Democrats won't keep us safe. The Bush-McCain foreign policy 
has squandered the legacy that generations of Americans -- Democrats and Republicans - have 
built, and we are here to restore that legacy. As Commander-in-Chief, I will never hesitate to de-
fend this nation, but I will only send our troops into harm's way with a clear mission and a sacred 
commitment to give them the equipment they need in battle and the care and benefits they deserve 
when they come home. I will end this war in Iraq responsibly, and finish the fight against al Qaeda 
and the Taliban in Afghanistan. I will rebuild our military to meet future conflicts. But I will also 
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renew the tough, direct diplomacy that can prevent Iran from obtaining nuclear weapons and curb 
Russian aggression. I will build new partnerships to defeat the threats of the 21st century: terror-
ism and nuclear proliferation; poverty and genocide; climate change and disease. And I will restore 
our moral standing, so that America is once again that last, best hope for all who are called to the 
cause of freedom, who long for lives of peace, and who yearn for a better future. These are the pol-
icies I will pursue. And in the weeks ahead, I look forward to debating them with John 
McCain. But what I will not do is suggest that the Senator takes his positions for political purpos-
es. Because one of the things that we have to change in our politics is the idea that people cannot 
disagree without challenging each other's character and patriotism. The times are too serious, the 
stakes are too high for this same partisan playbook. So let us agree that patriotism has no party. I 
love this country, and so do you, and so does John McCain.  
The men and women who serve in our battlefields may be Democrats and Republicans and Inde-
pendents, but they have fought together and bled together and some died together under the same 
proud flag. They have not served a Red America or a Blue America - they have served the United 
States of America. So I've got news for you, John McCain. We all put our country first. America, 
our work will not be easy. The challenges we face require tough choices, and Democrats as well as 
Republicans will need to cast off the worn-out ideas and politics of the past. For part of what has 
been lost these past eight years can't just be measured by lost wages or bigger trade deficits. What 
has also been lost is our sense of common purpose - our sense of higher purpose. And that's what 
we have to restore. We may not agree on abortion, but surely we can agree on reducing the number 
of unwanted pregnancies in this country. The reality of gun ownership may be different for hunters 
in rural Ohio than for those plagued by gang-violence in Cleveland, but don't tell me we can't up-
hold the Second Amendment while keeping AK-47s out of the hands of criminals. I know there 
are differences on same-sex marriage, but surely we can agree that our gay and lesbian brothers 
and sisters deserve to visit the person they love in the hospital and to live lives free of discrimina-
tion. Passions fly on immigration, but I don't know anyone who benefits when a mother is separat-
ed from her infant child or an employer undercuts American wages by hiring illegal workers. This 
too is part of America's promise - the promise of a democracy where we can find the strength and 
grace to bridge divides and unite in common effort.  
I know there are those who dismiss such beliefs as happy talk. They claim that our insistence on 
something larger, something firmer and more honest in our public life is just a Trojan Horse for 
higher taxes and the abandonment of traditional values. And that's to be expected. Because if you 
don't have any fresh ideas, then you use stale tactics to scare the voters. If you don't have a record 
to run on, then you paint your opponent as someone people should run from. You make a big elec-
tion about small things. And you know what - it's worked before. Because it feeds into the cyni-
cism we all have about government. When Washington doesn't work, all its promises seem empty. 
If your hopes have been dashed again and again, then it's best to stop hoping, and settle for what 
you already know. I get it. I realize that I am not the likeliest candidate for this office. I don't fit the 
typical pedigree, and I haven't spent my career in the halls of Washington. But I stand before you 
tonight because all across America something is stirring. What the nay-sayers don't understand is 
that this election has never been about me. It's been about you. For eighteen long months, you have 
stood up, one by one, and said enough to the politics of the past. You understand that in this elec-
tion, the greatest risk we can take is to try the same old politics with the same old players and ex-
pect a different result. You have shown what history teaches us - that at defining moments like this 
one, the change we need doesn't come from Washington. Change comes to Washington. Change 
happens because the American people demand it - because they rise up and insist on new ideas and 
new leadership, a new politics for a new time.  
America, this is one of those moments. I believe that as hard as it will be, the change we need is 
coming. Because I've seen it. Because I've lived it. I've seen it in Illinois, when we provided health 
care to more children and moved more families from welfare to work. I've seen it in Washington, 
when we worked across party lines to open up government and hold lobbyists more accountable, 
to give better care for our veterans and keep nuclear weapons out of terrorist hands. And I've seen 
it in this campaign. In the young people who voted for the first time, and in those who got in-
volved again after a very long time. In the Republicans who never thought they'd pick up a Demo-
cratic ballot, but did. I've seen it in the workers who would rather cut their hours back a day than 
see their friends lose their jobs, in the soldiers who re-enlist after losing a limb, in the good neigh-
bors who take a stranger in when a hurricane strikes and the floodwaters rise. This country of ours 
has more wealth than any nation, but that's not what makes us rich. We have the most powerful 
military on Earth, but that's not what makes us strong. Our universities and our culture are the en-
vy of the world, but that's not what keeps the world coming to our shores. Instead, it is that Ameri-
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can spirit - that American promise - that pushes us forward even when the path is uncertain; that 
binds us together in spite of our differences; that makes us fix our eye not on what is seen, but 
what is unseen, that better place around the bend. That promise is our greatest inheritance. It's a 
promise I make to my daughters when I tuck them in at night, and a promise that you make to 
yours - a promise that has led immigrants to cross oceans and pioneers to travel west; a promise 
that led workers to picket lines, and women to reach for the ballot. And it is that promise that forty 
five years ago today, brought Americans from every corner of this land to stand together on a Mall 
in Washington, before Lincoln's Memorial, and hear a young preacher from Georgia speak of his 
dream. The men and women who gathered there could've heard many things. They could've heard 
words of anger and discord. They could've been told to succumb to the fear and frustration of so 
many dreams deferred. But what the people heard instead - people of every creed and color, from 
every walk of life - is that in America, our destiny is inextricably linked. That together, our dreams 
can be one. "We cannot walk alone," the preacher cried. "And as we walk, we must make the 
pledge that we shall always march ahead. We cannot turn back." America, we cannot turn back. 
Not with so much work to be done. Not with so many children to educate, and so many veterans to 
care for. Not with an economy to fix and cities to rebuild and farms to save. Not with so many 
families to protect and so many lives to mend. America, we cannot turn back. We cannot walk 
alone. At this moment, in this election, we must pledge once more to march into the future. Let us 
keep that promise - that American promise - and in the words of Scripture hold firmly, without 
wavering, to the hope that we confess. Thank you, God Bless you, and God Bless the United 
States of America. 
 
 
Speech VIII 
Renewing the American Economy 
 
New York, New York | March 27, 2008 
 
I want to thank Mayor Bloomberg for his extraordinary leadership. At a time when Washington is 
divided in old ideological battles, he shows us what can be achieved when we bring people togeth-
er to seek pragmatic solutions. Not only has he been a remarkable leader for New York -he has es-
tablished himself as a major voice in our national debate on issues like renewing our economy, ed-
ucating our children, and seeking energy independence. Mr. Mayor, I share your determination to 
bring this country together to finally make progress for the American people.  
In a city of landmarks, we meet at Cooper Union, just uptown from Federal Hall, where George 
Washington took the oath of office as the first President of the United States. With all the history 
that has passed through the narrow canyons of lower Manhattan, it is worth taking a moment to re-
flect on the role that the market has played in the development of the American story. The great 
task before our Founders that day was putting into practice the ideal that government could simul-
taneously serve liberty and advance the common good. For Alexander Hamilton, the young Secre-
tary of the Treasury, that task was bound to the vigor of the American economy. Hamilton had a 
strong belief in the power of the market. But he balanced that belief with the conviction that hu-
man enterprise "may be beneficially stimulated by prudent aids and encouragements on the part of 
the government." Government, he believed, had an important role to play in advancing our com-
mon prosperity. So he nationalized the state Revolutionary War debts, weaving together the econ-
omies of the states and creating an American system of credit and capital markets. And he encour-
aged manufacturing and infrastructure, so products could be moved to market. Hamilton met fierce 
opposition from Thomas Jefferson, who worried that this brand of capitalism would favor the in-
terests of the few over the many. Jefferson preferred an agrarian economy because he believed that 
it would give individual landowners freedom, and that this freedom would nurture our democratic 
institutions. But despite their differences, there was one thing that Jefferson and Hamilton agreed 
on - that economic growth depended upon the talent and ingenuity of the American people; that in 
order to harness that talent, opportunity had to remain open to all; and that through education in 
particular, every American could climb the ladder of social and economic mobility, and achieve 
the American Dream.  
In the more than two centuries since then, we have struggled to balance the same forces that con-
fronted Hamilton and Jefferson - self-interest and community; markets and democracy; the con-
centration of wealth and power, and the necessity of transparency and opportunity for each and 
every citizen. Throughout this saga, Americans have pursued their dreams within a free market 
that has been the engine of America's progress. It's a market that has created a prosperity that is the 
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envy of the world, and opportunity for generations of Americans. A market that has provided great 
rewards to the innovators and risk-takers who have made America a beacon for science, and tech-
nology, and discovery. But the American experiment has worked in large part because we have 
guided the market's invisible hand with a higher principle. Our free market was never meant to be 
a free license to take whatever you can get, however you can get it. That is why we have put in 
place rules of the road to make competition fair, and open, and honest. We have done this not to 
stifle - but rather to advance prosperity and liberty. As I said at NASDAQ last September: the core 
of our economic success is the fundamental truth that each American does better when all Ameri-
cans do better; that the well being of American business, its capital markets, and the American 
people are aligned.  
I think all of us here today would acknowledge that we've lost that sense of shared prosperity. This 
loss has not happened by accident. It's because of decisions made in boardrooms, on trading floors 
and in Washington. Under Republican and Democratic Administrations, we failed to guard against 
practices that all too often rewarded financial manipulation instead of productivity and sound busi-
ness practices. We let the special interests put their thumbs on the economic scales. The result has 
been a distorted market that creates bubbles instead of steady, sustainable growth; a market that 
favors Wall Street over Main Street, but ends up hurting both. Nor is this trend new. The concen-
trations of economic power - and the failures of our political system to protect the American econ-
omy from its worst excesses - have been a staple of our past, most famously in the 1920s, when 
with success we ended up plunging the country into the Great Depression. That is when govern-
ment stepped in to create a series of regulatory structures - from the FDIC to the Glass-Steagall 
Act - to serve as a corrective to protect the American people and American business. Ironically, it 
was in reaction to the high taxes and some of the outmoded structures of the New Deal that both 
individuals and institutions began pushing for changes to this regulatory structure. But instead of 
sensible reform that rewarded success and freed the creative forces of the market, too often we've 
excused and even embraced an ethic of greed, corner cutting and inside dealing that has always 
threatened the long-term stability of our economic system. Too often, we've lost that common 
stake in each other's prosperity. Let me be clear: the American economy does not stand still, and 
neither should the rules that govern it. The evolution of industries often warrants regulatory reform 
- to foster competition, lower prices, or replace outdated oversight structures. Old institutions can-
not adequately oversee new practices. Old rules may not fit the roads where our economy is lead-
ing. There were good arguments for changing the rules of the road in the 1990s. Our economy was 
undergoing a fundamental shift, carried along by the swift currents of technological change and 
globalization. For the sake of our common prosperity, we needed to adapt to keep markets compet-
itive and fair. Unfortunately, instead of establishing a 21st century regulatory framework, we 
simply dismantled the old one - aided by a legal but corrupt bargain in which campaign money all 
too often shaped policy and watered down oversight. In doing so, we encouraged a winner take all, 
anything goes environment that helped foster devastating dislocations in our econo-
my. Deregulation of the telecommunications sector, for example, fostered competition but also 
contributed to massive over-investment. Partial deregulation of the electricity sector enabled mar-
ket manipulation. Companies like Enron and WorldCom took advantage of the new regulatory en-
vironment to push the envelope, pump up earnings, disguise losses and otherwise engage in ac-
counting fraud to make their profits look better - a practice that led investors to question the bal-
ance sheet of all companies, and severely damaged public trust in capital markets.  
This was not the invisible hand at work. Instead, it was the hand of industry lobbyists tilting the 
playing field in Washington, an accounting industry that had developed powerful conflicts of in-
terest, and a financial sector that fueled over-investment. A decade later, we have deregulated the 
financial services sector, and we face another crisis. A regulatory structure set up for banks in the 
1930s needed to change because the nature of business has changed. But by the time the Glass-
Steagall Act was repealed in 1999, the $300 million lobbying effort that drove deregulation was 
more about facilitating mergers than creating an efficient regulatory framework. Since then, we 
have overseen 21st century innovation - including the aggressive introduction of new and complex 
financial instruments like hedge funds and non-bank financial companies - with outdated 20th cen-
tury regulatory tools. New conflicts of interest recalled the worst excesses of the past - like the out-
rageous news that we learned just yesterday of KPMG allowing a lender to report profits instead of 
losses, so that both parties could make a quick buck. Not surprisingly, the regulatory environment 
failed to keep pace. When subprime mortgage lending took a reckless and unsustainable turn, a 
patchwork of regulators were unable or unwilling to protect the American people. The policies of 
the Bush Administration threw the economy further out of balance. Tax cuts without end for the 
wealthiest Americans. A trillion dollar war in Iraq that didn't need to be fought, paid for with defi-
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cit spending and borrowing from foreign creditors like China. A complete disdain for pay-as-you-
go budgeting - coupled with a generally scornful attitude towards oversight and enforcement - al-
lowed far too many to put short-term gain ahead of long term consequences. The American econ-
omy was bound to suffer a painful correction, and policymakers found themselves with fewer re-
sources to deal with the consequences.  
Today, those consequences are clear. I see them in every corner of our great country, as families 
face foreclosure and rising costs. I seem them in towns across America, where a credit crisis 
threatens the ability of students to get loans, and states can't finance infrastructure projects. I see 
them here in Manhattan, where one of our biggest investment banks had to be bailed out, and the 
Fed opened its discount window to a host of new institutions with unprecedented implications we 
have yet to appreciate. When all is said and done, losses will be in the many hundreds of billions. 
What was bad for Main Street was bad for Wall Street. Pain trickled up. That is why the principle 
that I spoke about at NASDAQ is even more urgently true today: in our 21st century economy, 
there is no dividing line between Main Street and Wall Street. The decisions made in New York's 
high-rises have consequences for Americans across the country. And whether those Americans can 
make their house payments; whether they keep their jobs; or spend confidently without falling into 
debt - that has consequences for the entire market. The future cannot be shaped by the best-
connected lobbyists with the best record of raising money for campaigns. This thinking is wrong 
for the financial sector and it's wrong for our country. I do not believe that government should 
stand in the way of innovation, or turn back the clock to an older era of regulation. But I do believe 
that government has a role to play in advancing our common prosperity: by providing stable mac-
roeconomic and financial conditions for sustained growth; by demanding transparency; and by en-
suring fair competition in the marketplace.  
Our history should give us confidence that we don't have to choose between an oppressive gov-
ernment-run economy and a chaotic and unforgiving capitalism. It tells us we can emerge from 
great economic upheavals stronger, not weaker. But we can do so only if we restore confidence in 
our markets. Only if we rebuild trust between investors and lenders. And only if we renew that 
common interest between Wall Street and Main Street that is the key to our success. Now, as most 
experts agree, our economy is in a recession. To renew our economy - and to ensure that we are 
not doomed to repeat a cycle of bubble and bust again and again - we need to address not only the 
immediate crisis in the housing market; we also need to create a 21st century regulatory frame-
work, and pursue a bold opportunity agenda for the American people. Most urgently, we must con-
front the housing crisis. After months of inaction, the President spoke here in New York and 
warned against doing too much. His main proposal - extending tax cuts for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans - is completely divorced from the reality that people are facing around the country. John 
McCain recently announced his own plan, and it amounts to little more than watching this crisis 
happen. While this is consistent with Senator McCain's determination to run for George Bush's 
third term, it won't help families who are suffering, and it won't help lift our economy out of reces-
sion. Over two million households are at risk of foreclosure and millions more have seen their 
home values plunge. Many Americans are walking away from their homes, which hurts property 
values for entire neighborhoods and aggravates the credit crisis. To stabilize the housing market 
and help bring the foreclosure crisis to an end, I have sponsored Senator Chris Dodd's legislation 
creating a new FHA Housing Security Program, which will provide meaningful incentives for 
lenders to buy or refinance existing mortgages. This will allow Americans facing foreclosure to 
keep their homes at rates they can afford.  
Senator McCain argues that government should do nothing to protect borrowers and lenders 
who've made bad decisions, or taken on excessive risk. On this point, I agree. But the Dodd-Frank 
package is not a bailout for lenders or investors who gambled recklessly, as they will take losses. It 
is not a windfall for borrowers, as they will have to share any capital gain. Instead, it offers a re-
sponsible and fair way to help bring an end to the foreclosure crisis. It asks both sides to sacrifice, 
while preventing a long-term collapse that could have enormous ramifications for the most respon-
sible lenders and borrowers, as well as the American people as a whole. That is what Senator 
McCain ignores. For homeowners who were victims of fraud, I've also proposed a $10 billion 
Foreclosure Prevention Fund that would help them sell a home that is beyond their means, or mod-
ify their loan to avoid foreclosure or bankruptcy. It's also time to amend our bankruptcy laws, so 
families aren't forced to stick to the terms of a home loan that was predatory or unfair. To prevent 
fraud in the future, I've proposed tough new penalties on fraudulent lenders, and a Home Score 
system that will allow consumers to find out more about mortgage offers and whether they'll be 
able to make payments. To help low- and middle-income families, I've proposed a 10 percent 
mortgage interest tax credit that will allow homeowners who don't itemize their taxes to access in-
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centives for home ownership. And to expand home ownership, we must do more to help communi-
ties turn abandoned properties into affordable housing. The government can't do this alone, nor 
should it. As I said last September, lenders must get ahead of the curve rather than just reacting to 
crisis. They should actively look at all borrowers, offer workouts, and reduce the principal on 
mortgages in trouble. Not only can this prevent the larger losses associated with foreclosure and 
resale, but it can reduce the extent of government intervention and taxpayer exposure.  
Beyond dealing with the immediate housing crisis, it is time for the federal government to revamp 
the regulatory framework dealing with our financial markets. Our capital markets have helped us 
build the strongest economy in the world. They are a source of competitive advantage for our 
country. But they cannot succeed without the public's trust. The details of regulatory reform should 
be developed through sound analysis and public debate.  
But there are several core principles for reform that I will pursue as President. First, if you can bor-
row from the government, you should be subject to government oversight and supervision. Secre-
tary Paulson admitted this in his remarks yesterday. The Federal Reserve should have basic super-
visory authority over any institution to which it may make credit available as a lender of last re-
sort. When the Fed steps in, it is providing lenders an insurance policy underwritten by the Ameri-
can taxpayer. In return, taxpayers have every right to expect that these institutions are not taking 
excessive risks. The nature of regulation should depend on the degree and extent of the Fed's ex-
posure. But at the very least, these new regulations should include liquidity and capital require-
ments. Second, there needs to be general reform of the requirements to which all regulated finan-
cial institutions are subjected. Capital requirements should be strengthened, particularly for com-
plex financial instruments like some of the mortgage securities that led to our current crisis. We 
must develop and rigorously manage liquidity risk. We must investigate rating agencies and poten-
tial conflicts of interest with the people they are rating. And transparency requirements must de-
mand full disclosure by financial institutions to shareholders and counterpart.  
As we reform our regulatory system at home, we must work with international arrangements like 
the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, the International Accounting Standards Board, and 
the Financial Stability Forum to address the same problems abroad. The goal must be ensuring that 
financial institutions around the world are subject to similar rules of the road - both to make the 
system stable, and to keep our financial institutions competitive. Third, we need to streamline a 
framework of overlapping and competing regulatory agencies. Reshuffling bureaucracies should 
not be an end in itself. But the large, complex institutions that dominate the financial landscape do 
not fit into categories created decades ago. Different institutions compete in multiple markets - our 
regulatory system should not pretend otherwise. A streamlined system will provide better over-
sight, and be less costly for regulated institutions. Fourth, we need to regulate institutions for what 
they do, not what they are. Over the last few years, commercial banks and thrift institutions were 
subject to guidelines on subprime mortgages that did not apply to mortgage brokers and compa-
nies. It makes no sense for the Fed to tighten mortgage guidelines for banks when two-thirds of 
subprime mortgages don't originate from banks. This regulatory framework has failed to protect 
homeowners, and it is now clear that it made no sense for our financial system. When it comes to 
protecting the American people, it should make no difference what kind of institution they are 
dealing with. Fifth, we must remain vigilant and crack down on trading activity that crosses the 
line to market manipulation. Reports have circulated in recent days that some traders may have in-
tentionally spread rumors that Bear Stearns was in financial distress while making market bets 
against the company. The SEC should investigate and punish this kind of market manipulation, 
and report its conclusions to Congress. Sixth, we need a process that identifies systemic risks to 
the financial system. Too often, we deal with threats to the financial system that weren't anticipat-
ed by regulators. That's why we should create a financial market oversight commission, which 
would meet regularly and provide advice to the President, Congress, and regulators on the state of 
our financial markets and the risks that face them. These expert views could help anticipate risks 
before they erupt into a crisis.  
These six principles should guide the legal reforms needed to establish a 21st century regulatory 
system. But the change we need goes beyond laws and regulation - we need a shift in the cultures 
of our financial institutions and our regulatory agencies. Financial institutions must do a better job 
at managing risks. There is something wrong when boards of directors or senior managers don't 
understand the implications of the risks assumed by their own institutions. It's time to realign in-
centives and compensation packages, so that both high level executives and employees better serve 
the interests of shareholders. And it's time to confront the risks that come with excessive complexi-
ty. Even the best government regulation cannot fully substitute for internal risk management. For 
supervisory agencies, oversight must keep pace with innovation. As the subprime crisis unfolded, 
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tough questions about new and complex financial instruments were not asked. As a result, the pub-
lic interest was not protected. We do American business - and the American people - no favors 
when we turn a blind eye to excessive leverage and dangerous risks.  
Finally, the American people must be able to trust that their government is looking out for all of us 
- not just those who donate to political campaigns. I fought in the Senate for the most extensive 
ethics reform since Watergate. I have refused contributions from federal lobbyists and PACs. And 
I have laid out far-reaching plans that I intend to sign into law as President to bring transparency to 
government, and to end the revolving door between industries and the federal agencies that over-
see them. Once we deal with the immediate crisis in housing and strengthen the regulatory system 
governing our financial markets, our final task is to restore a sense of opportunity for all Ameri-
cans. The bedrock of our economic success is the American Dream. It's a dream shared in big cit-
ies and small towns; across races, regions and religions - that if you work hard, you can support a 
family; that if you get sick, there will be health care you can afford; that you can retire with the 
dignity and security and respect that you have earned; that your kids can get a good education, and 
young people can go to college even if they're not rich. That is our common hope across this coun-
try. That is the American Dream.  
But today, for far too many Americans, this dream is slipping away. Wall Street has been gripped 
by increasing gloom over the last nine months. But for many American families, the economy has 
effectively been in recession for the past seven years. We have just come through the first sus-
tained period of economic growth since World War II that was not accompanied by a growth in in-
comes for typical families. Americans are working harder for less. Costs are rising, and it's not 
clear that we'll leave a legacy of opportunity to our children and grandchildren. That's why, 
throughout this campaign, I've put forward a series of proposals that will foster economic growth 
from the bottom up, and not just from the top down. That's why the last time I spoke on the econ-
omy here in New York, I talked about the need to put the policies of George W. Bush behind us - 
policies that have essentially said to the American people: "you are on your own"; because we 
need to pursue policies that once again recognize that we are in this together. This starts with 
providing a stimulus that will reach the most vulnerable Americans, including immediate relief to 
areas hardest hit by the housing crisis, and a significant extension of unemployment insurance for 
those who are out of work. If we can extend a hand to banks on Wall Street, we can extend a hand 
to Americans who are struggling. Beyond these short term measures, as President I will be com-
mitted to putting the American Dream on a firmer footing. To reward work and make retirement 
secure, we'll provide an income tax cut of up to $1000 for a working family, and eliminate income 
taxes altogether for any retiree making less than $50,000 per year. To make health care affordable 
for all Americans, we'll cut costs and provide coverage to all who need it. To put more Americans 
to work, we'll create millions of new Green Jobs and invest in rebuilding our nation's infrastruc-
ture. To extend opportunity, we'll invest in our schools and our teachers, and make college afford-
able for every American. And to ensure that America stays on the cutting edge, we'll expand 
broadband access, expand funding for basic scientific research, and pass comprehensive immigra-
tion reform so that we continue to attract the best and the brightest to our shores.  
I know that making these changes won't be easy. I will not pretend that this will come without 
cost, though I have presented ways we can achieve these changes in a fiscally responsible way. I 
know that we'll have to overcome our doubts and divisions and the determined opposition of pow-
erful special interests before we can truly advance opportunity and prosperity for all Americans. 
But I would not be running for President if I didn't think that this was a defining moment in our 
history. If we fail to overcome our divisions and continue to let special interest set the agenda, then 
America will fall behind. Short-term gains will continue to yield long-term costs. Opportunity will 
slip away on Main Street and prosperity will suffer here on Wall Street. But if we unite this coun-
try around a common purpose, if we act on the responsibilities that we have to each other and to 
our country, then we can launch a new era of opportunity and prosperity. 
I know we can do this because Americans have done this before. Time and again, we've recog-
nized that common stake that we have in each other's success. That's how people as different as 
Hamilton and Jefferson came together to launch the world's greatest experiment in democracy. 
That's why our economy hasn't just been the world's greatest wealth creator - it's bound America 
together, it's created jobs, and it's made the dream of opportunity a reality for generations of Amer-
icans. Now it falls to us. We have as our inheritance the greatest economy the world has ever 
known. We have the responsibility to continue the work that began on that spring day over two 
centuries ago right here in Manhattan - to renew our common purpose for a new century, and to 
write the next chapter in the story of America's success. We can do this. And we can begin this 
work today. 
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Speech IX 
An Agenda for Middle-Class Success 
 
St. Louis, Missouri | July 07, 2008 
 
I've often said that this election represents a defining moment in our history. On major issues like 
the war in Iraq or the warming of our planet, the decisions we make in November and over the 
next few years will shape a generation, if not a century. That is especially true when it comes to 
our economy. Most of you already know this – not just because you see headlines about job loss 
and foreclosures and recession, but because you feel the effects of all this in your own lives. 
You're working harder than ever to pay bills that are getting bigger than ever and there's not much 
left over at the end of the month. You're trying to juggle the demands of work and family. You're 
driving less and saving less. You're worried about the value of your home and whether you'll be 
able to afford college for your kids and still retire at a decent age. For millions of families, these 
everyday worries and long-term anxieties have grown considerably worse over the last year. But 
they are rooted in fundamental changes in our economy that began years earlier. 
Over the last few decades, revolutions in technology and communication have made it so that cor-
porations can send good jobs anywhere in the world there's an internet connection. Children in 
Charlotte aren't just competing for the same good jobs with children from Boston, but with chil-
dren in Bangalore and Beijing as well. Two-income families haven't just become more common, 
they've become a necessity to keep up with rising costs and wages that haven't grown. But as our 
world and our economy have changed, only Washington has stood still. The progress we made 
during the 1990s was quickly reversed by an Administration with a single philosophy that is as old 
as it is misguided: reward not work, not success, but pure wealth. Give massive tax breaks to big 
corporations and multimillionaires and hope that prosperity trickles down to everyone else. Sacri-
fice investments in health care and education and energy and technology to pay for these tax 
breaks, and borrow the rest from countries like China, leaving our children to foot the bill. Well it's 
painfully clear by now how badly this strategy has failed. And this is a fundamental issue in this 
campaign, because Senator McCain and I have very different views of where our economy is to-
day, and where we need to go.  
Senator McCain said earlier this year that America has made "great progress economically" over 
the past eight years. He believes we're on the right track, and he's launching a new economic tour 
today with policies that are very much the same as those we have seen from the Bush Administra-
tion. In fact, the central component of Senator McCain's economic plan is $300 billion more in tax 
cuts for big corporations and multimillionaires – less than a quarter of which will benefit the 80% 
of American families that make up the bulk of our middle-class. Less than a quarter. Under Sena-
tor McCain's economic plan, Exxon Mobil – a company that recently reported the biggest profit in 
history – would get $1.2 billion in tax breaks, while less than a quarter of the benefits would go to 
the middle-class. What's worse – he has no concrete plan to pay for these tax breaks, so his poli-
cies would actually add more than $2 or $3 trillion to the national debt over the next decade and 
weaken our economy even further. If this sounds familiar, it's because it's exactly what George 
Bush has done for the last eight years. It hasn't worked, it won't work, and it is time to try some-
thing new. I won't stand here and pretend that we can or should undo the economic transfor-
mations that have taken place over the last few decades. There are jobs that aren't coming back and 
this world will always be more competitive. But I do believe that if all of us are willing to share 
the burdens and benefits of this new economy, then all of us will prosper – not just because gov-
ernment makes it so, but because we're willing to take responsibility as individuals to work harder 
and think more and innovate further. I believe this because I know that in America, our prosperity 
has always risen from the bottom-up. From the earliest days of our founding, it has been the hard 
work and ingenuity of our people that's served as the wellspring of our economic strength. That's 
why we built a system of free public high schools when we transitioned from a nation of farms to a 
nation of factories. That's why we sent my grandfather's generation to college on the GI Bill, 
which helped create the largest middle-class in history. That's why we've invested in the science 
and research that have led to new discoveries and entire new industries. And that's what this coun-
try will do again when I am President of the United States.  
The other week I laid out what America needs to do to remain competitive in the 21st century. It's 
an agenda that will require us first and foremost to train and educate our workforce with the skills 
necessary to compete in a knowledge-based economy. We'll also need to place a greater emphasis 
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on areas like science and technology that will define the workforce of the 21st century, and invest 
in the research and innovation necessary to create the jobs and industries of the future right here in 
America. One place where that investment would make an enormous difference is in a renewable 
energy policy that ends our addiction on foreign oil, provides real long-term relief from high fuel 
costs, and builds a green economy that could create up to five million well-paying jobs that can't 
be outsourced. We can also create millions of new jobs by rebuilding our schools, roads, bridges, 
and other critical infrastructure that needs repair. And because we know that we can't or shouldn't 
put up walls around our economy, a long-term agenda will also find a way to make trade work for 
American workers. We do the cause of free-trade – a cause I believe in – no good when we pass 
trade agreements that hand out favors to special interests and do little to help workers who have to 
watch their factories close down. There is nothing protectionist about demanding that trade spreads 
the benefits of globalization as broadly as possible. Those are the steps we can take to grow our 
economy and stay competitive as a nation. But today, I want to talk about my plan to not only en-
sure the economic security of middle-class families in the short-term, but to give them the chance 
to achieve economic success in the long-term; to make sure that Americans aren't just getting by, 
but getting ahead – that they're able to get a world-class education, build a nest egg and provide a 
better life for their children. We can make this new economy work for us if we finally change 
course in November. 
The first step is to offer immediate relief to families who are struggling right now while helping to 
jumpstart economic growth and create jobs. Between a sluggish economy and gas prices rising 
above $4 a gallon, the American people cannot wait another six months for help. Instead of Wash-
ington gimmicks like a three-month gas tax holiday that will only pad oil company profits, we 
need to do what I called for months ago and pass a second stimulus package that provides energy 
rebate checks for working families, a fund to help families avoid foreclosure, and increased assis-
tance for states that have been hard-hit by the economic downturn. A few days ago I called on 
Senator McCain and all members of Congress to come together – Republicans and Democrats – in 
support of this $50 billion stimulus package. There are many policies we'll disagree on, but imme-
diate relief for families who are struggling shouldn't be one of them. And so while I haven't re-
ceived a response from Senator McCain yet, I look forward to hearing one soon. 
The second step in my agenda is to help provide economic security for families who've been deal-
ing with skyrocketing costs and stagnant wages for years. I believe it's time to reform our tax code 
so that it rewards work and not just wealth. So when I'm President, I'll shut down the corporate 
loopholes and tax havens, and I'll use the money to help pay for a middle-class tax cut that will 
provide $1,000 of relief to 95% of workers and their families. We'll also eliminate income taxes 
for every retiree making less than $50,000 per year, because every senior deserves to live out their 
life in dignity and respect. And if Senator McCain wants a debate about taxes in this campaign, 
that's a debate I'm happy to have. Because if you're a family making less than $250,000, my plan 
will not raise your taxes – not your income taxes, not your payroll taxes, not your capital gains 
taxes, not any of your taxes. In fact, what Senator McCain should explain is why his tax cut for the 
middle class would leave out 101 million households, and why, for families that are lucky enough 
to get the tax cut, it would be worth only about $125 in the first year. The difference is – he trusts 
that prosperity will trickle down from corporations and the wealthiest few to everyone else. I be-
lieve that it's the hard work of middle-class Americans that fuels this nation's prosperity. I'll also 
help families who are struggling under the crushing burden of health care costs by passing a plan 
that brings the typical family's premiums down by $2500 and guarantees coverage to everyone 
who wants it. Senator McCain's health care plan not only fails to cover every American and holds 
out less hope of cutting health care costs, it would actually tax your health care benefits for the 
first time ever. Over time this tax would grow and after just a few years it would be so large that 
middle-class families would face an overall tax increase from his plans. So that is a real choice in 
this election. As we help families deal with rising costs, we also have to help those families who 
find themselves mired in debt. Since so many who are struggling to keep up with their mortgages 
are now shifting their debt to credit cards, we have to make sure that credit cards don't become the 
next stage in the housing crisis because, once again, we failed to establish basic rules and oversight 
to protect consumers from predatory lending.To make sure that Americans know what they're 
signing up for, I'll institute a five-star rating system to inform consumers about the level of risk in-
volved in every credit card. And we'll establish a Credit Card Bill of Rights that will ban unilateral 
changes to credit card agreements; ban rate hikes on debt you already had; and ban interest charges 
on late fees. Americans need to pay what they owe, but you should pay what's fair, not just what 
fattens profits for some credit card company and they can get away with. The same principle 
should apply to our bankruptcy laws. When I'm President, we'll reform our bankruptcy laws so that 
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we give Americans who find themselves in debt a second chance. And we'll make sure that if you 
can demonstrate that you went bankrupt because of medical expenses, you can relieve that debt 
and get back on your feet. But even as we take these steps, we also know that it's not enough to 
just get families back on their feet. We need to help hardworking families get ahead. We need to 
help the middle-class succeed because that's when our economy succeeds. 
That's why the third step in my agenda is to give families the help they need to build that nest egg 
and provide a better life for their children. To make saving easier, we'll automatically enroll every 
worker in a workplace pension plan that stays with you from job to job. And for working families 
who earn under $75,000, we will start that nest egg for you by matching 50 percent of the first 
$1,000 you save and depositing it directly into your account. To make a college education afforda-
ble for every American family, I'll make this promise to every student – your country will offer 
you $4,000 a year of tuition if you offer your country community or national service when you 
graduate. If you invest in America, America will invest in you. To make it easier for families to 
own their own home and stay in that home, we'll crack down on predatory lenders, and help more 
Americans refinance their mortgages, and provide ten million homeowners a mortgage tax credit 
that will take ten percent off their interest rate. To help those mothers and fathers who are juggling 
work and family, I'll expand the Child Care Tax Credit, extend the Family Medical Leave Act to 
give more parents more time with their children, and make sure that every worker in America has 
access to seven days of paid sick leave. I'll make sure that women get equal pay for an equal day's 
work, because that's what's right and that's what families need to get ahead. And to help those fam-
ilies who own small businesses that are the engine of prosperity in America, I will eliminate all 
capital gains taxes on start-ups and small businesses to encourage more innovation and job crea-
tion. There is no doubt that this agenda is ambitious. It will take resources in the wake of policies 
our debt like a war in Iraq that's costing us $10 billion a month. But the answer to our fiscal prob-
lems is not to short-change investments that will help our families get ahead – investments that are 
vital to our long-term growth as a nation. The answer is to make sure that we are finding a way to 
pay for these investments but cutting where we can. My plan is detailed and specific when it 
comes to cutting spending. In fact, all my new spending proposals would be more than paid for by 
spending reductions. I have a plan to responsibly end the war in Iraq and reduce overpayments for 
private plans in Medicare, something John McCain has no specific plan to do. I would also curb 
subsidies to banks making student loans, return earmarks to their 2001 levels and reform no-bid 
contracts. I do this because I believe we can have a smarter government that pays its way while in-
vesting in our country's future. 
You know, the Americans I've met over the last sixteen months in town halls and living rooms; on 
farms and front porches – they may come from different places and have different backgrounds, 
but they hold common hopes and dream the same simple dreams. They know government can't 
solve all their problems, and they don't expect it to. They believe in personal responsibility, and 
hard work, and self-reliance. They don't like seeing their tax dollars wasted. But we also believe in 
fairness and opportunity – in an America where jobs are there for the willing; where hard work is 
rewarded with a decent living; where no matter how much you start with or where you come from 
or who your parents are, you cannot just get by, but actually get ahead. That's the promise of this 
country, and I believe we can keep that promise together if we change course and get to work in 
the months and years ahead. Thank you. 
 
 
Speech X 
Real Leadership for a Clean Energy Future 
 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire | October 08, 2007 
 
Two weeks ago, representatives from some of the world's largest emitters of greenhouse gases 
were invited to Washington by the President for a global conference on climate change. For a brief 
moment, there was a hope that maybe this conference would be different - that maybe America 
would finally commit to the steps that nearly every scientist and expert believes we must take; that 
maybe the planet's only superpower would finally lead the world - or at the very least, follow it - in 
taking on the planet's greatest threat. Instead, the world traveled thousands of miles to Washington 
only to find that Washington is still miles away from the world in its willingness to address one of 
the most urgent challenges of our generation. Some of the attendees said they were amazed at how 
isolated the White House view had become. Others dismissed the President's credibility entirely. 
And another headline noted that when it comes to the global debate on climate change, our country 
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is struggling just to stay relevant. Struggling just to stay relevant. That is not the America we 
know. It is not the America we believe in.  
We are a nation that has led the world ever since the moment a lowly band of colonists proved that 
freedom could triumph over tyranny. We are the country that summoned the courage of its people 
to build an arsenal of democracy that freed a continent and brought peace to a world at war. We 
are a land of moon shots and miracles of science and technology that have touched the lives of 
millions across the planet. And when that planet is challenged or when it is threatened, the eyes of 
the world have always turned to this nation as the "last, best hope of Earth." That is the America I 
want to lead as President. I believe that when it comes to the issue that will determine the very fu-
ture of life on this Earth, we are still Earth's best hope. And when the world arrives at the doorstep 
of the White House to hear what America has to say about climate change, I will let them know 
that America is up to the challenge. That America is ready to lead again.  
We have not fallen behind on energy due to a lack of ingenuity or initiative from the American 
people. I have seen too much innovation and possibility in this country to believe that. Right here 
in New Hampshire, I've filled up at a biodiesel pump at UNH, where this year students and faculty 
will remove over 200 tons of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. New Hampshire is already re-
ducing its greenhouse gas pollution as part of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, and thanks 
to the leadership of Senator Martha Fuller Clark and Governor Lynch, you'll get 25% of your en-
ergy from renewable sources by 2025. Keene is one of America's greenest cities, and I understand 
that 164 towns have now passed a resolution demanding that Washington take action on climate 
change. But Washington hasn't acted; and that is the real reason why America hasn't led. Washing-
ton's failure to lead on energy is the failure of a President who spent most of his time in office 
denying the very existence of global warming - a President who put more faith in the spin of a sci-
ence fiction writer than the science facts of real experts. It's the failure of an Administration that 
developed America's energy policy with a secret task force that opened the door to oil lobbyists 
and then shut it to every other viewpoint. It's a failure of leadership that has never called on the 
American people to do anything more than go shopping. And it's also a failure of our politics that 
pre-dates the presidency of George W. Bush. We have heard promises about energy independence 
from every single U.S. President since Richard Nixon - Republicans and Democrats. We've heard 
proposals to curb our use of fossil fuels in nearly every State of the Union address since the oil 
embargo of 1973. Back then we imported about a third of our oil. Now we import over half. Back 
then global warming was just the theory of a few scientists. Now it is a fact that threatens our very 
existence. 
The truth is, our energy problem has become an energy crisis because no matter how well-
intentioned the promise - no matter how bold the proposal - they all fall victim to the same Wash-
ington politics that has only become more divided and dishonest; more timid and calculating; more 
beholden to the powerful interests that have the biggest stake in the status quo. There are some in 
this race who actually make the argument that the more time you spend immersed in the broken 
politics of Washington, the more likely you are to change it. I always find this a little amusing. I 
know that change makes for good campaign rhetoric, but when those same people had the chance 
to actually make change happen, they didn't lead. When they had the chance to stand up and re-
quire automakers to raise their fuel standards, they refused. When they had multiple chances to re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil by investing in renewable fuels that we can literally grow right 
here in America, they said no.  
Now, I know that some of these policies are difficult politically. They aren't easy. But being Presi-
dent of the United States isn't about doing what's easy. It's about doing what's hard. It's about do-
ing what's right. Leadership isn't about telling people what they want to hear - it's about telling 
them what they need to hear. When I arrived in the U.S. Senate, I wanted to do whatever I could to 
make real progress toward energy independence. I reached across the aisle to pass a law that will 
give more Americans the chance to fill up their cars with clean biofuels. I passed a law that will 
fuel the research needed to develop a car that will get 500 miles to the gallon. I even voted for an 
energy bill that was far from perfect because I was able to ensure that it contained some real in-
vestments in renewable sources of energy. And I've fought to eliminate the tax giveaways to oil 
companies that were slipped into that bill - oil companies that have spent half a billion dollars lob-
bying Congress in the last ten years while their profits have risen to record highs. And I did some-
thing else. I knew that America hadn't raised the fuel standards for our cars in twenty years. Even 
though we had the technology on the shelf. Even though Japanese car companies that make more 
fuel-efficient cars are running circles around our own car companies. Even though we send hun-
dreds of millions of dollars a day to some of the world's most dangerous regimes for their oil. So I 
decided to try something new. I reached across the aisle to come up with a plan to raise our fuel 
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standards that won support of lawmakers who had never supported raising fuel standards before. 
And I didn't just give a speech about it in front of some environmental audience in California. I 
went to Detroit, I stood in front of a group of automakers, and I told them that when I am Presi-
dent, there will be no more excuses - we will help them retool their factories, but they will have to 
make cars that use less oil. Now I have to admit - the room was pretty quiet after that. But I said 
what I did because I believe America has had enough of politicians who just tell everyone what 
they want to hear. We have to tell people the truth. And the truth is that we can't afford to let the 
same old politics stand in the way of our future anymore. We can't afford the same kind of caution 
when the future of our security is at stake.  
We know that the money that America spends on foreign oil is funding both sides of the war on 
terror; that it pays for everything from the madrassas that plant the seeds of terror in young minds 
to the Sunni insurgents that attack our troops in Iraq. We know this money corrupts budding de-
mocracies and allows dictators from hostile regimes to threaten the international community. It 
even presents a target for Osama bin Laden, who has told al Qaeda to, "focus your operations on 
oil, since this will cause [the Americans] to die off on their own." We can't be afraid to stand up to 
the oil and auto industry when the future of our economy is at stake. When we let these companies 
off the hook; when we tell them they don't have to build fuel-efficient cars or transition to renewa-
ble fuels, it may boost their short-term profits, but it is killing their long-term chances for survival 
and threatening too many American jobs. The global market is already moving away from fossil 
fuels. The question is not if a renewable energy economy will thrive in the future, it's where. And 
if we want that place to be the United States of America, we can't afford to wait any longer. Most 
of all, we cannot afford more of the same timid politics when the future of our planet is at stake. 
Global warming is not a someday problem, it is now. In a state like New Hampshire, the ski indus-
try is facing shorter seasons and losing jobs. We are already breaking records with the intensity of 
our storms, the number of forest fires, the periods of drought. By 2050 famine could force more 
than 250 million from their homes - famine that will increase the chances of war and strife in many 
of the world's weakest states. The polar ice caps are now melting faster than science had ever pre-
dicted. And if we do nothing, sea levels will rise high enough to swallow large portions of every 
coastal city and town. This is not the future I want for my daughters. It's not the future any of us 
want for our children. And if we act now and we act boldly, it doesn't have to be. But if we wait; if 
we let campaign promises and State of the Union pledges go unanswered for yet another year; if 
we let the same broken politics that's held us back for decades win one more time, we will lose an-
other chance to save our planet. And we might not get many more.  
I reject that future. I would not be running for President if I didn't believe that this time could be 
different. Not because I have some perfect solution that every other expert and candidate has 
somehow missed. Not because I think I can lock myself in the White House with a secret task 
force and get this done on my own. But because I believe the American people are ready for a 
President who can unite us around a common purpose again. I believe that we are ready to lead 
again. Make no mistake - developing the next generation of energy will be one of the greatest chal-
lenges that this generation of Americans will ever face. It will not be easy. It will not come without 
cost or without sacrifice. And if anyone tries to tell you otherwise, they are either fooling them-
selves or trying to fool you. I will set big goals for this country as President - some so large that 
the technology to reach them does not yet exist. But that has not stopped us before. When Presi-
dent Roosevelt's advisors informed him that his goals for wartime production were impossible to 
meet, he waved them off and said "believe me, the production people can do it if they really try." 
And they did. When the scientists and engineers told John F. Kennedy that they had no idea how 
to put a man on the moon, he told them they would find a way. And we found one. I believe we 
will again. 
In the speech I gave in Detroit, I laid out the first part of my comprehensive energy plan - a pro-
posal that will require our cars to use less oil and our fuels to use less carbon. It's a proposal that 
alone removes 50 million cars' worth of pollution from the road and reduces our oil consumption 
2.5 million barrels a day by 2020 - the equivalent of all the oil we import from the Persian Gulf to-
day. Today I want to lay out the second part of my plan - a set of proposals that will allow Ameri-
ca to lead the world in combating global climate change. From the moment I take office as Presi-
dent, I will call together scientists and entrepreneurs; heads of industry and labor; Democrats, Re-
publicans and Americans from all walks of life to help develop and deploy the next generation of 
energy that will allow us to build the next generation's economy. After all, in meeting the chal-
lenges of earlier generations, we didn't just end a costly war or beat the Soviets to the moon - we 
also unleashed opportunities we had never dreamed of. The GI Bill sent an entire generation of 
Americans - including my grandfather - to college and then on to the middle-class. Legions of sci-
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entists and engineers emerged from our race to space whose discoveries and innovations have for-
ever changed the world. This same opportunity exists today. That's why my plan isn't just about 
making dirty energy expensive, it's about making clean energy affordable - a project that will cre-
ate millions of new jobs and entire new industries right here in America. The first step in doing 
this is to phase out a carbon-based economy that's causing our changing climate.  
As President, I will set a hard cap on all carbon emissions at a level that scientists say is necessary 
to curb global warming - an 80% reduction by 2050. To ensure this isn't just talk, I will also com-
mit to interim targets toward this goal in 2020, 2030, and 2040. These reductions will start imme-
diately, and we'll continue to follow the recommendations of top scientists to ensure that our tar-
gets are strong enough to meet the challenge we face. In addition to this cap, all polluters will have 
to pay based on the amount of pollution they release into the sky. The market will set the price, but 
unlike the other cap-and-trade proposals that have been offered in this race, no business will be al-
lowed to emit any greenhouses gases for free. Businesses don't own the sky, the public does, and if 
we want them to stop polluting it, we have to put a price on all pollution. It's time to make the 
cleaner way of doing business the more profitable way of doing business. There is no doubt that 
this transition will be costly in the short-term. To make it easier, we will provide assistance to 
Americans who need help with their energy bills. We'll help families make their homes more ener-
gy efficient, and we'll help workers and factories retool their facilities so they can compete and 
thrive in a clean energy economy. And once we make America more energy efficient and start 
producing more renewable energy, we will save money and bring energy costs down in the long-
run. But we must act now. Once we make dirty energy expensive, the second step in my plan is to 
invest $150 billion over the next decade to ensure the development and deployment of clean, af-
fordable energy.  
That starts with the next generation of biofuels. We know that corn ethanol has been the most suc-
cessful alternative fuel we have ever developed. I've been a champion for ethanol. In just two 
years, the Renewable Fuel Standard I helped pass has sparked an historic expansion of ethanol 
production. It has helped displace foreign oil and strengthen our rural economy. And we should 
fight the efforts of big oil and big agri-business to undermine this emerging industry. But the truth 
is, corn ethanol is neither the perfect nor the permanent answer to our energy challenge. There are 
legitimate economic and ecological concerns about an over-reliance on corn-based ethanol. And 
even if we double or triple its production, it won't replace even a tenth of our demand for gasoline. 
That's why we must invest in the next generation of advanced biofuels like cellulosic ethanol that 
can be made from things like switchgrass and woodchips. The struggling paper mills in New 
Hampsire would be back in business if they could use wood to produce biofuels. We should set a 
goal to produce the first two billion gallons of advanced biofuels by 2013. And we should make 
sure that more local farms and local refineries have the chance to be a part of this new indus-
try. We'll also invest in clean energy sources like wind power and solar power, so that by 2025, 
America can meet a new standard that will require 25% of all our electricity to come from renewa-
ble sources. And we must find a way to stop coal from polluting our atmosphere without pretend-
ing that our nation's most abundant energy source will just go away. It won't. It will also require 
taking steps to ensure that China's coal emissions are curbed as well. Already, some coal pollution 
from China's dirty plants is making its way to California. That's why we must invest in clean coal 
technologies that we can use at home and share with the world. Until those technologies are avail-
able, I will rely on the carbon cap and whatever tools are necessary to stop new dirty coal plants 
from being built in America - including a ban on new traditional coal facilities. 
We will also explore safer ways to use nuclear power, which right now accounts for more than 
70% of our non-carbon generated electricity. We should accelerate research into technologies that 
will allow for the safe, secure treatment of nuclear waste. As President, I'll continue the work I be-
gan in the Senate to ensure that all nuclear material is stored, secured and accounted for - both at 
home and around the world. There should be no short cuts or regulatory loopholes - period. Many 
of these clean energy technologies - from biofuels to solar power to carbon sequestration - are be-
ing developed in research labs and facilities all across America at this very moment. The problem 
is they might never get further than that. U.S. venture capital funding does a great job investing in 
research and development, but we don't do enough to take the risk out of bringing new discoveries 
to the wider marketplace. And so we see technologies that are invented here in America - like 
wind turbines, solar panels, and compact fluorescent bulbs - developed overseas and then sold 
back to American consumers. This will change when I am President. I will launch a Clean Tech-
nologies Venture Capital Fund that will provide $10 billion a year for five years to get the most 
promising clean energy technologies off the ground. This venture capital fund will get new tech-
nologies from the lab to the marketplace so that in the next few years, the American economy can 
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benefit from America's innovations. The third step in my plan to combat climate change is to call 
on businesses, government, and the American people to make America 50% more energy efficient 
by 2030. This is by far the fastest, easiest, and cheapest way to curb our emissions and save money 
at the same time. Since DuPont implemented an energy efficiency program in 1990, the company 
has significantly reduced its pollution and cut its energy bills by $3 billion, and cities like Keene 
and Portland, Oregon have led in meeting new efficiency standards. There is no reason the rest of 
America can't do the same. We will start by dramatically improving the efficiency of our build-
ings, which currently account for nearly half of all carbon emissions in America today 
When I am President, we'll set a goal of making our new buildings 50% more efficient within sev-
eral years. The federal government will lead by making all of its buildings carbon neutral by 2025. 
And I will set a national goal of making all new buildings in America carbon neutral by 2030. We 
will also start replacing our outdated power grid with a digital smart grid so that we don't lose pre-
cious energy and billions of dollars like we did in the 2003 New York City blackout. We'll follow 
the lead of states like California and change the way utilities make money so that their profits 
aren't tied to how much energy we use, but how much energy we save. Finally, we know that if 
every home in America replaced just five incandescent light bulbs with five compact fluorescent 
bulbs, it would eliminate the need for twenty-one power plants. We'll do one better. I will immedi-
ately sign a law that begins to phase out all incandescent light bulbs - a measure that will save 
American consumers $6 billion a year on their electric bills. Now, none of these steps will happen 
overnight. They will take time, they will take sacrifice, and they will take a sustained commitment 
from the American people. As President, I will lead this commitment. I will not be outlining these 
goals in my State of the Union and then walk away when they become too difficult. I will report to 
the American people every year on the State of our Energy Future, and let you know the progress 
we've made toward an 80% emissions reduction by 2050, toward replacing over a third of our oil 
consumption by 2030, and toward improving our energy efficiency 50% by 2030. I will also make 
America's energy security a fundamental tenet of our national security by preparing our military to 
deal with threats posed by climate change. And there is one step I will take as soon as possi-
ble. From the moment I take office, I will invite the world back to Washington and let it be known 
that the United States of America is ready to lead again. That we are ready to rejoin the community 
of nations in taking on the greatest challenge of this generation. 
I will personally reach out to the leaders of the biggest carbon emitting nations in both the devel-
oped and developing world and ask them to join America in creating a new Global Energy Forum 
that will lay the foundation for the next generation of climate protocols. It will complement - and 
ultimately merge with - the much larger negotiation process underway at the UN to develop a post-
Kyoto framework. I will be in constant contact with these leaders to develop concrete, feasible 
emissions targets that all of us will meet. We will also work to build an alliance of oil-importing 
nations and work together to reduce our demand, just like the OPEC nations strategize on sup-
ply. And as we develop new forms of clean energy here at home, we will share our technology and 
our innovations with all the nations of the world. If we can build a clean coal plant in America, 
China should be able to as well. If we find a way to harness the next generation of biofuels, India 
will know how to do it too. And as we tackle under-development in impoverished nations, we will 
use what we know to help them reduce the negative impacts of climate change and build a clean 
energy future. Recently, the director of a nonprofit that helps promote clean energy policies in 
China said that the most frequent question he gets from the Chinese about every policy initiative 
he suggests is, "If it is so good, why aren't you doing it?" And it's the hardest question to answer. 
He said, "We can point to good examples that some American states, or cities, or companies are 
implementing...but we can't point to America." I believe it's time the world could point to America 
again. I want the engineer in New Delhi to point to our green buildings as the kind he'd like to de-
sign for his country. I want the automaker in Tokyo to point to our cars as the model for all the 
world. I want the leaders of Europe and Asia; of Africa and South America to point to our diplo-
macy and our engagement and our ingenuity as the light that led us toward a new energy future in 
our time. And most of all, I want our children and our children's children to point to this generation 
and this moment as the time when America found its way again. As the time when America over-
came the division and the politics and the pettiness of an earlier era so that a new generation could 
come together and take on the most urgent challenge of this era. I am running for President of the 
United States to lead us toward this new era, and I ask all of you to join me in taking on the chal-
lenge that lies ahead. Thank you. 

 
Speech XI 
Detroit Economic Club 
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Detroit, Michigan | May 07, 2007 
 
America is a country that hasn't come easily. In our brief history, we have been tested by revolu-
tion and slavery, war and depression, and great movements for social, civil, and equal rights. We 
have emerged from each challenge stronger, more prosperous, and ever closer to the ideals of lib-
erty and opportunity that lay at the heart of the American experiment. And yet, the price of our 
progress has always been borne by the struggle and sacrifice of our people - by leaders who have 
asked ordinary Americans to do extraordinary things; and by generations of men and women 
who've had the courage to answer that call. It was the greatest of all generations that took up this 
charge in the days after the attack on Pearl Harbor. Almost overnight, they were asked to trans-
form a peacetime economy that was still climbing out from the depths of depression into an Arse-
nal of Democracy that could wage war across three continents. If you weren't heading overseas, 
you were heading into the factories - factories that had to be immediately retooled and reorganized 
to produce the world's greatest fighting machine. Many doubted whether this could be achieved in 
time, or even at all. President Franklin Roosevelt's own advisors told him that his goals for war-
time production were unrealistic and impossible to meet. But the President simply waved them off, 
saying, believe me, "the production people can do it if they really try." And so the nation turned 
here, to Detroit, with the hope that the Motor City could lead the way in using its assembly lines to 
mass produce arms instead of automobiles. At first, the industry was skeptical about whether this 
was technologically possible or even profitable in the long run. But after repeated assurances from 
Roosevelt and some help from the federal government, the arsenal began to churn. In an astonish-
ingly short period of time, the auto industry and its workers became one of the nation's most im-
portant contributors to the war effort, manufacturing more planes, tanks, bombs and weapons than 
the world had ever seen. The New York Times declared that the automakers had achieved a "pro-
duction miracle," and it labeled Detroit "the Miraculous City." It was a miracle that was distinctly 
American - the idea that in the face of impossible odds, people who love their country can rise to 
meet its greatest challenges. It's the kind of American miracle we need today. 
At the dawn of the twenty-first century, the country that faced down the tyranny of fascism and 
communism is now called to challenge the tyranny of oil. For the very resource that has fueled our 
way of life over the last hundred years now threatens to destroy it if our generation does not act 
now and act boldly. We know what the dangers are here. We know that our oil addiction is jeop-
ardizing our national security - that we fuel our energy needs by sending $800 million a day to 
countries that include some of the most despotic, volatile regimes in the world. We know that oil 
money funds everything from the madrassas that plant the seeds of terror in young minds to the 
Sunni insurgents that attack our troops in Iraq. It corrupts budding democracies, and gives dicta-
tors from Venezuela to Iran the power to freely defy and threaten the international community. It 
even presents a target for Osama bin Laden, who has told al Qaeda to, "focus your operations on 
oil, especially in Iraq and the Gulf area, since this will cause [the Americans] to die off on their 
own." We know that our oil dependency is jeopardizing our planet as well - that the fossil fuels we 
burn are setting off a chain of dangerous weather patterns that could condemn future generations to 
global catastrophe. We see the effects of global climate change in our communities and around the 
world in record drought, famine, and forest fires. Hurricanes and typhoons are growing in intensi-
ty, and rapidly melting ice sheets in Antarctica and Greenland could raise global sea levels high 
enough to swallow up large portions of every coastal city and town. And this city knows better 
than any what our oil addiction is doing to our economy. We are held hostage to the spot oil mar-
ket - forced to watch our fortunes rise and fall with the changing price of every barrel. Gas prices 
have risen to record levels, and could hit $4 a gallon in some cities this summer. Here in Detroit, 
three giants of American industry are hemorrhaging jobs and profits as foreign competitors answer 
the rising global demand for fuel-efficient cars. 
America simply cannot continue on this path. The need to drastically change our energy policy is 
no longer a debatable proposition. It is not a question of whether, but how; not a question of if, but 
when. For the sake of our security, our economy, our jobs and our planet, the age of oil must end 
in our time. This is a challenge that has not been solved for a lack of talking. Every single Presi-
dent since Richard Nixon has spoken in soaring rhetoric about the need to reduce America's ener-
gy dependence, and many have offered plans and policies to do so. And yet, every year, that de-
pendence keeps on growing. Good ideas are crushed under the weight of typical Washington poli-
tics. Politicians are afraid to ask the oil and auto industries to do their part, and those industries 
hire armies of lobbyists to make sure it stays that way. Autoworkers, understandably fearful of los-
ing jobs, and wise to the tendency of having to pay the price of management's mistakes, join in the 
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resistance to change. The rest of us whip ourselves into a frenzy whenever gas prices skyrocket or 
a crisis like Katrina takes oil off the market, but once the headlines recede, so does our motivation 
to act. There's a reason for this. A clean, secure energy future will take another American miracle. 
It will require a historic effort on the scale of what we saw in those factories during World War II. 
It will require tough choices by our government, sacrifice from our businesses, innovation from 
our brightest minds, and the sustained commitment of the American people. It will also take lead-
ership willing to turn the page on the can't-do, won't-do, won't-even try politics of the past. Lead-
ership willing to face down the doubters and the cynics and simply say, "Believe me, we can do it 
if we really try." 
I will be that kind of President - a President who believes again in America that can. A President 
who believes that when it comes to energy, the challenge may be great and the road may be long, 
but the time to act is now; who knows that we have the technology, we have the resources, and we 
are at a rare moment of growing consensus among Democrats and Republicans, unions and CEOs, 
evangelical Christians and military experts who understand that this must be our generation's next 
great task. A comprehensive energy plan will require bold action on many fronts. To fully combat 
global climate change, we'll need a stringent cap on all carbon emissions and the creation of a 
global market that would make the development of low-carbon technologies profitable and create 
thousands of new jobs. We'll also need to find a way to use coal - America's most abundant fossil 
fuel - without adding harmful greenhouse gases to the environment. I have already endorsed a cap-
and-trade system that would achieve real near-term reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and re-
turn America to a position of leadership so that we can secure an effective and equitable global so-
lution to this crisis. It would invest substantial revenue generated by auctioning off emissions cred-
its into the development of carbon sequestration, advanced biofuels, and energy efficiency. We'll 
also need new ideas on energy efficiency and the ability to harness renewable sources of energy, 
because there is absolutely no reason we shouldn't be able to get at least 20% of our energy from 
clean and renewable sources by 2020. I will be laying out more detailed proposals on each of these 
areas in the months to come. But here in Detroit, I want to focus on a few proposals that would 
drastically reduce our oil dependence and our carbon emissions by focusing on two of their major 
causes - the cars we drive and the fuels we use. By 2020, these proposals would save us 2.5 mil-
lion barrels of oil per day - the equivalent of ending all oil imports from the Middle East and re-
moving 50 million cars' worth of pollution off the road. It starts with our cars - because if we truly 
hope to end the tyranny of oil, the nation must once again turn to Detroit for another great trans-
formation. I know these are difficult times for automakers, and I know that not all of the industry's 
problems are of its own making. But we have to be honest about how we arrived at this point. For 
years, while foreign competitors were investing in more fuel-efficient technology for their vehi-
cles, American automakers were spending their time investing in bigger, faster cars. And whenev-
er an attempt was made to raise our fuel efficiency standards, the auto companies would lobby fu-
riously against it, spending millions to prevent the very reform that could've saved their industry. 
Even as they've shed thousands of jobs and billions in profits over the last few years, they've con-
tinued to reward failure with lucrative bonuses for CEOs. 
The consequences of these choices are now clear. While our fuel standards haven't moved from 
27.5 miles per gallon in two decades, both China and Japan have surpassed us, with Japanese cars 
now getting an average of 45 miles to the gallon. And as the global demand for fuel-efficient and 
hybrid cars have skyrocketed, it's foreign competitors who are filling the orders. Just the other 
week, we learned that for the first time since 1931, Toyota has surpassed General Motors as the 
world's best-selling automaker. At the dawn of the Internet Age, it was famously said that there are 
two kinds of businesses - those that use email and those that will. Today, there are two kinds of car 
companies - those that mass produce fuel-efficient cars and those that will. The American auto in-
dustry can no longer afford to be one of those that will. What's more, America can't afford it. 
When the auto industry accounts for one in ten American jobs, we all have a stake in saving those 
jobs. When our economy, our security, and the safety of our planet depend on our ability to make 
cleaner, more fuel-efficient cars, every American has a responsibility to make sure that happens. 
Automakers still refuse to make the transition to fuel-efficient production because they say it's too 
expensive at a time when they're losing profits and struggling under the weight of massive health 
care costs. This time, they're actually right. The auto industry's refusal to act for so long has left it 
mired in a predicament for which there is no easy way out. But expensive is no longer an excuse 
for inaction. The auto industry is on a path that is unacceptable and unsustainable - for their busi-
ness, for their workers, and for America. And America must take action to make it right. That's 
why my first proposal will require automakers to meet higher fuel standards and produce more 
fuel-efficient cars while providing them the flexibility and assistance to do it. This is a proposal 
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that's already brought together Republicans and Democrats, those who've long-advocated increases 
in our fuel standards, and those who have opposed those increases for years. It enjoys the support 
of corporate leaders like Fred Smith of Federal Express who understand that our economy is at risk 
if we fail to act and military leaders like General P.X. Kelley who know all too well the human 
cost of our nation's addiction to oil. It's a proposal that answers the concerns that many have previ-
ously had with raising fuel standards - that it's too expensive, or unsafe, or not achievable. And it's 
an approach that asks our government, our businesses, and our people to invest in a secure energy 
future - that recognizes we can make great cars and protect American jobs if we transform the auto 
industry so that our autoworkers can compete with the world once more. 
It begins by gradually raising our fuel economy standards by four percent - approximately one 
mile per gallon - each year. The National Academy of Sciences has already determined that we can 
begin to achieve this rate of improvement today, using existing technology and without changing a 
vehicle's weight or performance. And so the only way that automakers can avoid meeting this goal 
is if the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration can prove that the increase is not 
safe, not cost-effective, or not technologically possible. This proposal provides additional flexibil-
ity to manufacturers as well. Currently, domestic automakers are disadvantaged by the requirement 
that their fleets have to meet the same overall fuel standard as foreign manufacturers even though 
U.S. companies sell a much broader array of vehicles. My approach would establish different fuel 
standards for different types of cars. This reform will level the playing field by requiring all car 
makers to achieve a similar rate of progress regardless of their vehicle mix. It will also allow man-
ufacturers to get credit if they increase the fuel-efficiency in one particular car beyond what the 
fuel economy standards require. We also know that, absent some assistance, the significant costs 
associated with retooling parts and assembly plants could be prohibitive for companies that are al-
ready struggling and shedding workers. 
Our goal is not to destroy the industry, but to help bring it into the 21st century. So if the auto in-
dustry is prepared to step up to its responsibilities, we should be prepared to help. That's why my 
proposal would provide generous tax incentives to help automakers upgrade their existing plants in 
order to accommodate the demands of producing more fuel-efficient vehicles. This approach 
would also strike a bargain with the auto industry on one of the biggest costs they face. We've 
heard for years that the spiraling cost of health care for retired autoworkers constrains manufactur-
ers from investing in more fuel-efficient technology. We all know the statistic - health care costs 
currently account for $1,500 of every GM Car. So here's the deal. We'll help to partially defray 
those health care costs, but only if the manufacturers are willing to invest the savings right back in-
to the production of more fuel-efficient cars and trucks. 
Finally, we should make it easier for the American people to buy more fuel-efficient cars by 
providing more tax credits to more consumers for the purchase of hybrid and ultra-efficient vehi-
cles. But we should also realize that the more choices we have as consumers, the more responsibil-
ity we have to buy these cars - to realize that a few hundred extra dollars for a hybrid is the price 
we pay as citizens committed to a cause bigger than ourselves. For too long, we've been either too 
afraid to ask our automakers to meet higher fuel standards or unwilling to help them do it. But the 
truth is, if we hope for another miracle out of Detroit, we have to do both. We must demand that 
they revamp their production, we must assist that transition, and we must make the choice to buy 
these cars when we have the option. All of us have a responsibility here, and all of us are required 
to act. Now it's not enough to only build cars that use less oil - we also have to start moving away 
from that dirty, dwindling fossil fuel altogether. That's why my second proposal will create a mar-
ket for clean-burning, home-grown biofuels like ethanol that can replace the oil we use and begin 
to slow the damage caused by global climate change. The potential for biofuels in this country is 
vast. Farmers who grow them know that. Entrepreneurs and fueling station owners who want to 
sell them know that. Scientists and environmentalists who study the atmosphere know it too. It's 
time we produced, sold, and used biofuels all across America - it's time we made them as com-
monly available as gasoline is now. I've already done some of this work in the U.S. Senate by 
helping to provide tax credits to those who want to sell a mix of ethanol and gasoline known as 
E85 at their fueling stations. And since it only costs $100 per vehicle to install a flexible-fuel tank 
that can run on biofuels, I've also proposed that we help pay for this transition. Government should 
lead the way here. I showed up at this event in a government vehicle that does not have a flexible-
fuel tank. When I'm President, I will make sure that every vehicle purchased by the federal gov-
ernment does. Of course, to truly overcome the lack of a biofuel infrastructure in this country, we 
need to create a market for the production of more biofuels. Like the auto industry, the oil industry 
has generally been resistant to making the transition from petroleum to biofuels - with some even 
trying to block the installation of E85 pumps at fueling stations. To overcome this resistance and 
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create this infrastructure, I've introduced a proposal known as a National Low-Carbon Fuel Stand-
ard, based on the one introduced by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in California just a few 
months ago. Like raising our fuel-efficiency standards, this approach simultaneously reduces our 
dependence on oil and reduces greenhouse gas emissions. 
The idea behind the standard is simple. Beginning in 2010, we will require petroleum makers to 
reduce the carbon content of their fuel mix one percent per year by selling more clean, alternative 
fuels in its place. This proposal will spur greater production and availability of renewable fuels 
like cellulosic ethanol and biodiesel, and it will even create an incentive for the production of more 
flexible-fuel and plug-in hybrid vehicles that can use these clean fuels or charge up with renewable 
electricity. This approach will also allow the market, not the government, to determine which fuels 
are used by fuel distributors to meet the standard. It's gradual, so it gives these companies time to 
meet the requirements. And if you're a fuel producer that's having trouble meeting the standard, it 
allows you to pay for a credit from a company that is. The low-carbon fuel standard also provides 
a greater incentive for private sector investment in the cleanest biofuels possible. Corn-based etha-
nol has led the way here, and now we need to expand the universe of biofuels to include cellulosic 
ethanol made from switchgrass or forest waste that can reduce our carbon footprint even further. In 
the end, the two major proposals I outlined today - higher fuel-efficiency standards and a National 
Low-Carbon Fuel Standard - will not end our oil dependence entirely. But the transformation of 
the cars we drive and the fuels we use would be the most ambitious energy project in decades, with 
results that would last for generations to come: 2.5 million fewer barrels of oil per day; 50 million 
cars' worth of pollution off the road by 2020. The direct consumer savings at the pump in that year 
would be over $50 billion, not to mention the great economic benefits of a rejuvenated and fiercely 
competitive domestic auto industry. 
Some will say that the goals are too large; that the task is too great; and that the political reality is 
too difficult for this to work. To that I'd say that we've heard it all before, and we still believe we 
can do it if we really try. Because that's who we are as Americans. Because that's who we've al-
ways been. In the days and months after September 11th, Americans were waiting to be called to 
something larger than themselves. Just like their parents and grandparents of the Greatest Genera-
tion, so many of us were willing to serve and defend our country - not only on the fields of war, 
but on the home front too. This is our generation's chance to answer that call. Meeting the chal-
lenge posed by our oil dependence won't require us to build the massive war machine that Franklin 
Roosevelt called for so many years ago, but it will require the same sense of shared sacrifice and 
responsibility from all of us - not just the auto industry and its workers here in Detroit, but oil 
companies in Texas, power plants from New Jersey to California, legislators in Washington, and 
consumers in every American city and town. It's time for all of us to head back into the factories 
and universities; to the boardrooms and the halls of Congress so we can roll up our sleeves and 
find a way to get this done. I am ready and willing to lead us there as your next President, and I 
hope you are willing to join me in the journey toward that next great American miracle. Thank 
you. 
 
 
Speech XII 
Our Common Stake in America’s Prosperity 
 
New York, New York | September 17, 2007 
 
Seventy-five years ago this week, Governor Franklin Delano Roosevelt took his campaign for the 
presidency to the Commonwealth Club in San Francisco. It was a time when faith in the American 
economy was shaken - a time when too many of our leaders clung to the conventional thinking that 
said all we could do is sit idly by and wish that our problems would go away on their own. But 
Franklin Roosevelt challenged that cynicism. Amid a crisis of confidence Roosevelt called for a 
"re-appraisal of values." He made clear that in this country, our right to live must also include the 
right to live comfortably; that government must favor no small group at the expense of all its citi-
zens; and that in order for us to prosper as one nation, "...the responsible heads of finance and in-
dustry, instead of acting each for himself, must work together to achieve the common end." This 
vision of America would require change that went beyond replacing a failed President. It would 
require a renewed trust in the market and a renewed spirit of obligation and cooperation between 
business and workers; between a people and their government. As FDR put it, "Faith in America, 
faith in our tradition of personal responsibility, faith in our institutions, and faith in ourselves de-
mands that we all recognize the new terms of the old social contract." 
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Seventy-five years later, this faith is calling us to act once more. We certainly do not face a test of 
the magnitude that Roosevelt's generation did. But we are tested still. We meet at a time when 
much of Wall Street is holding its collective breath. Here at the NASDAQ and all across America, 
the tickers are being watched with heightened anxiety and considerable uncertainty. There is much 
anticipation about tomorrow's meeting of the Fed, and with each new day, there is hope that the 
headlines will bring better news than the last. It is a hope shared by millions of Americans, men 
and women, who have experienced this kind of anxiety and uncertainty long before it arrived on 
Wall Street. They are the families I meet every day who are working longer hours for a paycheck 
that isn't getting any bigger and can't seem to cover the rising cost of health care and tuition and 
taxes. They are the Maytag workers I've met in Galesburg, Illinois and Newton, Iowa - workers 
who believed they would retire and never have to work again; workers who now compete with 
their teenagers for minimum wage jobs at Wal-Mart because their factory moved overseas. These 
Americans and many others were already struggling before the problems on Wall Street arose. 
Now they are looking at their homes and wondering if their greatest source of wealth will still have 
the same value in another year, or even another month. And we're all wondering whether this will 
spill over to the wider economy. 
So we know there is a need right now to restore confidence in our markets. We know there is a 
need to renew public trust in our markets. But I also think that this is another moment that re-
quires, in FDR's words, a re-appraisal of our values as a nation. I believe that America's free mar-
ket has been the engine of America's great progress. It's created a prosperity that is the envy of the 
world. It's led to a standard of living unmatched in history. And it has provided great rewards to 
the innovators and risk-takers who have made America a beacon for science, and technology, and 
discovery. But I also know that in this country, our grand experiment has only worked because we 
have guided the market's invisible hand with a higher principle. It's the idea that we are all in this 
together. From CEOs to shareholders, from financiers to factory workers, we all have a stake in 
each other's success because the more Americans prosper, the more America prospers. That's why 
we've had titans of industry who've made it their mission to pay well enough that their employees 
could afford the products they made. That's why employees at companies like Google don't mind 
the vast success of their CEOs - because they share in that success just the same. And that's why 
our economy hasn't just been the world's greatest wealth creator - it's been the world's greatest job 
generator. It's been the tide that has lifted the boats of the largest middle-class in history. We have 
not come this far because we practice survival of the fittest. America is America because we be-
lieve in creating a framework in which all can succeed. Our free market was never meant to be a 
free license to take whatever you can get, however you can get it. 
And so from time to time, we have put in place certain rules of the road to make competition fair, 
and open, and honest. We have done this not to stifle prosperity or liberty, but to foster those 
things and ensure that they are shared and spread as widely as possible. In recent years, we have 
seen a dangerous erosion of the rules and principles that have allowed our market to work and our 
economy to thrive. Instead of thinking about what's good for America or what's good for business, 
a mentality has crept into certain corners of Washington and the business world that says, "what's 
good for me is good enough." In our government, we see campaign contributions and lobbyists 
used to cut corners and win favors that stack the deck against businesses and consumers who play 
by the rules. Massive tax cuts are shoved outside the budget window and accounting shenanigans 
are used to hide the full cost of this war. In the business world, it's a mentality that sees conflicts of 
interest as opportunities for profit. The quick kill is prized without regard to long-term conse-
quences for the financial system and the economy. And while this may benefit the few who push 
the envelope as far as it will go, it's doesn't benefit America and it doesn't benefit the market. Just 
because it makes money doesn't mean it's good for business. It's bad for business when boards al-
low their executives to set the price of their stock options to guarantee that they'll get rich regard-
less of how they perform. It's bad for the bottom line when CEOs receive massive severance pack-
ages after letting down shareholders, firing workers and dumping their pensions; or when they 
throw lavish birthday parties with company funds. It's bad for competition when you have an Ad-
ministration that's willing to approve merger after merger with barely any scrutiny. 
Such an approach stifles innovation, it robs consumers of choice, it means higher prices, and we 
have to guard against it. And it's bad for the market when there are over $1 trillion worth of loop-
holes in the corporate tax code, or when some companies get to set up a mailbox in a foreign coun-
try to avoid paying any taxes at all. This means a greater share of taxes for Americans and small 
businesses that are trying to compete but can't afford to lobby their way to more loopholes. It also 
means that investment goes to the companies that are best connected instead of the ones that are 
most productive. Economics 101 tells us special interest politics distorts the free market. After all, 
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why would an oil company invest in research for alternative fuels that could save our environment 
when they can get billions of dollars in subsidies to keep drilling for oil and gas? These anti-
market, anti-business practices are wasteful, unproductive, and antithetical to the very spirit of 
capitalism. They benefit the undeserving few at the expense of hardworking Americans and entre-
preneurs who play by the rules. 
In fact, the danger with this mentality isn't just that it offends our morals, it's that it endangers our 
markets. Markets can't thrive without the trust of investors and the public. At a most basic level, 
capital markets work by steering capital to the place where it is most productive. Without transpar-
ency, that cannot happen. If the information is flawed, if there is fraud, or if the risks facing finan-
cial institutions are not fully disclosed, people stop investing because they fear they're being had. 
When the public trust is abused badly enough, it can bring financial markets to their knees. We all 
suffer when we do not ensure that markets are transparent, open and honest. We saw this during 
the dotcom boom of the 90s when conflicts of interest between securities analysts, whose research 
was supposed to guide investors, and the banks they worked for led investors to doubt the markets 
in general. We saw it during the Enron and WorldCom scandals when major public companies ar-
tificially pumped up their earnings, disguised their losses and otherwise engaged in accounting 
fraud to make their profits look better - a practice that ultimately led investors to question the bal-
ance sheets of all companies. 
And we cannot help but see some reflections of these practices when we look at the subprime 
mortgage fiasco today. Subprime lending started off as a good idea - helping Americans buy 
homes who couldn't previously afford to. Financial institutions created new financial instruments 
that could securitize these loans, slice them into finer and finer risk categories and spread them out 
among investors around the country and around the world. In theory, this should have allowed 
mortgage lending to be less risky and more diversified. But as certain lenders and brokers began to 
see how much money could be made, they began to lower their standards. Some appraisers began 
inflating their estimates to get the deals done. Some borrowers started claiming income they didn't 
have just to qualify for the loans, and some were engaging in irresponsible speculation. But many 
borrowers were tricked into glossing over the fine print. And ratings agencies began rating bundles 
of different kinds of these loans as low-risk even though they were very high-risk. Most knew that 
some of these deals were just too good to be true, but all that money flowing in made it tempting 
to look the other way and ignore the unscrupulous practice of some bad actors. And yet, time and 
again we were warned this could happen. Ned Gramlich, the former Fed governor who sadly 
passed away two weeks ago, wrote an entire book predicting this very situation. Repeated calls for 
better disclosure and stronger oversight were met with millions in mortgage industry lobbying. Far 
too many continued to put their own short-term gain ahead of what they knew the long-term con-
sequences would be when those rates exploded. 
Those consequences are now clear: nearly 2.5 million homeowners could lose their homes. Mil-
lions more who had nothing to do with this could see the value of their own home decline - with 
some estimates projecting a cost of nearly $164 billion, primarily in lost home equity. The project-
ed cost to investors is nearly $150 billion worldwide. And the impact on the housing market and 
wider economy has been so great that some economists are now predicting a possible recession - a 
prediction all of us hope does not come to pass. There are a number of lessons that we must learn 
from this going forward. We know that much of this could have been avoided if the market operat-
ed with more honesty and accountability. We also know we would have been far better off if there 
were greater transparency and more information had been available to the American people. To 
that extent, I believe there are a few steps we should take to prevent future crises of this kind and 
restore some measure of public trust in the market: First, we need more disclosure and accounta-
bility in the housing market. To ensure that potential homeowners aren't tricked into purchasing 
loans they can't afford, I've proposed updating the current mortgage rules to establish a federal def-
inition of mortgage fraud and enact tough penalties against lenders who knowingly act in bad faith. 
I've also proposed a Home Score system that would create a simplified, standardized metric for 
home mortgages, sort of like the APR. This would empower Americans to make smart decisions 
by allowing prospective buyers to easily compare various mortgage products so they can find out 
whether they can afford the payments. And I believe we should finally enact the meaningful mort-
gage disclosure laws that the mortgage industry has been lobbying against for far too 
long. Second, I believe that if we hope to restore trust in the markets, we must be able to trust the 
judgment of our rating agencies. The failure of government to exercise adequate oversight over the 
rating agencies will cost investors and public pension funds billions of dollars - losses we have not 
yet fully recognized. We cannot let the public trust be lost by a conflict of interest between the rat-
ing agencies and the people they're rating. As Arthur Levitt recently reminded us, this happened 
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when rating agencies continued to give a rosy outlook for Enron despite its impending bankruptcy. 
And of course we saw it this year when subprime mortgage loans continued to receive strong rat-
ings despite repeated warnings of the instability of the mortgages and the impending slowdown of 
the housing market. Here's the real danger - if the public comes to view this like the accounting 
analyses of Enron, the markets will be ravished by a crisis in confidence. 
We must take steps to avoid that at all costs, and that is why I believe there should be an immedi-
ate investigation of the relationship and business practices of rating agencies and their clients. The 
third thing we need to do is look at other areas in the market where a lack of transparency could 
lead to similar problems. Many of the people who hold these subprime mortgages are now shifting 
their debt to credit cards, and if they do not understand the commitments they're taking on, or are 
subjected to predatory practices, this could fester into a second crisis down the road. That's why 
I'm proposing a five-star credit card rating system to inform consumers about the level of risk in-
volved in every credit card they sign up for, including how easily the company can change the in-
terest rate. If more Americans were armed with this kind of information before they purchased 
risky mortgage loans, the current crisis might not have happened. Now that so many are in debt, 
we shouldn't let the same lax standards create another. 
Finally, while it's not my place to comment on the actions of the Fed, I have heard many of you 
say that you hope for a sizable rate cut tomorrow to soothe the market turmoil. But I also know 
that there are nearly 2.5 million Americans who may lose their homes no matter what happens to-
morrow. And so for those institutions that are holding these mortgages, I ask them to show some 
flexibility to folks trying to sell or refinance their houses. They are in the same liquidity pinch as 
companies are, but they don't have the same resources available to protect themselves. Now, in ad-
dition to these immediate steps, I also believe there is a larger lesson to be learned from the sub-
prime crisis. In this modern, interconnected economy, there is no dividing line between Main 
Street and Wall Street. The decisions that are made in New York's high-rises and hedge funds mat-
ter and have consequences for millions of Americans across the country. And whether those Amer-
icans keep their homes or their jobs; whether they can spend with confidence and avoid falling into 
debt - that matters and has consequences for the entire market. 
We all have a stake in each other's success. We all have a stake in ensuring that the market is effi-
cient and transparent; that it inspires trust and confidence; that it rewards those who are truly suc-
cessful instead of those who are just successful at gaming the system. Because if the last few 
months have taught us anything, it's that we can all suffer from the excesses of a few. Turning a 
blind eye to the cronyism in our midst can put us all in jeopardy. And we cannot accept that in the 
United States of America. So I promise you this. I will be a President who believes in your suc-
cess. I will value your contribution to this country and I will do what I can to encourage it, because 
I understand that how well you do is inextricably linked to how well America does. And I will al-
ways be a strong advocate for a market that is free and open. 
But today I am asking you to join me in saying that in this country, we will not tolerate a market 
that is fixed. We will not tolerate a market that is rigged by lobbyists who don't represent the inter-
ests of real Americans or most businesses. And we will not tolerate "what's good for me is good 
enough" any longer - because the only thing that's good enough is what's best for America. I am 
also asking you to join me in doing something else today. I am asking you to remind yourselves 
that in this country, we rise or fall as one people. And I am asking you to join me in ushering in a 
new era of mutual responsibility in America. Right now there are millions of hardworking Ameri-
cans who have been struggling to get by for quite some time. They have watched their wages stag-
nate and their health costs rise and their pensions disappear. Some have seen jobs shipped overseas 
and others have found new ones that pay much less. Some tell their children they won't be able to 
afford college this year, others send their youngest to a school that is crumbling around them. I 
meet these Americans every single day - people who believe they have been left on the sidelines 
by a global economy that has forever changed the rules of the game. They understand that revolu-
tions in technology and communication have torn borders and opened up new markets and new 
opportunities. They know we can't go back to yesterday or wall off our economy from everyone 
else. Their problem is not that our world is flat. It's that our playing field isn't level. It's that oppor-
tunity is no longer equal. And that's something we cannot accept anymore.For too long we have 
had a President who has clung to the belief that there is nothing America can do about this. He has 
looked away from these challenges and peddled a philosophy of "what's bad for you is not my 
problem."And if we are honest, I think we must admit that those who have benefited from the new 
global marketplace - and that includes almost everyone in this room - have not always concerned 
themselves with the losers in this new economy. There has been a tendency, during the boom 
times, to consider the casualties of a changing economy to be inevitable, and to justify outsized 
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paydays or lower tax rates on Wall Street earnings as part of the natural order of things. Indeed, ra-
ther than addressing this growing sense of uncertainty and constricting opportunity for millions of 
working-class and middle-class Americans, this Administration has accelerated these trends 
through its tax policies and spending priorities - to the point where there is greater income inequal-
ity now than at any time since the Gilded Age. It may be true, as some have argued, that larger 
forces are at work here - that technological advance and globalization have triggered a fundamen-
tal change in the economy. It is true as well that we cannot simply look backwards for solutions - 
to try to fence off the world beyond our borders, or to hope that the New Deal programs born of a 
different era are, by themselves, somehow adequate to meet the challenges of the future. 
No, we are going to have to adapt our institutions to a new world as we always have. And in doing 
so, we have to remind ourselves that we rise and fall as one nation; that a country in which only a 
few prosper is antithetical to our ideals and our democracy; that those of us who have benefited 
greatly from the blessings of this country have a solemn obligation to open the doors of opportuni-
ty, not just for our children, but to all of America's children; and that unless we take immediate 
steps to realign the interests of all Americans in growth and prosperity, we may generate a political 
climate that is inimical to both. 
And so, in the coming weeks, I will be laying out a 21st century economic agenda for America. It's 
an agenda that will level the playing field for more Americans to ensure that America can compete 
and thrive in a global economy. It will focus on three broad areas. Tomorrow, I'll lay out the first 
part of my agenda - a plan to modernize and simplify our tax code so that it provides greater op-
portunity and more relief to more Americans. For far too long, our tax code has been so riddled 
with special-interest loopholes and giveaways that it's shifted the tax burden to small businesses 
and middle-class Americans. At a time when most Americans are facing stagnant wages and rising 
costs, that's not fair and it doesn't benefit our economy. My plan will give a break to middle-class 
Americans, seniors, and the homeowners who are feeling today's anxiety and uncertainty, because 
I believe that we all have a stake in restoring their confidence and investing in their prosperity. 
The second part of my agenda will be to ensure America's competitive edge in the 21st century. 
This starts with providing every American with a world-class education from cradle to adulthood. 
We know that in this economy, countries that out-educate us today will out-compete us tomorrow. 
And we also know that China is already graduating four times as many engineers as we do and that 
our share of twenty-four-year-olds with college degrees now falls somewhere between Bulgaria 
and Costa Rica. We can't allow ourselves to fall behind. That means investing in early child educa-
tion. It means recruiting an army of new, qualified teachers who we pay more and support more 
because we know how important their job is to the future of this country. And it means finally 
making a college education affordable and available to every American. Tony Blair once said that 
"Talent is the 21st century wealth," and I believe we all have a stake in nurturing that talent if we 
hope to prosper in this century. Ensuring our competitive edge also means investing more in the 
science and technology that has fueled so much of our nation's economic growth. And one place 
where that investment would make an enormous difference to the future of this country is in a re-
newable energy policy that ends our addiction on foreign oil. We know this addiction isn't sustain-
able for our security. We know it's not sustainable for the planet. And I've talked to countless 
CEOs and business leaders who know it's not sustainable for our economy to be held hostage to 
the spot oil market. I believe that we all have a stake in a renewable future that will create thou-
sands of new jobs and entire new industries that can fuel our prosperity well into the next centu-
ry. Finally, the third part of my agenda will be to modernize and strengthen America's safety net 
for working Americans. Like all of you, I believe in free trade. But we have to acknowledge that 
for millions of Americans, its burdens outweigh its benefits. And so if we want to avoid rising pro-
tectionism in this country; if we expect working Americans to accept and even embrace free trade, 
then I believe we all have a stake in embracing policies that will provide them with a sense of se-
curity. That means health insurance and a pension that they can always count on. That means skills 
and training that can actually help people find a job. And that means wages that actually make 
work pay. 
I ask for your support for this economic agenda, both in this campaign and if I should get the 
chance to enact these policies as your President. I will not pretend it will come without cost, but I 
do believe we can do achieve this in a fiscally responsible way - certainly more so than the current 
Administration that's given us deficits as far as the eye can see. I know some may say it's anathema 
to come to Wall Street and call for shared sacrifice so that all Americans can benefit from this new 
economy of ours. But I believe that all of you are as open and willing to listen as anyone else in 
America. I believe you care about this country and the future we are leaving to the next generation. 
I believe your work to be a part of building a stronger, more vibrant, and more just America. I 
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think the problem is that no one has asked you to play a part in the project of American renewal. I 
also realize that there are some who will say that achieving all of this is far too difficult. That it is 
too hard to build consensus. That we are too divided and self-interested to think about the respon-
sibilities we have to each other and to our country. That the times are simply too tough. But then I 
am reminded that we have been in tougher times and we have faced far more difficult challenges. 
And each time we have emerged stronger, more united, and more prosperous than the last. It is 
faith in the American ideal that carries us through, as well as the belief that was voiced by Franklin 
Roosevelt all those years ago this week: "Failure is not an American habit; and in the strength of 
great hope we must all shoulder our common load." That is the strength and the hope we seek both 
today - and in all the days and months to come. 
 
 
Speech XIII 
New Hampshire Primary Night 
 
Nashua, New Hampshire | January 08, 2008 
 
I want to congratulate Senator Clinton on a hard-fought victory here in New Hampshire. 
A few weeks ago, no one imagined that we’d have accomplished what we did here tonight. For 
most of this campaign, we were far behind, and we always knew our climb would be steep. 
But in record numbers, you came out and spoke up for change. And with your voices and your 
votes, you made it clear that at this moment – in this election – there is something happening in 
America. 
There is something happening when men and women in Des Moines and Davenport; in Lebanon 
and Concord come out in the snows of January to wait in lines that stretch block after block be-
cause they believe in what this country can be. 
There is something happening when Americans who are young in age and in spirit – who have 
never before participated in politics – turn out in numbers we’ve never seen because they know in 
their hearts that this time must be different. 
There is something happening when people vote not just for the party they belong to but the hopes 
they hold in common – that whether we are rich or poor; black or white; Latino or Asian; whether 
we hail from Iowa or New Hampshire, Nevada or South Carolina, we are ready to take this country 
in a fundamentally new direction. That is what’s happening in America right now. Change is 
what’s happening in America. 
You can be the new majority who can lead this nation out of a long political darkness – Demo-
crats, Independents and Republicans who are tired of the division and distraction that has clouded 
Washington; who know that we can disagree without being disagreeable; who understand that if 
we mobilize our voices to challenge the money and influence that’s stood in our way and chal-
lenge ourselves to reach for something better, there’s no problem we can’t solve – no destiny we 
cannot fulfill. 
Our new American majority can end the outrage of unaffordable, unavailable health care in our 
time. We can bring doctors and patients; workers and businesses, Democrats and Republicans to-
gether; and we can tell the drug and insurance industry that while they’ll get a seat at the table, 
they don’t get to buy every chair. Not this time. Not now. 
Our new majority can end the tax breaks for corporations that ship our jobs overseas and put a 
middle-class tax cut into the pockets of the working Americans who deserve it. 
We can stop sending our children to schools with corridors of shame and start putting them on a 
pathway to success. We can stop talking about how great teachers are and start rewarding them for 
their greatness. We can do this with our new majority. We can harness the ingenuity of farmers 
and scientists; citizens and entrepreneurs to free this nation from the tyranny of oil and save our 
planet from a point of no return. And when I am President, we will end this war in Iraq and bring 
our troops home; we will finish the job against al Qaeda in Afghanistan; we will care for our vet-
erans; we will restore our moral standing in the world; and we will never use 9/11 as a way to 
scare up votes, because it is not a tactic to win an election, it is a challenge that should unite Amer-
ica and the world against the common threats of the twenty-first century: terrorism and nuclear 
weapons; climate change and poverty; genocide and disease. 
All of the candidates in this race share these goals. All have good ideas. And all are patriots who 
serve this country honorably. 
But the reason our campaign has always been different is because it’s not just about what I will do 
as President, it’s also about what you, the people who love this country, can do to change it. 
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That’s why tonight belongs to you. It belongs to the organizers and the volunteers and the staff 
who believed in our improbable journey and rallied so many others to join. 
We know the battle ahead will be long, but always remember that no matter what obstacles stand 
in our way, nothing can withstand the power of millions of voices calling for change. 
We have been told we cannot do this by a chorus of cynics who will only grow louder and more 
dissonant in the weeks to come. We’ve been asked to pause for a reality check. We’ve been 
warned against offering the people of this nation false hope. 
But in the unlikely story that is America, there has never been anything false about hope. For when 
we have faced down impossible odds; when we’ve been told that we’re not ready, or that we 
shouldn’t try, or that we can’t, generations of Americans have responded with a simple creed that 
sums up the spirit of a people. 
Yes we can. 
It was a creed written into the founding documents that declared the destiny of a nation. 
Yes we can. 
It was whispered by slaves and abolitionists as they blazed a trail toward freedom through the 
darkest of nights. 
Yes we can. 
It was sung by immigrants as they struck out from distant shores and pioneers who pushed west-
ward against an unforgiving wilderness. 
Yes we can. 
It was the call of workers who organized; women who reached for the ballot; a President who 
chose the moon as our new frontier; and a King who took us to the mountaintop and pointed the 
way to the Promised Land. 
Yes we can to justice and equality. Yes we can to opportunity and prosperity. Yes we can heal this 
nation. Yes we can repair this world. Yes we can. 
And so tomorrow, as we take this campaign South and West; as we learn that the struggles of the 
textile worker in Spartanburg are not so different than the plight of the dishwasher in Las Vegas; 
that the hopes of the little girl who goes to a crumbling school in Dillon are the same as the dreams 
of the boy who learns on the streets of LA; we will remember that there is something happening in 
America; that we are not as divided as our politics suggests; that we are one people; we are one na-
tion; and together, we will begin the next great chapter in America’s story with three words that 
will ring from coast to coast; from sea to shining sea – Yes. We. Can. 
 
 
Speech XIV 
Strengthening Families in a new Economy 
 
Spartanburg, South Carolina | June 15, 2007 
 
Each year at this time we honor and think about the fathers who've been a part of our lives - the 
examples they've set, the sacrifices they've made, their successes and their struggles. I think about 
my grandfather, who first became a father when my mother was born on a Kansas army base at the 
outset of World War II. He left to fight fascism in Europe while my grandmother stayed behind 
and pitched in on a bomber assembly line. With the nation still dragging itself out of Depression, I 
imagine he must have felt uncertain at that time about what the future held for his family, and yet 
he returned to a country newly committed to opportunity - a country that gave him a chance to go 
to college on the GI Bill, buy a house thanks to the Federal Housing Authority, and move west to 
Hawaii to raise his family. I also think about my father-in-law, Fraser Robinson. He raised his two 
children with his wife Marian in 1960s Chicago. They faced what other African-American families 
faced at the time - both hidden and overt forms of racism that limited their opportunities and re-
quired more effort to get ahead. And they faced an additional obstacle. At age 30, Fraser was diag-
nosed with multiple sclerosis. And yet, every day of his life, even when he had to rely on a walker 
to get him there, he went to work at the local water filtration plant while Marian stayed home with 
the children. And on that single salary, Fraser Robinson provided for his family, sending my wife 
Michelle and her brother Craig to Princeton. And of course, though I did not know him well, every 
year around Father's Day I think of my own father. He and my mother divorced when I was only 
two years old, and for most of my life I knew him only through the letters he sent and the stories 
my mother and grandparents told. In his absence, it was more difficult for my mother to raise me 
and my sister on one salary during the 1970s, and we struggled, at times turning to food stamps to 
get us through the month. And yet, through the support of my grandparents, the sheer will and de-
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termination of my mother, and the blessings of generous scholarships, I was able to attend some of 
the best schools in the country - schools that made it possible for me to stand here today. It has not 
been lost on either Michelle or myself that our family's story has been America's story - a story of 
opportunity, and possibility, and the tireless pursuit of a dream that was always within reach. Our 
parents and grandparents were given no guarantees, and they certainly had their share of failings 
and hardship, but theirs was a country where if you wanted it badly enough, and were willing to 
work for it, and take responsibility, you could provide for your family and give your children the 
same chance. 
There are fewer and fewer families who can tell this story today. Unlike my grandfather, the brave 
soldiers who return from Iraq and Afghanistan are lucky if they come home to a job that pays the 
bills, or even the benefits and care they've earned as veterans. Blue-collar workers like Fraser Rob-
inson have seen their benefits decline, and their unions weakened, and their wages flattened while 
the cost of everything else rises. And as many of you know too well, single parents no longer have 
the support system that my mother did, with too many fathers financially unable to help raise their 
children even if they want to do the right thing. Over the last few decades, fundamental changes in 
the way we work and live have trapped too many American families between an economy that's 
gone global and a government that's gone AWOL. Too many rungs have been removed from the 
ladder to middle-class security, and the safety net that's supposed to break any falls from that lad-
der has grown badly frayed. Many families face increased anxiety when it comes to paying the 
bills or finding ways to spend more time with their children, while others have tumbled into pov-
erty, watching jobs disappear, and fathers leave the home. And even though the vast majority of 
mothers are now working - including single mothers - we haven't yet provided them with the sup-
port they need to raise their children. I don't have to give you a history lesson in economics for you 
to know how this all happened, because many of you have seen it or even lived it. You've seen the 
factories close their doors and move overseas, leaving too many cities and mill towns without their 
biggest source of employment. I saw it when I first arrived in Chicago in the early 80s, where I 
took a job helping to rebuild neighborhoods that had been devastated by steel plant closings. And 
today, it's not just factory jobs that are disappearing. 
As countries like China and India churn out more workers who are educated longer and better, 
revolutions in technology and communication have made it possible for American companies to 
automate some jobs and send others wherever there's an internet connection. The jobs that remain 
pay less and offer fewer benefits, as employers have succeeded in busting up unions and cutting 
back on health care and pensions to stay competitive with the companies abroad that are paying 
their workers next to nothing. The weekly earnings of American workers, which had steadily risen 
during the years our parents and grandparents were employed, have fallen more than twenty per-
cent since 1973, and the minimum wage hasn't moved in ten years. This means that right now, a 
family of three with one minimum-wage earner is still more than $6000 below the poverty 
line. Most Americans are vulnerable to these new risks, but without a doubt, the hardest hit have 
been those families who were most vulnerable to begin with. They are families who live in inner-
cities and remote rural areas; they are disproportionately African American and Latino. In the last 
six years, over 300,000 black males have lost jobs in the manufacturing sector - the highest rate of 
any ethnic group. In urban areas, more than 50% of black men do not complete high school. In one 
survey, nearly one out of every three African-American families said they experienced at least one 
of three hardships in the last year - overcrowded housing, a lack of medical care, or hunger. With-
out a job or an education, many black men simply cannot afford to raise a family - and too many 
have made the sad choice not to. Today, 54% of all African-American children live in single-
parent households, a number that has doubled since 1960. Now, many single moms - including the 
one who raised me - do a heroic job on behalf of their kids. But in an economy where a two-
income family has become a financial necessity, a fatherless household takes its toll. Children who 
grow up without a father are five times more likely to live in poverty and nine times more likely to 
drop out of school. 
Providing these families with the same chances that previous generations have had is a daunting 
challenge, but it is certainly one we can meet. Many of us here in this room have seen how this 
progress can be achieved. All across this state, the South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families 
has helped countless families climb out from poverty by connecting fathers employment opportu-
nities and encouraging them to take responsibility for their children. You have turned lives around 
and you have given so many children a better future and for that you should feel very proud. I've 
also been blessed to see this progress myself. There was a lot of hopelessness in those South Side 
neighborhoods when I first arrived in Chicago as a community organizer. But we set up job train-
ing programs and after school programs and counseling programs and after a while, those neigh-
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borhoods started to come around. Later, when I became a state Senator in Illinois, I made sure we 
expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit so we could put $100 million of tax cuts into the pockets 
of working families. I made sure we provided health insurance for another 70,000 children and 
84,000 parents. And we expanded early childhood education to give kids the best possible start in 
life. 
So we know what needs to be done when it comes to giving our families a fighting chance. And I 
think it's time we finally had a President who gets Washington to start doing it. I don't know about 
you, but I'm tired of hearing that town tell us we can't. For too long, they've told us we can't do an-
ything about disappearing jobs and stagnant wages. They've told us that we can't lower our health 
care costs or the price of college tuition. They've told us that poverty is a nuisance to blame on the 
impoverished, not a moral shame that should outrage a nation. We're assured that the market will 
correct all our misfortunes, and that there's no problem that can't be solved by another tax break 
that the wealthy didn't need and didn't ask for. Well, we have tried it their way for six years and 
we're ready to try something new. It's time to turn the page. We are not a country that settles for 
survival of the fittest, but a people who have always fought for survival of the nation. That's how 
we got a GI Bill that sent a generation to college and created the largest middle-class in history. 
That's how we gave workers the right to organize and form a union. That's how we got Social Se-
curity and Medicare so that Americans could retire in comfort and dignity. Now we have to do it 
again. And it won't be easy. We know that we can't put the forces of globalization back in the bot-
tle. We cannot bring back every job that's been lost. We have to find a way to make this new econ-
omy work for us. 
We also know that government cannot meet this challenge alone - that there is not a program for 
every problem we face. It will take responsibility and sacrifice from the American people; changes 
in habits and attitudes. We will need to work more, read more, train more, and think more. Parents 
will need to make sure their kids turn off the TV once in a while, and put away the video games, 
and start hitting the books. And there are a lot of men out there who need to stop acting like boys; 
who need to realize that responsibility does not end at conception; who need to know that what 
makes you a man is not the ability to have a child but the courage to raise one. But just as we have 
individual responsibilities, at the dawn of the 21st century we also have a collective responsibility 
to strengthen that safety net, put the rungs back on that ladder to the middle-class, and give every 
family the chance that so many of our parents and grandparents had. This responsibility is one 
that's been missing from Washington for far too long - a responsibility I intend to take very seri-
ously as President. 
We know what we need to do to help every family compete and prosper in a globalized world. We 
know that we need to invest in the science and technology that will make America the home for 
the high-tech, high-wage jobs of tomorrow. We know that to fill these jobs, we'll also have to get 
serious about educating our workforce for the 21st century. This means starting our kids in school 
younger, with more early childhood education opportunities like the four year old kindergarten 
program you've been trying to pass here in South Carolina. It means improving our public schools 
by recruiting thousands of new teachers and paying them more and asking more of them. And it 
means making college affordable for every American who wants to go by offering more loans and 
bigger grants. And of course, in a world of increased risks and insecurities, we also know that eve-
ry American needs a health care plan and a retirement plan that stays with them no matter where 
they work or even if they can't find work. 
That's why a few weeks ago, I introduced a universal health care plan that would not only cover 
every American by allowing the uninsured to buy into a similar kind of plan that members of Con-
gress get themselves, but it would cut costs and save a typical family up to $2,500 a year. So we 
know that we need this broader agenda to help families get ahead in this new world. But we also 
know that for the families who've been hit hardest by these economic changes, we have to help 
them get started before we can help them get ahead - we have to empower them to grab that first 
rung of the ladder before they start climbing. That's why today I want to lay out a plan that would 
strengthen some of our most vulnerable families by ensuring that they can find a job, stay out of 
poverty, and get the support they need to raise their children. First, we need to ensure that every-
one who is willing to work can find a job. Since South Carolina has lost 83,000 manufacturing 
jobs in the last six years and 60,000 more people are out of work, this certainly isn't easy. But it's a 
promise we have to keep in this country. So, for those Americans who have been searching unsuc-
cessfully for employment, I will invest $50 million in programs that will place willing workers in-
to transitional jobs and train them for permanent ones. These programs have already proven to be 
highly successful in the many communities that have tried them. People get the chance to work in 
a community service-type job, earn a paycheck every week, and learn the skills they need for gain-
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ful employment. And by leaving with references and a resume, often times they find that employ-
ment. Still, even for those workers who do find a permanent job, many times there is no way for 
them to advance their careers once they're in those jobs. That's why we'll also work with communi-
ty organizations and businesses to create career pathways that provide workers with the additional 
skills and training they need to earn more money and keep climbing up that ladder to middle-class 
security. Unions and various communities have done this quite successfully, and this program 
would build on that model. The second step we'll take to strengthen families is to ensure that work-
ing Americans are not impoverished Americans. One of the most successful anti-poverty programs 
in history has been the Earned Income Tax Credit - additional income that lifts nearly 5 million 
Americans out of poverty every year. As President, I will double the number of single workers 
who receive the EITC and triple the benefit for full-time workers making the minimum wage, from 
the $175 they get today to $555. And instead of waiting every ten years for Congress to fight over 
raising the minimum wage, I will finally make the minimum wage a living wage by permanently 
indexing it to inflation so that it actually pays the bills. The third step we'll take to strengthen fami-
lies is to give them the support they need to raise their children. 
As President, I'll start by passing the plan I outlined last year that would make it easier for fathers 
who make the responsible choice and harder for those who avoid it. It's a plan that would remove 
some of the financial penalties the government currently imposes on married couples, cut out the 
red tape to ensure that every dime of child support goes directly to children instead of bureaucrats, 
and provide fathers who are paying their child support an even larger EITC benefit. This plan 
would also crack down on those who avoid their responsibility by increasing child-support en-
forcement, a measure that will collect nearly $13 billion in payments that can help raise, nurture, 
and educate children. We should also help new mothers with their new responsibilities. There is a 
pioneering Nurse-Family Partnership program right now that offers home visits by trained regis-
tered nurses to low-income mothers and mothers-to-be. They learn how to care for themselves be-
fore the baby is born and what to do after. They are counseled on substance abuse, creating and 
achieving personal goals, and effective methods of nurturing children. Where it's been tried, this 
program reduced childhood injuries and unintended pregnancies, increased father involvement and 
women's employment, reduced use of welfare and food stamps, and increased children's school 
readiness. And it produced more than $28,000 in net savings for every high-risk family enrolled in 
the program. As President, I will expand the Nurse-Family Partnership to provide at-home nurse 
visits for up to 570,000 first-time mothers each year. My plan would also support families with 
children by expanding the Child Tax Credit to an additional 600,000 more Americans, who would 
receive $1,000 per child. And for all those families where both parents work and don't know what 
to do when their child has to stay home sick for the day, my plan guarantees every worker seven 
paid days of sick leave each year. 
None of this agenda will happen overnight, nor will it be easy to get done. But then again, Ameri-
ca's story hasn't been all that easy itself. It is filled with tales of those who risked and struggled and 
beat the odds because they knew that this is a place - perhaps the only place - where such triumph 
is always possible. Because they believe that the pursuit of happiness is not just a phrase in a dec-
laration, but the founding promise of our country - a promise that sustained our parents and grand-
parents through war and depression, racial and social strife, heartache and hardship. It's a promise 
that sustains this generation still. The other day we heard from a young man named Joshua Stro-
man who's from right here in South Carolina. Joshua never knew his father, and when he was very 
young, his mom and stepfather both died from cancer. He was then taken in by family members 
who were involved with gangs and drugs. He experimented with that lifestyle for a bit, and his low 
point came when he went to jail at eighteen years old. That's when he decided that his story would 
have a different ending. He began to find comfort in his faith, and when he left jail, he moved in 
with an aunt who expected him to behave well and study hard. And he did. He is now at Benedict 
College and will be president of the student council there next year. But he told us that of every-
thing that's out there, his biggest dream is to someday stand in the front yard of his own home with 
his wife and kids, who will hug him and say, "I love you, Daddy." It's a dream that could not be 
simpler or more profound - a dream that, in some form or another, has probably animated the jour-
ney that so many fathers and mothers and young men like Josh have taken over the generations. 
He has turned his life around because he held close the belief that it was always within reach. Now 
it is our task to turn this country around so that we can prove to him and so many others that they 
were right all along. I look forward to working with all of you in making this happen. Thank you. 
Speech XV 
South Carolina Speech 
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Greenville, South Carolina | January 22, 2008 
 
This morning, we woke up to bad news from Wall Street. For the second day in a row, the global 
stock market has continued to plunge as the world continues to fear that the United States govern-
ment won't do enough to prevent a recession. We hope that the rate cut announced this morning 
will restore some confidence and stop the damage, but the fear remains. 
It's a fear that hasn't just confined itself to those who nervously watch the tickers or scan the head-
lines of the financial section, but one that I have seen on the faces of working Americans in every 
corner of this country long before anxiety ever hit Wall Street. 
I've seen it in the faces of families who are being forced to foreclose on their dream because an un-
scrupulous lender tricked them into buying a home they couldn't afford just to pocket a profit. 
I've seen it in the faces of Maytag workers who labored all their lives only to see their jobs shipped 
overseas; who now compete with their teenagers for $7-an-hour jobs at Wal-Mart. 
And I've seen it in the face of a young woman who told me she only gets three hours of sleep be-
cause she works the night shift after a full day of college and still can't afford health care for a sis-
ter who's ill. 
In the last several months, their fears have grown worse and are now shared by more and more 
Americans. What started as a crisis in the housing market has now spilled over to the rest of the 
economy. Banks are facing a credit crunch, leaving businesses with less money to invest and more 
Americans unable to get loans. Joblessness rose more last month than at any time since just after 
9/11, and oil reached $100 a barrel. People have less money to spend, higher bills to pay, and few-
er opportunities for work. 
For years, we were warned this might happen. But Washington did what Washington does - it 
looked the other way. It rewarded lenders and lobbyists with whatever they asked for while ignor-
ing the voices of working people who needed help most. And all the while, we've been led by 
George W. Bush - a President who's done more to contribute to this country's widening inequality 
than anyone since Herbert Hoover; a President whose tax breaks for wealthy Americans who didn't 
need them and didn't ask for them have only encouraged the mindset in Washington and on Wall 
Street that “what's good for me is good enough.” 
That's why it's no surprise that after months and months of watching families struggle to get by in 
this economy, George Bush finally offered a stimulus plan last week that neglects 50 million 
workers and seniors who need our help the most; the very people who are most likely to spend and 
give our economy the boost it needs right now. 
Well George Bush's economic plans haven't worked before and they're not going to start working 
now. More importantly, they don't reflect who we are as Americans. We haven't come this far be-
cause we practice survival of the fittest. America is America because we strive for survival of the 
nation - a nation where no one is left behind and everyone has a chance to achieve their dreams. 
That's who we are. And that's who we can be again at this defining moment. 
This isn't an issue I found along the campaign trail. I introduced legislation to stop mortgage fraud 
and predatory lending almost two years ago. I called for a middle-class tax cut back in September 
that would put money into the pockets of over 90% of working Americans; that would eliminate 
income taxes for seniors making less than $50,000; that would give a tax credit to struggling 
homeowners. And that's why when I announced my economic stimulus package the other week, I 
called for immediate tax relief for working families and seniors - because they shouldn't have to 
wait another day for Washington to act. They need our help right now. 
We should send each working family a $500 tax cut and each senior a $250 supplement to their 
Social Security check. And if the economy continues to decline in the coming weeks, we should 
do it again. This is the quickest way to help people pay their bills and get them to start spending. 
We should also immediately make unemployment insurance available for a longer period of time 
and for more people who are facing job losses, and we should make sure it benefits part-time and 
non-traditional workers, something that will particularly help women, African-Americans and La-
tinos. We should help those facing foreclosure refinance their mortgages and stay in their homes, 
and we should provide direct relief to victims of mortgage fraud. And we should provide assis-
tance to state and local governments so that they don't slash critical services like health care or ed-
ucation. 
Of course, it's easy to propose plans and policies when you're on the campaign trail. You can make 
all sorts of promises and tell people what they want to hear when they want to hear it. 
But in this time of economic anxiety and uncertainty, what this country needs most is a President 
who says what he means and means what he says; a President who won't just do what's right when 
the politics are easy, but when the politics are hard; a President who's not just in it to win it; but in 
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it for you. 
In the debate last night, we spent some time talking about the economy. And one of the things I 
brought up that concerned me was that when Senator Clinton first released her economic stimulus 
plan, she didn't think that workers or seniors needed immediate tax relief. She thought it could wait 
until things got worse. Five days later, the economy didn't really change, but the politics apparent-
ly did, because she changed her plan to look just like mine. 
It reminds me of what happened when we started debating the credit card industry's bankruptcy 
bill - a bill that would make it much harder for working families to climb out of debt. Believe it or 
not, Senator Clinton said again last night that even though she voted for the bill, she was glad it 
didn't pass. I know you can get away with this in Washington, but most of us know that if you 
don't want to see a bill pass, there's a pretty easy option available - you can vote against it. 
And we've heard her say the same kind of thing about NAFTA and China trade -agreements that 
sent millions of American jobs - thousands from this very state - overseas. Because only in Wash-
ington could Senator Clinton say that NAFTA led to economic improvement up until she started 
running for President. Now she says we need a time-out on trade. No one knows when this time-
out will end. Maybe after the election. 
The point is - this is exactly the kind of politics we can't afford right now. Not when the stakes are 
this high. Not when the economy is this fragile. Not when so many banks are foreclosing on peo-
ple's dreams. We can't afford a President whose positions change with the politics of the moment, 
we need a President who knows that being ready on day one means getting it right from day one. 
And South Carolina, if you give me the chance, that's the kind of President I'll be. 
In my twenty-five years of public service, my positions haven't changed when the politics got 
hard, and neither will the policies I pursue as President. 
I started my career as a community organizer on the streets of Chicago, fighting joblessness and 
poverty when the local steel plant closed. I provided tax relief for working families as a state Sena-
tor in Illinois. And when I am President, I'll take away the breaks that Washington gives to com-
panies who ship our jobs overseas, and give them to companies who create the jobs of the future 
right here in America. 
I won't wait to raise the minimum wage every ten years - I will raise it to keep pace every year so 
that workers don't fall behind. I'll take on the credit card companies who are profiting by driving 
working families into debt. And I'll make sure that CEOs can't dump your pension with one hand 
while they collect a bonus with the other. That's an outrage, and it's time we had a President who 
knows it's an outrage. 
On health care, I know what it takes to expand coverage to the uninsured. In Illinois, I brought 
Democrats and Republicans together to expand health care to 150,000 children and parents. And 
when I'm President, I'll do more to cut costs for families and businesses than anyone in this race, 
and I'll pass universal health care not twenty years from now, not ten years from now, but by the 
end of my first term in office. 
And when it comes to taking away the power of lobbyists and special interests, I'm the only candi-
date in this race who's actually done it. In Illinois I passed the first major ethics reform in twenty-
five years. In Washington I helped pass the strongest lobbying reform in a generation - we banned 
gifts from lobbyists, meals with lobbyists, subsidized travel on fancy jets, and for the first time in 
history, we forced lobbyists to tell the American public who they're raising money from and who 
in Congress they're funneling it to. Last night Senator Clinton defended lobbyists again, who she 
has said represent real Americans. Well let me tell you - if you really believe that lobbyists repre-
sent real Americans, then you don't. Washington lobbyists haven't funded my campaign, they 
won't run my White House, and they will not drown out the voices of working Americans when I 
am President. 
We know the road ahead will be difficult. None of the problems we face will be easy to solve and 
change will not happen overnight. It will take a new spirit of cooperation and sacrifice. It will re-
quire each of us to remind ourselves that we rise and fall as one nation; and that a country in which 
only a few prosper is antithetical to our ideals and our democracy. And it will take a President who 
can rally Americans of different views and backgrounds to this common cause. 
I'm reminded every day that I am not a perfect man. And I will not be a perfect President. But I 
can promise you this - I will always say what I mean and mean what I say. I will be honest about 
the challenges we face. And most importantly, I will wake up every single day ready to listen to 
you, and work for you, and fight for you not just when it's easy, but when it's hard. That's what I 
did for those men and women on the streets of Chicago. That's what I've done over the last decade 
for the working families of Illinois. And that's what I will do for the American people if you give 
me the chance to lead this country. Thank you. 
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7.2. President 

 

Speech XVI 
State of the Union Address 
 
Washington, D.C. | January 27, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Madam Speaker, Vice President Biden, members of Congress, distin-
guished guests, and fellow Americans: 
Our Constitution declares that from time to time, the President shall give to Congress information 
about the state of our union. For 220 years, our leaders have fulfilled this duty. They've done so 
during periods of prosperity and tranquility. And they've done so in the midst of war and depres-
sion; at moments of great strife and great struggle. 
It's tempting to look back on these moments and assume that our progress was inevitable -– that 
America was always destined to succeed. But when the Union was turned back at Bull Run, and 
the Allies first landed at Omaha Beach, victory was very much in doubt. When the market crashed 
on Black Tuesday, and civil rights marchers were beaten on Bloody Sunday, the future was any-
thing but certain. These were the times that tested the courage of our convictions, and the strength 
of our union. And despite all our divisions and disagreements, our hesitations and our fears, Amer-
ica prevailed because we chose to move forward as one nation, as one people.  
Again, we are tested. And again, we must answer history's call. 
One year ago, I took office amid two wars, an economy rocked by a severe recession, a financial 
system on the verge of collapse, and a government deeply in debt. Experts from across the political 
spectrum warned that if we did not act, we might face a second depression. So we acted -– imme-
diately and aggressively. And one year later, the worst of the storm has passed. 
But the devastation remains. One in 10 Americans still cannot find work. Many businesses have 
shuttered. Home values have declined. Small towns and rural communities have been hit especial-
ly hard. And for those who'd already known poverty, life has become that much harder. 
This recession has also compounded the burdens that America's families have been dealing with 
for decades –- the burden of working harder and longer for less; of being unable to save enough to 
retire or help kids with college.  
So I know the anxieties that are out there right now. They're not new. These struggles are the rea-
son I ran for President. These struggles are what I've witnessed for years in places like Elkhart, In-
diana; Galesburg, Illinois. I hear about them in the letters that I read each night. The toughest to 
read are those written by children -– asking why they have to move from their home, asking when 
their mom or dad will be able to go back to work. 
For these Americans and so many others, change has not come fast enough. Some are frustrated; 
some are angry. They don't understand why it seems like bad behavior on Wall Street is rewarded, 
but hard work on Main Street isn't; or why Washington has been unable or unwilling to solve any 
of our problems. They're tired of the partisanship and the shouting and the pettiness. They know 
we can't afford it. Not now.  
So we face big and difficult challenges. And what the American people hope -– what they deserve 
-– is for all of us, Democrats and Republicans, to work through our differences; to overcome the 
numbing weight of our politics. For while the people who sent us here have different backgrounds, 
different stories, different beliefs, the anxieties they face are the same. The aspirations they hold 
are shared: a job that pays the bills; a chance to get ahead; most of all, the ability to give their chil-
dren a better life.  
You know what else they share? They share a stubborn resilience in the face of adversity. After 
one of the most difficult years in our history, they remain busy building cars and teaching kids, 
starting businesses and going back to school. They're coaching Little League and helping their 
neighbors. One woman wrote to me and said, "We are strained but hopeful, struggling but encour-
aged."  
It's because of this spirit -– this great decency and great strength -– that I have never been more 
hopeful about America's future than I am tonight. (Applause.) Despite our hardships, our union is 
strong. We do not give up. We do not quit. We do not allow fear or division to break our spirit. In 
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this new decade, it's time the American people get a government that matches their decency; that 
embodies their strength. (Applause.) And tonight, tonight I'd like to talk about how together we 
can deliver on that promise.  
It begins with our economy.  
Our most urgent task upon taking office was to shore up the same banks that helped cause this cri-
sis. It was not easy to do. And if there's one thing that has unified Democrats and Republicans, and 
everybody in between, it's that we all hated the bank bailout. I hated it -- (applause.) I hated it. You 
hated it. It was about as popular as a root canal. (Laughter.)  
But when I ran for President, I promised I wouldn't just do what was popular -– I would do what 
was necessary. And if we had allowed the meltdown of the financial system, unemployment might 
be double what it is today. More businesses would certainly have closed. More homes would have 
surely been lost.  
So I supported the last administration's efforts to create the financial rescue program. And when 
we took that program over, we made it more transparent and more accountable. And as a result, 
the markets are now stabilized, and we've recovered most of the money we spent on the banks. 
(Applause.) Most but not all. 
To recover the rest, I've proposed a fee on the biggest banks. (Applause.) Now, I know Wall Street 
isn't keen on this idea. But if these firms can afford to hand out big bonuses again, they can afford 
a modest fee to pay back the taxpayers who rescued them in their time of need. (Applause.) 
Now, as we stabilized the financial system, we also took steps to get our economy growing again, 
save as many jobs as possible, and help Americans who had become unemployed.  
That's why we extended or increased unemployment benefits for more than 18 million Americans; 
made health insurance 65 percent cheaper for families who get their coverage through COBRA; 
and passed 25 different tax cuts. 
Now, let me repeat: We cut taxes. We cut taxes for 95 percent of working families. (Applause.) 
We cut taxes for small businesses. We cut taxes for first-time homebuyers. We cut taxes for par-
ents trying to care for their children. We cut taxes for 8 million Americans paying for college. 
(Applause.) 
I thought I'd get some applause on that one. (Laughter and applause.) 
As a result, millions of Americans had more to spend on gas and food and other necessities, all of 
which helped businesses keep more workers. And we haven't raised income taxes by a single dime 
on a single person. Not a single dime. (Applause.) 
Because of the steps we took, there are about two million Americans working right now who 
would otherwise be unemployed. (Applause.) Two hundred thousand work in construction and 
clean energy; 300,000 are teachers and other education workers. Tens of thousands are cops, fire-
fighters, correctional officers, first responders. (Applause.) And we're on track to add another one 
and a half million jobs to this total by the end of the year. 
The plan that has made all of this possible, from the tax cuts to the jobs, is the Recovery Act. (Ap-
plause.) That's right -– the Recovery Act, also known as the stimulus bill. (Applause.) Economists 
on the left and the right say this bill has helped save jobs and avert disaster. But you don't have to 
take their word for it. Talk to the small business in Phoenix that will triple its workforce because 
of the Recovery Act. Talk to the window manufacturer in Philadelphia who said he used to be 
skeptical about the Recovery Act, until he had to add two more work shifts just because of the 
business it created. Talk to the single teacher raising two kids who was told by her principal in the 
last week of school that because of the Recovery Act, she wouldn't be laid off after all.  
There are stories like this all across America. And after two years of recession, the economy is 
growing again. Retirement funds have started to gain back some of their value. Businesses are be-
ginning to invest again, and slowly some are starting to hire again.  
But I realize that for every success story, there are other stories, of men and women who wake up 
with the anguish of not knowing where their next paycheck will come from; who send out resumes 
week after week and hear nothing in response. That is why jobs must be our number-one focus in 
2010, and that's why I'm calling for a new jobs bill tonight. (Applause.)  
Now, the true engine of job creation in this country will always be America's businesses. (Ap-
plause.) But government can create the conditions necessary for businesses to expand and hire 
more workers.  
We should start where most new jobs do – in small businesses, companies that begin when – (ap-
plause) – companies that begin when an entrepreneur – when an entrepreneur takes a chance on a 
dream, or a worker decides it's time she became her own boss. Through sheer grit and determina-
tion, these companies have weathered the recession and they're ready to grow. But when you talk 
to small businessowners in places like Allentown, Pennsylvania, or Elyria, Ohio, you find out that 
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even though banks on Wall Street are lending again, they're mostly lending to bigger companies. 
Financing remains difficult for small businessowners across the country, even those that are mak-
ing a profit. 
So tonight, I'm proposing that we take $30 billion of the money Wall Street banks have repaid and 
use it to help community banks give small businesses the credit they need to stay afloat. (Ap-
plause.) I'm also proposing a new small business tax credit – one that will go to over one million 
small businesses who hire new workers or raise wages. (Applause.) While we're at it, let's also 
eliminate all capital gains taxes on small business investment, and provide a tax incentive for all 
large businesses and all small businesses to invest in new plants and equipment. (Applause.)  
Next, we can put Americans to work today building the infrastructure of tomorrow. (Applause.) 
From the first railroads to the Interstate Highway System, our nation has always been built to 
compete. There's no reason Europe or China should have the fastest trains, or the new factories 
that manufacture clean energy products. 
Tomorrow, I'll visit Tampa, Florida, where workers will soon break ground on a new high-speed 
railroad funded by the Recovery Act. (Applause.) There are projects like that all across this coun-
try that will create jobs and help move our nation's goods, services, and information. (Applause.)  
We should put more Americans to work building clean energy facilities -- (applause) -- and give 
rebates to Americans who make their homes more energy-efficient, which supports clean energy 
jobs. (Applause.) And to encourage these and other businesses to stay within our borders, it is time 
to finally slash the tax breaks for companies that ship our jobs overseas, and give those tax breaks 
to companies that create jobs right here in the United States of America. (Applause.) 
Now, the House has passed a jobs bill that includes some of these steps. (Applause.) As the first 
order of business this year, I urge the Senate to do the same, and I know they will. (Applause.) 
They will. (Applause.) People are out of work. They're hurting. They need our help. And I want a 
jobs bill on my desk without delay. (Applause.) 
But the truth is, these steps won't make up for the seven million jobs that we've lost over the last 
two years. The only way to move to full employment is to lay a new foundation for long-term eco-
nomic growth, and finally address the problems that America's families have confronted for years.  
We can't afford another so-called economic "expansion" like the one from the last decade –- what 
some call the "lost decade" -– where jobs grew more slowly than during any prior expansion; 
where the income of the average American household declined while the cost of health care and 
tuition reached record highs; where prosperity was built on a housing bubble and financial specu-
lation.  
From the day I took office, I've been told that addressing our larger challenges is too ambitious; 
such an effort would be too contentious. I've been told that our political system is too gridlocked, 
and that we should just put things on hold for a while.  
For those who make these claims, I have one simple question: How long should we wait? How 
long should America put its future on hold? (Applause.) 
You see, Washington has been telling us to wait for decades, even as the problems have grown 
worse. Meanwhile, China is not waiting to revamp its economy. Germany is not waiting. India is 
not waiting. These nations -- they're not standing still. These nations aren't playing for second 
place. They're putting more emphasis on math and science. They're rebuilding their infrastructure. 
They're making serious investments in clean energy because they want those jobs. Well, I do not 
accept second place for the United States of America. (Applause.)  
As hard as it may be, as uncomfortable and contentious as the debates may become, it's time to get 
serious about fixing the problems that are hampering our growth. 
Now, one place to start is serious financial reform. Look, I am not interested in punishing banks. 
I'm interested in protecting our economy. A strong, healthy financial market makes it possible for 
businesses to access credit and create new jobs. It channels the savings of families into invest-
ments that raise incomes. But that can only happen if we guard against the same recklessness that 
nearly brought down our entire economy.  
We need to make sure consumers and middle-class families have the information they need to 
make financial decisions. (Applause.) We can't allow financial institutions, including those that 
take your deposits, to take risks that threaten the whole economy.  
Now, the House has already passed financial reform with many of these changes. (Applause.) And 
the lobbyists are trying to kill it. But we cannot let them win this fight. (Applause.) And if the bill 
that ends up on my desk does not meet the test of real reform, I will send it back until we get it 
right. We've got to get it right. (Applause.) 
Next, we need to encourage American innovation. Last year, we made the largest investment in 
basic research funding in history -– (applause) -- an investment that could lead to the world's 
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cheapest solar cells or treatment that kills cancer cells but leaves healthy ones untouched. And no 
area is more ripe for such innovation than energy. You can see the results of last year's investments 
in clean energy -– in the North Carolina company that will create 1,200 jobs nationwide helping to 
make advanced batteries; or in the California business that will put a thousand people to work 
making solar panels. 
But to create more of these clean energy jobs, we need more production, more efficiency, more in-
centives. And that means building a new generation of safe, clean nuclear power plants in this 
country. (Applause.) It means making tough decisions about opening new offshore areas for oil 
and gas development. (Applause.) It means continued investment in advanced biofuels and clean 
coal technologies. (Applause.) And, yes, it means passing a comprehensive energy and climate bill 
with incentives that will finally make clean energy the profitable kind of energy in America. (Ap-
plause.) 
I am grateful to the House for passing such a bill last year. (Applause.) And this year I'm eager to 
help advance the bipartisan effort in the Senate. (Applause.)  
I know there have been questions about whether we can afford such changes in a tough economy. I 
know that there are those who disagree with the overwhelming scientific evidence on climate 
change. But here's the thing -- even if you doubt the evidence, providing incentives for energy-
efficiency and clean energy are the right thing to do for our future -– because the nation that leads 
the clean energy economy will be the nation that leads the global economy. And America must be 
that nation. (Applause.) 
Third, we need to export more of our goods. (Applause.) Because the more products we make and 
sell to other countries, the more jobs we support right here in America. (Applause.) So tonight, we 
set a new goal: We will double our exports over the next five years, an increase that will support 
two million jobs in America. (Applause.) To help meet this goal, we're launching a National Ex-
port Initiative that will help farmers and small businesses increase their exports, and reform export 
controls consistent with national security. (Applause.) 
We have to seek new markets aggressively, just as our competitors are. If America sits on the side-
lines while other nations sign trade deals, we will lose the chance to create jobs on our shores. 
(Applause.) But realizing those benefits also means enforcing those agreements so our trading 
partners play by the rules. (Applause.) And that's why we'll continue to shape a Doha trade agree-
ment that opens global markets, and why we will strengthen our trade relations in Asia and with 
key partners like South Korea and Panama and Colombia. (Applause.) 
Fourth, we need to invest in the skills and education of our people. (Applause.) 
Now, this year, we've broken through the stalemate between left and right by launching a national 
competition to improve our schools. And the idea here is simple: Instead of rewarding failure, we 
only reward success. Instead of funding the status quo, we only invest in reform -- reform that 
raises student achievement; inspires students to excel in math and science; and turns around failing 
schools that steal the future of too many young Americans, from rural communities to the inner 
city. In the 21st century, the best anti-poverty program around is a world-class education. (Ap-
plause.) And in this country, the success of our children cannot depend more on where they live 
than on their potential.  
When we renew the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, we will work with Congress to ex-
pand these reforms to all 50 states. Still, in this economy, a high school diploma no longer guaran-
tees a good job. That's why I urge the Senate to follow the House and pass a bill that will revitalize 
our community colleges, which are a career pathway to the children of so many working families. 
(Applause.)  
To make college more affordable, this bill will finally end the unwarranted taxpayer subsidies that 
go to banks for student loans. (Applause.) Instead, let's take that money and give families a 
$10,000 tax credit for four years of college and increase Pell Grants. (Applause.) And let's tell an-
other one million students that when they graduate, they will be required to pay only 10 percent of 
their income on student loans, and all of their debt will be forgiven after 20 years –- and forgiven 
after 10 years if they choose a career in public service, because in the United States of America, no 
one should go broke because they chose to go to college. (Applause.)  
And by the way, it's time for colleges and universities to get serious about cutting their own costs -
– (applause) -- because they, too, have a responsibility to help solve this problem.  
Now, the price of college tuition is just one of the burdens facing the middle class. That's why last 
year I asked Vice President Biden to chair a task force on middle-class families. That's why we're 
nearly doubling the child care tax credit, and making it easier to save for retirement by giving ac-
cess to every worker a retirement account and expanding the tax credit for those who start a nest 
egg. That's why we're working to lift the value of a family's single largest investment –- their 
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home. The steps we took last year to shore up the housing market have allowed millions of Ameri-
cans to take out new loans and save an average of $1,500 on mortgage payments.  
This year, we will step up refinancing so that homeowners can move into more affordable mort-
gages. (Applause.) And it is precisely to relieve the burden on middle-class families that we still 
need health insurance reform. (Applause.) Yes, we do. (Applause.) 
Now, let's clear a few things up. (Laughter.) I didn't choose to tackle this issue to get some legisla-
tive victory under my belt. And by now it should be fairly obvious that I didn't take on health care 
because it was good politics. (Laughter.) I took on health care because of the stories I've heard 
from Americans with preexisting conditions whose lives depend on getting coverage; patients 
who've been denied coverage; families –- even those with insurance -– who are just one illness 
away from financial ruin. 
After nearly a century of trying -- Democratic administrations, Republican administrations -- we 
are closer than ever to bringing more security to the lives of so many Americans. The approach 
we've taken would protect every American from the worst practices of the insurance industry. It 
would give small businesses and uninsured Americans a chance to choose an affordable health 
care plan in a competitive market. It would require every insurance plan to cover preventive care.  
And by the way, I want to acknowledge our First Lady, Michelle Obama, who this year is creating 
a national movement to tackle the epidemic of childhood obesity and make kids healthier. (Ap-
plause.) Thank you. She gets embarrassed. (Laughter.) 
Our approach would preserve the right of Americans who have insurance to keep their doctor and 
their plan. It would reduce costs and premiums for millions of families and businesses. And ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget Office -– the independent organization that both parties have 
cited as the official scorekeeper for Congress –- our approach would bring down the deficit by as 
much as $1 trillion over the next two decades. (Applause.) 
Still, this is a complex issue, and the longer it was debated, the more skeptical people became. I 
take my share of the blame for not explaining it more clearly to the American people. And I know 
that with all the lobbying and horse-trading, the process left most Americans wondering, "What's 
in it for me?" 
But I also know this problem is not going away. By the time I'm finished speaking tonight, more 
Americans will have lost their health insurance. Millions will lose it this year. Our deficit will 
grow. Premiums will go up. Patients will be denied the care they need. Small business owners will 
continue to drop coverage altogether. I will not walk away from these Americans, and neither 
should the people in this chamber. (Applause.) 
So, as temperatures cool, I want everyone to take another look at the plan we've proposed. There's 
a reason why many doctors, nurses, and health care experts who know our system best consider 
this approach a vast improvement over the status quo. But if anyone from either party has a better 
approach that will bring down premiums, bring down the deficit, cover the uninsured, strengthen 
Medicare for seniors, and stop insurance company abuses, let me know. (Applause.) Let me know. 
Let me know. (Applause.) I'm eager to see it.  
Here's what I ask Congress, though: Don't walk away from reform. Not now. Not when we are so 
close. Let us find a way to come together and finish the job for the American people. (Applause.) 
Let's get it done. Let's get it done. (Applause.) 
Now, even as health care reform would reduce our deficit, it's not enough to dig us out of a mas-
sive fiscal hole in which we find ourselves. It's a challenge that makes all others that much harder 
to solve, and one that's been subject to a lot of political posturing. So let me start the discussion of 
government spending by setting the record straight.  
At the beginning of the last decade, the year 2000, America had a budget surplus of over $200 bil-
lion. (Applause.) By the time I took office, we had a one-year deficit of over $1 trillion and pro-
jected deficits of $8 trillion over the next decade. Most of this was the result of not paying for two 
wars, two tax cuts, and an expensive prescription drug program. On top of that, the effects of the 
recession put a $3 trillion hole in our budget. All this was before I walked in the door. (Laughter 
and applause.) 
Now -- just stating the facts. Now, if we had taken office in ordinary times, I would have liked 
nothing more than to start bringing down the deficit. But we took office amid a crisis. And our ef-
forts to prevent a second depression have added another $1 trillion to our national debt. That, too, 
is a fact. 
I'm absolutely convinced that was the right thing to do. But families across the country are tighten-
ing their belts and making tough decisions. The federal government should do the same. (Ap-
plause.) So tonight, I'm proposing specific steps to pay for the trillion dollars that it took to rescue 
the economy last year. 
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Starting in 2011, we are prepared to freeze government spending for three years. (Applause.) 
Spending related to our national security, Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security will not be af-
fected. But all other discretionary government programs will. Like any cash-strapped family, we 
will work within a budget to invest in what we need and sacrifice what we don't. And if I have to 
enforce this discipline by veto, I will. (Applause.)  
We will continue to go through the budget, line by line, page by page, to eliminate programs that 
we can't afford and don't work. We've already identified $20 billion in savings for next year. To 
help working families, we'll extend our middle-class tax cuts. But at a time of record deficits, we 
will not continue tax cuts for oil companies, for investment fund managers, and for those making 
over $250,000 a year. We just can't afford it. (Applause.)  
Now, even after paying for what we spent on my watch, we'll still face the massive deficit we had 
when I took office. More importantly, the cost of Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security will 
continue to skyrocket. That's why I've called for a bipartisan fiscal commission, modeled on a pro-
posal by Republican Judd Gregg and Democrat Kent Conrad. (Applause.) This can't be one of 
those Washington gimmicks that lets us pretend we solved a problem. The commission will have 
to provide a specific set of solutions by a certain deadline.  
Now, yesterday, the Senate blocked a bill that would have created this commission. So I'll issue an 
executive order that will allow us to go forward, because I refuse to pass this problem on to anoth-
er generation of Americans. (Applause.) And when the vote comes tomorrow, the Senate should 
restore the pay-as-you-go law that was a big reason for why we had record surpluses in the 1990s. 
(Applause.)  
Now, I know that some in my own party will argue that we can't address the deficit or freeze gov-
ernment spending when so many are still hurting. And I agree -- which is why this freeze won't 
take effect until next year -- (laughter) -- when the economy is stronger. That's how budgeting 
works. (Laughter and applause.) But understand –- understand if we don't take meaningful steps to 
rein in our debt, it could damage our markets, increase the cost of borrowing, and jeopardize our 
recovery -– all of which would have an even worse effect on our job growth and family incomes.  
From some on the right, I expect we'll hear a different argument -– that if we just make fewer in-
vestments in our people, extend tax cuts including those for the wealthier Americans, eliminate 
more regulations, maintain the status quo on health care, our deficits will go away. The problem is 
that's what we did for eight years. (Applause.) That's what helped us into this crisis. It's what 
helped lead to these deficits. We can't do it again. 
Rather than fight the same tired battles that have dominated Washington for decades, it's time to 
try something new. Let's invest in our people without leaving them a mountain of debt. Let's meet 
our responsibility to the citizens who sent us here. Let's try common sense. (Laughter.) A novel 
concept. 
To do that, we have to recognize that we face more than a deficit of dollars right now. We face a 
deficit of trust -– deep and corrosive doubts about how Washington works that have been growing 
for years. To close that credibility gap we have to take action on both ends of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue -- to end the outsized influence of lobbyists; to do our work openly; to give our people the 
government they deserve. (Applause.) 
That's what I came to Washington to do. That's why -– for the first time in history –- my admin-
istration posts on our White House visitors online. That's why we've excluded lobbyists from poli-
cymaking jobs, or seats on federal boards and commissions. 
But we can't stop there. It's time to require lobbyists to disclose each contact they make on behalf 
of a client with my administration or with Congress. It's time to put strict limits on the contribu-
tions that lobbyists give to candidates for federal office.  
With all due deference to separation of powers, last week the Supreme Court reversed a century of 
law that I believe will open the floodgates for special interests –- including foreign corporations –- 
to spend without limit in our elections. (Applause.) I don't think American elections should be 
bankrolled by America's most powerful interests, or worse, by foreign entities. (Applause.) They 
should be decided by the American people. And I'd urge Democrats and Republicans to pass a bill 
that helps to correct some of these problems. 
I'm also calling on Congress to continue down the path of earmark reform. Applause.) Democrats 
and Republicans. (Applause.) Democrats and Republicans. You've trimmed some of this spending, 
you've embraced some meaningful change. But restoring the public trust demands more. For ex-
ample, some members of Congress post some earmark requests online. (Applause.) Tonight, I'm 
calling on Congress to publish all earmark requests on a single Web site before there's a vote, so 
that the American people can see how their money is being spent. (Applause.) 
Of course, none of these reforms will even happen if we don't also reform how we work with one 
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another. Now, I'm not naïve. I never thought that the mere fact of my election would usher in 
peace and harmony -- (laughter) -- and some post-partisan era. I knew that both parties have fed 
divisions that are deeply entrenched. And on some issues, there are simply philosophical differ-
ences that will always cause us to part ways. These disagreements, about the role of government in 
our lives, about our national priorities and our national security, they've been taking place for over 
200 years. They're the very essence of our democracy. 
But what frustrates the American people is a Washington where every day is Election Day. We 
can't wage a perpetual campaign where the only goal is to see who can get the most embarrassing 
headlines about the other side -– a belief that if you lose, I win. Neither party should delay or ob-
struct every single bill just because they can. The confirmation of -- (applause) -- I'm speaking to 
both parties now. The confirmation of well-qualified public servants shouldn't be held hostage to 
the pet projects or grudges of a few individual senators. (Applause.)  
Washington may think that saying anything about the other side, no matter how false, no matter 
how malicious, is just part of the game. But it's precisely such politics that has stopped either party 
from helping the American people. Worse yet, it's sowing further division among our citizens, fur-
ther distrust in our government. 
So, no, I will not give up on trying to change the tone of our politics. I know it's an election year. 
And after last week, it's clear that campaign fever has come even earlier than usual. But we still 
need to govern.  
To Democrats, I would remind you that we still have the largest majority in decades, and the peo-
ple expect us to solve problems, not run for the hills. (Applause.) And if the Republican leadership 
is going to insist that 60 votes in the Senate are required to do any business at all in this town -- a 
supermajority -- then the responsibility to govern is now yours as well. (Applause.) Just saying no 
to everything may be good short-term politics, but it's not leadership. We were sent here to serve 
our citizens, not our ambitions. (Applause.) So let's show the American people that we can do it 
together. (Applause.) 
This week, I'll be addressing a meeting of the House Republicans. I'd like to begin monthly meet-
ings with both Democratic and Republican leadership. I know you can't wait. (Laughter.) 
Throughout our history, no issue has united this country more than our security. Sadly, some of the 
unity we felt after 9/11 has dissipated. We can argue all we want about who's to blame for this, but 
I'm not interested in re-litigating the past. I know that all of us love this country. All of us are 
committed to its defense. So let's put aside the schoolyard taunts about who's tough. Let's reject the 
false choice between protecting our people and upholding our values. Let's leave behind the fear 
and division, and do what it takes to defend our nation and forge a more hopeful future -- for 
America and for the world. (Applause.) 
That's the work we began last year. Since the day I took office, we've renewed our focus on the 
terrorists who threaten our nation. We've made substantial investments in our homeland security 
and disrupted plots that threatened to take American lives. We are filling unacceptable gaps re-
vealed by the failed Christmas attack, with better airline security and swifter action on our intelli-
gence. We've prohibited torture and strengthened partnerships from the Pacific to South Asia to 
the Arabian Peninsula. And in the last year, hundreds of al Qaeda's fighters and affiliates, includ-
ing many senior leaders, have been captured or killed -- far more than in 2008. 
And in Afghanistan, we're increasing our troops and training Afghan security forces so they can 
begin to take the lead in July of 2011, and our troops can begin to come home. (Applause.) We 
will reward good governance, work to reduce corruption, and support the rights of all Afghans -- 
men and women alike. (Applause.) We're joined by allies and partners who have increased their 
own commitments, and who will come together tomorrow in London to reaffirm our common pur-
pose. There will be difficult days ahead. But I am absolutely confident we will succeed. 
As we take the fight to al Qaeda, we are responsibly leaving Iraq to its people. As a candidate, I 
promised that I would end this war, and that is what I am doing as President. We will have all of 
our combat troops out of Iraq by the end of this August. (Applause.) We will support the Iraqi 
government -- we will support the Iraqi government as they hold elections, and we will continue to 
partner with the Iraqi people to promote regional peace and prosperity. But make no mistake: This 
war is ending, and all of our troops are coming home. (Applause.)  
Tonight, all of our men and women in uniform -- in Iraq, in Afghanistan, and around the world –- 
they have to know that we -- that they have our respect, our gratitude, our full support. And just as 
they must have the resources they need in war, we all have a responsibility to support them when 
they come home. (Applause.) That's why we made the largest increase in investments for veterans 
in decades -- last year. (Applause.) That's why we're building a 21st century VA. And that's why 
Michelle has joined with Jill Biden to forge a national commitment to support military families. 
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(Applause.) 
Now, even as we prosecute two wars, we're also confronting perhaps the greatest danger to the 
American people -– the threat of nuclear weapons. I've embraced the vision of John F. Kennedy 
and Ronald Reagan through a strategy that reverses the spread of these weapons and seeks a world 
without them. To reduce our stockpiles and launchers, while ensuring our deterrent, the United 
States and Russia are completing negotiations on the farthest-reaching arms control treaty in nearly 
two decades. (Applause.) And at April's Nuclear Security Summit, we will bring 44 nations to-
gether here in Washington, D.C. behind a clear goal: securing all vulnerable nuclear materials 
around the world in four years, so that they never fall into the hands of terrorists. (Applause.) 
Now, these diplomatic efforts have also strengthened our hand in dealing with those nations that 
insist on violating international agreements in pursuit of nuclear weapons. That's why North Korea 
now faces increased isolation, and stronger sanctions –- sanctions that are being vigorously en-
forced. That's why the international community is more united, and the Islamic Republic of Iran is 
more isolated. And as Iran's leaders continue to ignore their obligations, there should be no doubt: 
They, too, will face growing consequences. That is a promise. (Applause.) 
That's the leadership that we are providing –- engagement that advances the common security and 
prosperity of all people. We're working through the G20 to sustain a lasting global recovery. We're 
working with Muslim communities around the world to promote science and education and inno-
vation. We have gone from a bystander to a leader in the fight against climate change. We're help-
ing developing countries to feed themselves, and continuing the fight against HIV/AIDS. And we 
are launching a new initiative that will give us the capacity to respond faster and more effectively 
to bioterrorism or an infectious disease -– a plan that will counter threats at home and strengthen 
public health abroad. 
As we have for over 60 years, America takes these actions because our destiny is connected to 
those beyond our shores. But we also do it because it is right. That's why, as we meet here tonight, 
over 10,000 Americans are working with many nations to help the people of Haiti recover and re-
build. (Applause.) That's why we stand with the girl who yearns to go to school in Afghanistan; 
why we support the human rights of the women marching through the streets of Iran; why we ad-
vocate for the young man denied a job by corruption in Guinea. For America must always stand on 
the side of freedom and human dignity. (Applause.) Always. (Applause.) 
Abroad, America's greatest source of strength has always been our ideals. The same is true at 
home. We find unity in our incredible diversity, drawing on the promise enshrined in our Constitu-
tion: the notion that we're all created equal; that no matter who you are or what you look like, if 
you abide by the law you should be protected by it; if you adhere to our common values you 
should be treated no different than anyone else.  
We must continually renew this promise. My administration has a Civil Rights Division that is 
once again prosecuting civil rights violations and employment discrimination. (Applause.) We fi-
nally strengthened our laws to protect against crimes driven by hate. (Applause.) This year, I will 
work with Congress and our military to finally repeal the law that denies gay Americans the right 
to serve the country they love because of who they are. (Applause.) It's the right thing to do. (Ap-
plause.)  
We're going to crack down on violations of equal pay laws -– so that women get equal pay for an 
equal day's work. (Applause.) And we should continue the work of fixing our broken immigration 
system -– to secure our borders and enforce our laws, and ensure that everyone who plays by the 
rules can contribute to our economy and enrich our nation. (Applause.) 
In the end, it's our ideals, our values that built America -- values that allowed us to forge a nation 
made up of immigrants from every corner of the globe; values that drive our citizens still. Every 
day, Americans meet their responsibilities to their families and their employers. Time and again, 
they lend a hand to their neighbors and give back to their country. They take pride in their labor, 
and are generous in spirit. These aren't Republican values or Democratic values that they're living 
by; business values or labor values. They're American values.  
Unfortunately, too many of our citizens have lost faith that our biggest institutions -– our corpora-
tions, our media, and, yes, our government –- still reflect these same values. Each of these institu-
tions are full of honorable men and women doing important work that helps our country prosper. 
But each time a CEO rewards himself for failure, or a banker puts the rest of us at risk for his own 
selfish gain, people's doubts grow. Each time lobbyists game the system or politicians tear each 
other down instead of lifting this country up, we lose faith. The more that TV pundits reduce seri-
ous debates to silly arguments, big issues into sound bites, our citizens turn away.  
No wonder there's so much cynicism out there. No wonder there's so much disappointment.  
I campaigned on the promise of change –- change we can believe in, the slogan went. And right 
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now, I know there are many Americans who aren't sure if they still believe we can change –- or 
that I can deliver it.  
But remember this –- I never suggested that change would be easy, or that I could do it alone. De-
mocracy in a nation of 300 million people can be noisy and messy and complicated. And when 
you try to do big things and make big changes, it stirs passions and controversy. That's just how it 
is. 
Those of us in public office can respond to this reality by playing it safe and avoid telling hard 
truths and pointing fingers. We can do what's necessary to keep our poll numbers high, and get 
through the next election instead of doing what's best for the next generation.  
But I also know this: If people had made that decision 50 years ago, or 100 years ago, or 200 years 
ago, we wouldn't be here tonight. The only reason we are here is because generations of Ameri-
cans were unafraid to do what was hard; to do what was needed even when success was uncertain; 
to do what it took to keep the dream of this nation alive for their children and their grandchildren. 
Our administration has had some political setbacks this year, and some of them were deserved. But 
I wake up every day knowing that they are nothing compared to the setbacks that families all 
across this country have faced this year. And what keeps me going -– what keeps me fighting -– is 
that despite all these setbacks, that spirit of determination and optimism, that fundamental decency 
that has always been at the core of the American people, that lives on.  
It lives on in the struggling small business owner who wrote to me of his company, "None of us," 
he said, "…are willing to consider, even slightly, that we might fail." 
It lives on in the woman who said that even though she and her neighbors have felt the pain of re-
cession, "We are strong. We are resilient. We are American." 
It lives on in the 8-year-old boy in Louisiana, who just sent me his allowance and asked if I would 
give it to the people of Haiti.  
And it lives on in all the Americans who've dropped everything to go someplace they've never 
been and pull people they've never known from the rubble, prompting chants of "U.S.A.! U.S.A.! 
U.S.A!" when another life was saved.  
The spirit that has sustained this nation for more than two centuries lives on in you, its people. We 
have finished a difficult year. We have come through a difficult decade. But a new year has come. 
A new decade stretches before us. We don't quit. I don't quit. (Applause.) Let's seize this moment -
- to start anew, to carry the dream forward, and to strengthen our union once more. (Applause.) 
Thank you. God bless you. And God bless the United States of America. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XVII 
Prague Speech 
 
Prague, Czech Republic | April 05, 2009 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you so much. Thank you for this wonderful welcome. Thank you 
to the people of Prague. Thank you to the people of the Czech Republic. (Applause.) Today, I'm 
proud to stand here with you in the middle of this great city, in the center of Europe. (Applause.) 
And, to paraphrase one of my predecessors, I am also proud to be the man who brought Michelle 
Obama to Prague. (Applause.) 
To Mr. President, Mr. Prime Minister, to all the dignitaries who are here, thank you for your ex-
traordinary hospitality. And to the people of the Czech Republic, thank you for your friendship to 
the United States. (Applause.) 
I've learned over many years to appreciate the good company and the good humor of the Czech 
people in my hometown of Chicago. (Applause.) Behind me is a statue of a hero of the Czech peo-
ple –- Tomas Masaryk. (Applause.) In 1918, after America had pledged its support for Czech in-
dependence, Masaryk spoke to a crowd in Chicago that was estimated to be over 100,000. I don't 
think I can match his record -- (laughter) -- but I am honored to follow his footsteps from Chicago 
to Prague. (Applause.) 
For over a thousand years, Prague has set itself apart from any other city in any other place. 
You've known war and peace. You've seen empires rise and fall. You've led revolutions in the arts 
and science, in politics and in poetry. Through it all, the people of Prague have insisted on pursu-
ing their own path, and defining their own destiny. And this city –- this Golden City which is both 
ancient and youthful -– stands as a living monument to your unconquerable spirit. 
When I was born, the world was divided, and our nations were faced with very different circum-
stances. Few people would have predicted that someone like me would one day become the Presi-
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dent of the United States. (Applause.) Few people would have predicted that an American Presi-
dent would one day be permitted to speak to an audience like this in Prague. (Applause.) Few 
would have imagined that the Czech Republic would become a free nation, a member of NATO, a 
leader of a united Europe. Those ideas would have been dismissed as dreams. 
We are here today because enough people ignored the voices who told them that the world could 
not change. 
We're here today because of the courage of those who stood up and took risks to say that freedom 
is a right for all people, no matter what side of a wall they live on, and no matter what they look 
like. 
We are here today because of the Prague Spring –- because the simple and principled pursuit of 
liberty and opportunity shamed those who relied on the power of tanks and arms to put down the 
will of a people. 
We are here today because 20 years ago, the people of this city took to the streets to claim the 
promise of a new day, and the fundamental human rights that had been denied them for far too 
long. Sametová Revoluce -- (applause) -- the Velvet Revolution taught us many things. It showed 
us that peaceful protest could shake the foundations of an empire, and expose the emptiness of an 
ideology. It showed us that small countries can play a pivotal role in world events, and that young 
people can lead the way in overcoming old conflicts. (Applause.) And it proved that moral leader-
ship is more powerful than any weapon. 
That's why I'm speaking to you in the center of a Europe that is peaceful, united and free -– be-
cause ordinary people believed that divisions could be bridged, even when their leaders did not. 
They believed that walls could come down; that peace could prevail. 
We are here today because Americans and Czechs believed against all odds that today could be 
possible. (Applause.) 
Now, we share this common history. But now this generation -– our generation -– cannot stand 
still. We, too, have a choice to make. As the world has become less divided, it has become more 
interconnected. And we've seen events move faster than our ability to control them -– a global 
economy in crisis, a changing climate, the persistent dangers of old conflicts, new threats and the 
spread of catastrophic weapons. 
None of these challenges can be solved quickly or easily. But all of them demand that we listen to 
one another and work together; that we focus on our common interests, not on occasional differ-
ences; and that we reaffirm our shared values, which are stronger than any force that could drive 
us apart. That is the work that we must carry on. That is the work that I have come to Europe to 
begin. (Applause.) 
To renew our prosperity, we need action coordinated across borders. That means investments to 
create new jobs. That means resisting the walls of protectionism that stand in the way of growth. 
That means a change in our financial system, with new rules to prevent abuse and future crisis. 
(Applause.) 
And we have an obligation to our common prosperity and our common humanity to extend a hand 
to those emerging markets and impoverished people who are suffering the most, even though they 
may have had very little to do with financial crises, which is why we set aside over a trillion dol-
lars for the International Monetary Fund earlier this week, to make sure that everybody -- every-
body -- receives some assistance. (Applause.) 
Now, to protect our planet, now is the time to change the way that we use energy. (Applause.) To-
gether, we must confront climate change by ending the world's dependence on fossil fuels, by tap-
ping the power of new sources of energy like the wind and sun, and calling upon all nations to do 
their part. And I pledge to you that in this global effort, the United States is now ready to lead. 
(Applause.) 
To provide for our common security, we must strengthen our alliance. NATO was founded 60 
years ago, after Communism took over Czechoslovakia. That was when the free world learned too 
late that it could not afford division. So we came together to forge the strongest alliance that the 
world has ever known. And we should -- stood shoulder to shoulder -- year after year, decade after 
decade –- until an Iron Curtain was lifted, and freedom spread like flowing water. 
This marks the 10th year of NATO membership for the Czech Republic. And I know that many 
times in the 20th century, decisions were made without you at the table. Great powers let you 
down, or determined your destiny without your voice being heard. I am here to say that the United 
States will never turn its back on the people of this nation. (Applause.) We are bound by shared 
values, shared history -- (applause.) We are bound by shared values and shared history and the en-
during promise of our alliance. NATO's Article V states it clearly: An attack on one is an attack on 
all. That is a promise for our time, and for all time. 



Appendix – President – Speech XVII Prague Speech 

176 
 

The people of the Czech Republic kept that promise after America was attacked; thousands were 
killed on our soil, and NATO responded. NATO's mission in Afghanistan is fundamental to the 
safety of people on both sides of the Atlantic. We are targeting the same al Qaeda terrorists who 
have struck from New York to London, and helping the Afghan people take responsibility for their 
future. We are demonstrating that free nations can make common cause on behalf of our common 
security. And I want you to know that we honor the sacrifices of the Czech people in this endeav-
or, and mourn the loss of those you've lost. 
But no alliance can afford to stand still. We must work together as NATO members so that we 
have contingency plans in place to deal with new threats, wherever they may come from. We must 
strengthen our cooperation with one another, and with other nations and institutions around the 
world, to confront dangers that recognize no borders. And we must pursue constructive relations 
with Russia on issues of common concern.  
Now, one of those issues that I'll focus on today is fundamental to the security of our nations and 
to the peace of the world -– that's the future of nuclear weapons in the 21st century. 
The existence of thousands of nuclear weapons is the most dangerous legacy of the Cold War. No 
nuclear war was fought between the United States and the Soviet Union, but generations lived with 
the knowledge that their world could be erased in a single flash of light. Cities like Prague that ex-
isted for centuries, that embodied the beauty and the talent of so much of humanity, would have 
ceased to exist. 
Today, the Cold War has disappeared but thousands of those weapons have not. In a strange turn 
of history, the threat of global nuclear war has gone down, but the risk of a nuclear attack has gone 
up. More nations have acquired these weapons. Testing has continued. Black market trade in nu-
clear secrets and nuclear materials abound. The technology to build a bomb has spread. Terrorists 
are determined to buy, build or steal one. Our efforts to contain these dangers are centered on a 
global non-proliferation regime, but as more people and nations break the rules, we could reach the 
point where the center cannot hold. 
Now, understand, this matters to people everywhere. One nuclear weapon exploded in one city -– 
be it New York or Moscow, Islamabad or Mumbai, Tokyo or Tel Aviv, Paris or Prague –- could 
kill hundreds of thousands of people. And no matter where it happens, there is no end to what the 
consequences might be -– for our global safety, our security, our society, our economy, to our ul-
timate survival. 
Some argue that the spread of these weapons cannot be stopped, cannot be checked -- that we are 
destined to live in a world where more nations and more people possess the ultimate tools of de-
struction. Such fatalism is a deadly adversary, for if we believe that the spread of nuclear weapons 
is inevitable, then in some way we are admitting to ourselves that the use of nuclear weapons is in-
evitable. 
Just as we stood for freedom in the 20th century, we must stand together for the right of people 
everywhere to live free from fear in the 21st century. (Applause.) And as nuclear power –- as a nu-
clear power, as the only nuclear power to have used a nuclear weapon, the United States has a 
moral responsibility to act. We cannot succeed in this endeavor alone, but we can lead it, we can 
start it. 
So today, I state clearly and with conviction America's commitment to seek the peace and security 
of a world without nuclear weapons. (Applause.) I'm not naive. This goal will not be reached 
quickly –- perhaps not in my lifetime. It will take patience and persistence. But now we, too, must 
ignore the voices who tell us that the world cannot change. We have to insist, "Yes, we can." (Ap-
plause.) 
Now, let me describe to you the trajectory we need to be on. First, the United States will take con-
crete steps towards a world without nuclear weapons. To put an end to Cold War thinking, we will 
reduce the role of nuclear weapons in our national security strategy, and urge others to do the 
same. Make no mistake: As long as these weapons exist, the United States will maintain a safe, se-
cure and effective arsenal to deter any adversary, and guarantee that defense to our allies –- includ-
ing the Czech Republic. But we will begin the work of reducing our arsenal. 
To reduce our warheads and stockpiles, we will negotiate a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
with the Russians this year. (Applause.) President Medvedev and I began this process in London, 
and will seek a new agreement by the end of this year that is legally binding and sufficiently bold. 
And this will set the stage for further cuts, and we will seek to include all nuclear weapons states 
in this endeavor. 
To achieve a global ban on nuclear testing, my administration will immediately and aggressively 
pursue U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. (Applause.) After more than five 
decades of talks, it is time for the testing of nuclear weapons to finally be banned. 
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And to cut off the building blocks needed for a bomb, the United States will seek a new treaty that 
verifiably ends the production of fissile materials intended for use in state nuclear weapons. If we 
are serious about stopping the spread of these weapons, then we should put an end to the dedicated 
production of weapons-grade materials that create them. That's the first step. 
Second, together we will strengthen the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty as a basis for coopera-
tion. 
The basic bargain is sound: Countries with nuclear weapons will move towards disarmament, 
countries without nuclear weapons will not acquire them, and all countries can access peaceful nu-
clear energy. To strengthen the treaty, we should embrace several principles. We need more re-
sources and authority to strengthen international inspections. We need real and immediate conse-
quences for countries caught breaking the rules or trying to leave the treaty without cause. 
And we should build a new framework for civil nuclear cooperation, including an international 
fuel bank, so that countries can access peaceful power without increasing the risks of proliferation. 
That must be the right of every nation that renounces nuclear weapons, especially developing 
countries embarking on peaceful programs. And no approach will succeed if it's based on the deni-
al of rights to nations that play by the rules. We must harness the power of nuclear energy on be-
half of our efforts to combat climate change, and to advance peace opportunity for all people. 
But we go forward with no illusions. Some countries will break the rules. That's why we need a 
structure in place that ensures when any nation does, they will face consequences. 
Just this morning, we were reminded again of why we need a new and more rigorous approach to 
address this threat. North Korea broke the rules once again by testing a rocket that could be used 
for long range missiles. This provocation underscores the need for action –- not just this afternoon 
at the U.N. Security Council, but in our determination to prevent the spread of these weapons. 
Rules must be binding. Violations must be punished. Words must mean something. The world 
must stand together to prevent the spread of these weapons. Now is the time for a strong interna-
tional response -- (applause) -- now is the time for a strong international response, and North Ko-
rea must know that the path to security and respect will never come through threats and illegal 
weapons. All nations must come together to build a stronger, global regime. And that's why we 
must stand shoulder to shoulder to pressure the North Koreans to change course. 
Iran has yet to build a nuclear weapon. My administration will seek engagement with Iran based 
on mutual interests and mutual respect. We believe in dialogue. (Applause.) But in that dialogue 
we will present a clear choice. We want Iran to take its rightful place in the community of nations, 
politically and economically. We will support Iran's right to peaceful nuclear energy with rigorous 
inspections. That's a path that the Islamic Republic can take. Or the government can choose in-
creased isolation, international pressure, and a potential nuclear arms race in the region that will 
increase insecurity for all. 
So let me be clear: Iran's nuclear and ballistic missile activity poses a real threat, not just to the 
United States, but to Iran's neighbors and our allies. The Czech Republic and Poland have been 
courageous in agreeing to host a defense against these missiles. As long as the threat from Iran 
persists, we will go forward with a missile defense system that is cost-effective and proven. (Ap-
plause.) If the Iranian threat is eliminated, we will have a stronger basis for security, and the driv-
ing force for missile defense construction in Europe will be removed. (Applause.) 
So, finally, we must ensure that terrorists never acquire a nuclear weapon. This is the most imme-
diate and extreme threat to global security. One terrorist with one nuclear weapon could unleash 
massive destruction. Al Qaeda has said it seeks a bomb and that it would have no problem with us-
ing it. And we know that there is unsecured nuclear material across the globe. To protect our peo-
ple, we must act with a sense of purpose without delay. 
So today I am announcing a new international effort to secure all vulnerable nuclear material 
around the world within four years. We will set new standards, expand our cooperation with Rus-
sia, pursue new partnerships to lock down these sensitive materials. 
We must also build on our efforts to break up black markets, detect and intercept materials in 
transit, and use financial tools to disrupt this dangerous trade. Because this threat will be lasting, 
we should come together to turn efforts such as the Proliferation Security Initiative and the Global 
Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism into durable international institutions. And we should start 
by having a Global Summit on Nuclear Security that the United States will host within the next 
year. (Applause.) 
Now, I know that there are some who will question whether we can act on such a broad agenda. 
There are those who doubt whether true international cooperation is possible, given inevitable dif-
ferences among nations. And there are those who hear talk of a world without nuclear weapons 
and doubt whether it's worth setting a goal that seems impossible to achieve. 
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But make no mistake: We know where that road leads. When nations and peoples allow them-
selves to be defined by their differences, the gulf between them widens. When we fail to pursue 
peace, then it stays forever beyond our grasp. We know the path when we choose fear over hope. 
To denounce or shrug off a call for cooperation is an easy but also a cowardly thing to do. That's 
how wars begin. That's where human progress ends. 
There is violence and injustice in our world that must be confronted. We must confront it not by 
splitting apart but by standing together as free nations, as free people. (Applause.) I know that a 
call to arms can stir the souls of men and women more than a call to lay them down. But that is 
why the voices for peace and progress must be raised together. (Applause.) 
Those are the voices that still echo through the streets of Prague. Those are the ghosts of 1968. 
Those were the joyful sounds of the Velvet Revolution. Those were the Czechs who helped bring 
down a nuclear-armed empire without firing a shot. 
Human destiny will be what we make of it. And here in Prague, let us honor our past by reaching 
for a better future. Let us bridge our divisions, build upon our hopes, accept our responsibility to 
leave this world more prosperous and more peaceful than we found it. (Applause.) Together we 
can do it. 
Thank you very much. Thank you, Prague. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XVIII 
Acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize 
 
Oslo, Norway | December 10, 2009 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Your Majesties, Your Royal Highnesses, distinguished members of the 
Norwegian Nobel Committee, citizens of America, and citizens of the world: I receive this honor 
with deep gratitude and great humility. It is an award that speaks to our highest aspirations -- that 
for all the cruelty and hardship of our world, we are not mere prisoners of fate. Our actions matter, 
and can bend history in the direction of justice. 
And yet I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the considerable controversy that your gener-
ous decision has generated. (Laughter.) In part, this is because I am at the beginning, and not the 
end, of my labors on the world stage. Compared to some of the giants of history who've received 
this prize -- Schweitzer and King; Marshall and Mandela -- my accomplishments are slight. And 
then there are the men and women around the world who have been jailed and beaten in the pursuit 
of justice; those who toil in humanitarian organizations to relieve suffering; the unrecognized mil-
lions whose quiet acts of courage and compassion inspire even the most hardened cynics. I cannot 
argue with those who find these men and women -- some known, some obscure to all but those 
they help -- to be far more deserving of this honor than I. But perhaps the most profound issue sur-
rounding my receipt of this prize is the fact that I am the Commander-in-Chief of the military of a 
nation in the midst of two wars. One of these wars is winding down. The other is a conflict that 
America did not seek; one in which we are joined by 42 other countries -- including Norway -- in 
an effort to defend ourselves and all nations from further attacks. Still, we are at war, and I'm re-
sponsible for the deployment of thousands of young Americans to battle in a distant land. Some 
will kill, and some will be killed. 
And so I come here with an acute sense of the costs of armed conflict -- filled with difficult ques-
tions about the relationship between war and peace, and our effort to replace one with the other. 
Now these questions are not new. War, in one form or another, appeared with the first man. At the 
dawn of history, its morality was not questioned; it was simply a fact, like drought or disease -- the 
manner in which tribes and then civilizations sought power and settled their differences. And over 
time, as codes of law sought to control violence within groups, so did philosophers and clerics and 
statesmen seek to regulate the destructive power of war. The concept of a "just war" emerged, 
suggesting that war is justified only when certain conditions were met: if it is waged as a last resort 
or in self-defense; if the force used is proportional; and if, whenever possible, civilians are spared 
from violence. Of course, we know that for most of history, this concept of "just war" was rarely 
observed. The capacity of human beings to think up new ways to kill one another proved inex-
haustible, as did our capacity to exempt from mercy those who look different or pray to a different 
God. Wars between armies gave way to wars between nations -- total wars in which the distinction 
between combatant and civilian became blurred. In the span of 30 years, such carnage would twice 
engulf this continent. And while it's hard to conceive of a cause more just than the defeat of the 
Third Reich and the Axis powers, World War II was a conflict in which the total number of civil-
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ians who died exceeded the number of soldiers who perished. In the wake of such destruction, and 
with the advent of the nuclear age, it became clear to victor and vanquished alike that the world 
needed institutions to prevent another world war. 
And so, a quarter century after the United States Senate rejected the League of Nations -- an idea 
for which Woodrow Wilson received this prize -- America led the world in constructing an archi-
tecture to keep the peace: a Marshall Plan and a United Nations, mechanisms to govern the waging 
of war, treaties to protect human rights, prevent genocide, restrict the most dangerous weapons. In 
many ways, these efforts succeeded. Yes, terrible wars have been fought, and atrocities committed. 
But there has been no Third World War. The Cold War ended with jubilant crowds dismantling a 
wall. Commerce has stitched much of the world together. Billions have been lifted from poverty. 
The ideals of liberty and self-determination, equality and the rule of law have haltingly advanced. 
We are the heirs of the fortitude and foresight of generations past, and it is a legacy for which my 
own country is rightfully proud. 
And yet, a decade into a new century, this old architecture is buckling under the weight of new 
threats. The world may no longer shudder at the prospect of war between two nuclear superpow-
ers, but proliferation may increase the risk of catastrophe. Terrorism has long been a tactic, but 
modern technology that allows a few small men with outsized rage to murder innocents on a hor-
rific scale. Moreover, wars between nations have increasingly given way to wars within nations. 
The resurgence of ethnic or sectarian conflicts; the growth of secessionist movements, insurgen-
cies, and failed states -- all these things have increasingly trapped civilians in unending chaos. In 
today's wars, many more civilians are killed than soldiers; the seeds of future conflict are sown, 
economies are wrecked, civil societies torn asunder, refugees amassed, children scarred. 
I do not bring with me today a definitive solution to the problems of war. What I do know is that 
meeting these challenges will require the same vision, hard work, and persistence of those men and 
women who acted so boldly decades ago. And it will require us to think in new ways about the no-
tions of just war and the imperatives of a just peace. We must begin by acknowledging the hard 
truth: We will not eradicate violent conflict in our lifetimes. There will be times when nations -- 
acting individually or in concert -- will find the use of force not only necessary but morally justi-
fied. I make this statement mindful of what Martin Luther King Jr. said in this same ceremony 
years ago: "Violence never brings permanent peace. It solves no social problem: it merely creates 
new and more complicated ones." 
As someone who stands here as a direct consequence of Dr. King's life work, I am living testimo-
ny to the moral force of non-violence. I know there's nothing weak -- nothing passive -- nothing 
naïve -- in the creed and lives of Gandhi and King. But as a head of state sworn to protect and de-
fend my nation, I cannot be guided by their examples alone. I face the world as it is, and cannot 
stand idle in the face of threats to the American people. For make no mistake: Evil does exist in 
the world. A non-violent movement could not have halted Hitler's armies. Negotiations cannot 
convince al Qaeda's leaders to lay down their arms. To say that force may sometimes be necessary 
is not a call to cynicism -- it is a recognition of history; the imperfections of man and the limits of 
reason. I raise this point, I begin with this point because in many countries there is a deep ambiva-
lence about military action today, no matter what the cause. And at times, this is joined by a reflex-
ive suspicion of America, the world's sole military superpower. But the world must remember that 
it was not simply international institutions -- not just treaties and declarations -- that brought sta-
bility to a post-World War II world. Whatever mistakes we have made, the plain fact is this: The 
United States of America has helped underwrite global security for more than six decades with the 
blood of our citizens and the strength of our arms. The service and sacrifice of our men and wom-
en in uniform has promoted peace and prosperity from Germany to Korea, and enabled democracy 
to take hold in places like the Balkans. We have borne this burden not because we seek to impose 
our will. We have done so out of enlightened self-interest -- because we seek a better future for our 
children and grandchildren, and we believe that their lives will be better if others' children and 
grandchildren can live in freedom and prosperity. 
So yes, the instruments of war do have a role to play in preserving the peace. And yet this truth 
must coexist with another -- that no matter how justified, war promises human tragedy. The sol-
dier's courage and sacrifice is full of glory, expressing devotion to country, to cause, to comrades 
in arms. But war itself is never glorious, and we must never trumpet it as such. So part of our chal-
lenge is reconciling these two seemingly irreconcilable truths -- that war is sometimes necessary, 
and war at some level is an expression of human folly. Concretely, we must direct our effort to the 
task that President Kennedy called for long ago. "Let us focus," he said, "on a more practical, more 
attainable peace, based not on a sudden revolution in human nature but on a gradual evolution in 
human institutions." A gradual evolution of human institutions. What might this evolution look 
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like? What might these practical steps be? To begin with, I believe that all nations -- strong and 
weak alike -- must adhere to standards that govern the use of force. I -- like any head of state -- re-
serve the right to act unilaterally if necessary to defend my nation. Nevertheless, I am convinced 
that adhering to standards, international standards, strengthens those who do, and isolates and 
weakens those who don't. 
The world rallied around America after the 9/11 attacks, and continues to support our efforts in 
Afghanistan, because of the horror of those senseless attacks and the recognized principle of self-
defense. Likewise, the world recognized the need to confront Saddam Hussein when he invaded 
Kuwait -- a consensus that sent a clear message to all about the cost of aggression. Furthermore, 
America -- in fact, no nation -- can insist that others follow the rules of the road if we refuse to fol-
low them ourselves. For when we don't, our actions appear arbitrary and undercut the legitimacy 
of future interventions, no matter how justified. And this becomes particularly important when the 
purpose of military action extends beyond self-defense or the defense of one nation against an ag-
gressor. More and more, we all confront difficult questions about how to prevent the slaughter of 
civilians by their own government, or to stop a civil war whose violence and suffering can engulf 
an entire region. 
I believe that force can be justified on humanitarian grounds, as it was in the Balkans, or in other 
places that have been scarred by war. Inaction tears at our conscience and can lead to more costly 
intervention later. That's why all responsible nations must embrace the role that militaries with a 
clear mandate can play to keep the peace. America's commitment to global security will never wa-
ver. But in a world in which threats are more diffuse, and missions more complex, America cannot 
act alone. America alone cannot secure the peace. This is true in Afghanistan. This is true in failed 
states like Somalia, where terrorism and piracy is joined by famine and human suffering. And sad-
ly, it will continue to be true in unstable regions for years to come. The leaders and soldiers of 
NATO countries, and other friends and allies, demonstrate this truth through the capacity and 
courage they've shown in Afghanistan. But in many countries, there is a disconnect between the 
efforts of those who serve and the ambivalence of the broader public. 
I understand why war is not popular, but I also know this: The belief that peace is desirable is rare-
ly enough to achieve it. Peace requires responsibility. Peace entails sacrifice. That's why NATO 
continues to be indispensable. That's why we must strengthen U.N. and regional peacekeeping, 
and not leave the task to a few countries. That's why we honor those who return home from peace-
keeping and training abroad to Oslo and Rome; to Ottawa and Sydney; to Dhaka and Kigali -- we 
honor them not as makers of war, but of wagers -- but as wagers of peace. Let me make one final 
point about the use of force. Even as we make difficult decisions about going to war, we must also 
think clearly about how we fight it. The Nobel Committee recognized this truth in awarding its 
first prize for peace to Henry Dunant -- the founder of the Red Cross, and a driving force behind 
the Geneva Conventions. 
Where force is necessary, we have a moral and strategic interest in binding ourselves to certain 
rules of conduct. And even as we confront a vicious adversary that abides by no rules, I believe the 
United States of America must remain a standard bearer in the conduct of war. That is what makes 
us different from those whom we fight. That is a source of our strength. That is why I prohibited 
torture. That is why I ordered the prison at Guantanamo Bay closed. And that is why I have reaf-
firmed America's commitment to abide by the Geneva Conventions. We lose ourselves when we 
compromise the very ideals that we fight to defend. (Applause.) And we honor -- we honor those 
ideals by upholding them not when it's easy, but when it is hard. I have spoken at some length to 
the question that must weigh on our minds and our hearts as we choose to wage war. But let me 
now turn to our effort to avoid such tragic choices, and speak of three ways that we can build a just 
and lasting peace. 
First, in dealing with those nations that break rules and laws, I believe that we must develop alter-
natives to violence that are tough enough to actually change behavior -- for if we want a lasting 
peace, then the words of the international community must mean something. Those regimes that 
break the rules must be held accountable. Sanctions must exact a real price. Intransigence must be 
met with increased pressure -- and such pressure exists only when the world stands together as 
one. One urgent example is the effort to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, and to seek a 
world without them. In the middle of the last century, nations agreed to be bound by a treaty 
whose bargain is clear: All will have access to peaceful nuclear power; those without nuclear 
weapons will forsake them; and those with nuclear weapons will work towards disarmament. I am 
committed to upholding this treaty. It is a centerpiece of my foreign policy. And I'm working with 
President Medvedev to reduce America and Russia's nuclear stockpiles. But it is also incumbent 
upon all of us to insist that nations like Iran and North Korea do not game the system. Those who 



Appendix – President – Speech XVIII Acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize 

181 
 

claim to respect international law cannot avert their eyes when those laws are flouted. Those who 
care for their own security cannot ignore the danger of an arms race in the Middle East or East 
Asia. Those who seek peace cannot stand idly by as nations arm themselves for nuclear war. 
The same principle applies to those who violate international laws by brutalizing their own people. 
When there is genocide in Darfur, systematic rape in Congo, repression in Burma -- there must be 
consequences. Yes, there will be engagement; yes, there will be diplomacy -- but there must be 
consequences when those things fail. And the closer we stand together, the less likely we will be 
faced with the choice between armed intervention and complicity in oppression. 
This brings me to a second point -- the nature of the peace that we seek. For peace is not merely 
the absence of visible conflict. Only a just peace based on the inherent rights and dignity of every 
individual can truly be lasting. It was this insight that drove drafters of the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights after the Second World War. In the wake of devastation, they recognized that if 
human rights are not protected, peace is a hollow promise. And yet too often, these words are ig-
nored. For some countries, the failure to uphold human rights is excused by the false suggestion 
that these are somehow Western principles, foreign to local cultures or stages of a nation's devel-
opment. And within America, there has long been a tension between those who describe them-
selves as realists or idealists -- a tension that suggests a stark choice between the narrow pursuit of 
interests or an endless campaign to impose our values around the world. I reject these choices. 
I believe that peace is unstable where citizens are denied the right to speak freely or worship as 
they please; choose their own leaders or assemble without fear. Pent-up grievances fester, and the 
suppression of tribal and religious identity can lead to violence. We also know that the opposite is 
true. Only when Europe became free did it finally find peace. America has never fought a war 
against a democracy, and our closest friends are governments that protect the rights of their citi-
zens. No matter how callously defined, neither America's interests -- nor the world's -- are served 
by the denial of human aspirations. So even as we respect the unique culture and traditions of dif-
ferent countries, America will always be a voice for those aspirations that are universal. We will 
bear witness to the quiet dignity of reformers like Aung Sang Suu Kyi; to the bravery of Zimba-
bweans who cast their ballots in the face of beatings; to the hundreds of thousands who have 
marched silently through the streets of Iran. It is telling that the leaders of these governments fear 
the aspirations of their own people more than the power of any other nation. And it is the respon-
sibility of all free people and free nations to make clear that these movements -- these movements 
of hope and history -- they have us on their side. Let me also say this: The promotion of human 
rights cannot be about exhortation alone. At times, it must be coupled with painstaking diplomacy. 
I know that engagement with repressive regimes lacks the satisfying purity of indignation. But I 
also know that sanctions without outreach -- condemnation without discussion -- can carry forward 
only a crippling status quo. No repressive regime can move down a new path unless it has the 
choice of an open door. In light of the Cultural Revolution's horrors, Nixon's meeting with Mao 
appeared inexcusable -- and yet it surely helped set China on a path where millions of its citizens 
have been lifted from poverty and connected to open societies. Pope John Paul's engagement with 
Poland created space not just for the Catholic Church, but for labor leaders like Lech Walesa. 
Ronald Reagan's efforts on arms control and embrace of perestroika not only improved relations 
with the Soviet Union, but empowered dissidents throughout Eastern Europe. There's no simple 
formula here. But we must try as best we can to balance isolation and engagement, pressure and 
incentives, so that human rights and dignity are advanced over time.  
Third, a just peace includes not only civil and political rights -- it must encompass economic secu-
rity and opportunity. For true peace is not just freedom from fear, but freedom from want. It is un-
doubtedly true that development rarely takes root without security; it is also true that security does 
not exist where human beings do not have access to enough food, or clean water, or the medicine 
and shelter they need to survive. It does not exist where children can't aspire to a decent education 
or a job that supports a family. The absence of hope can rot a society from within. And that's why 
helping farmers feed their own people -- or nations educate their children and care for the sick -- is 
not mere charity. It's also why the world must come together to confront climate change. There is 
little scientific dispute that if we do nothing, we will face more drought, more famine, more mass 
displacement -- all of which will fuel more conflict for decades. For this reason, it is not merely 
scientists and environmental activists who call for swift and forceful action -- it's military leaders 
in my own country and others who understand our common security hangs in the balance. Agree-
ments among nations. Strong institutions. Support for human rights. Investments in development. 
All these are vital ingredients in bringing about the evolution that President Kennedy spoke about. 
And yet, I do not believe that we will have the will, the determination, the staying power, to com-
plete this work without something more -- and that's the continued expansion of our moral imagi-
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nation; an insistence that there's something irreducible that we all share. 
As the world grows smaller, you might think it would be easier for human beings to recognize how 
similar we are; to understand that we're all basically seeking the same things; that we all hope for 
the chance to live out our lives with some measure of happiness and fulfillment for ourselves and 
our families. And yet somehow, given the dizzying pace of globalization, the cultural leveling of 
modernity, it perhaps comes as no surprise that people fear the loss of what they cherish in their 
particular identities -- their race, their tribe, and perhaps most powerfully their religion. In some 
places, this fear has led to conflict. At times, it even feels like we're moving backwards. We see it 
in the Middle East, as the conflict between Arabs and Jews seems to harden. We see it in nations 
that are torn asunder by tribal lines. And most dangerously, we see it in the way that religion is 
used to justify the murder of innocents by those who have distorted and defiled the great religion 
of Islam, and who attacked my country from Afghanistan. These extremists are not the first to kill 
in the name of God; the cruelties of the Crusades are amply recorded. But they remind us that no 
Holy War can ever be a just war. For if you truly believe that you are carrying out divine will, then 
there is no need for restraint -- no need to spare the pregnant mother, or the medic, or the Red 
Cross worker, or even a person of one's own faith. Such a warped view of religion is not just in-
compatible with the concept of peace, but I believe it's incompatible with the very purpose of faith 
-- for the one rule that lies at the heart of every major religion is that we do unto others as we 
would have them do unto us. 
Adhering to this law of love has always been the core struggle of human nature. For we are falli-
ble. We make mistakes, and fall victim to the temptations of pride, and power, and sometimes evil. 
Even those of us with the best of intentions will at times fail to right the wrongs before us. 
But we do not have to think that human nature is perfect for us to still believe that the human con-
dition can be perfected. We do not have to live in an idealized world to still reach for those ideals 
that will make it a better place. The non-violence practiced by men like Gandhi and King may not 
have been practical or possible in every circumstance, but the love that they preached -- their fun-
damental faith in human progress -- that must always be the North Star that guides us on our jour-
ney. 
For if we lose that faith -- if we dismiss it as silly or naïve; if we divorce it from the decisions that 
we make on issues of war and peace -- then we lose what's best about humanity. We lose our sense 
of possibility. We lose our moral compass. Like generations have before us, we must reject that fu-
ture. As Dr. King said at this occasion so many years ago, "I refuse to accept despair as the final 
response to the ambiguities of history. I refuse to accept the idea that the 'isness' of man's present 
condition makes him morally incapable of reaching up for the eternal 'oughtness' that forever con-
fronts him." Let us reach for the world that ought to be -- that spark of the divine that still stirs 
within each of our souls. (Applause.) 
Somewhere today, in the here and now, in the world as it is, a soldier sees he's outgunned, but 
stands firm to keep the peace. Somewhere today, in this world, a young protestor awaits the brutal-
ity of her government, but has the courage to march on. Somewhere today, a mother facing punish-
ing poverty still takes the time to teach her child, scrapes together what few coins she has to send 
that child to school -- because she believes that a cruel world still has a place for that child's 
dreams. 
Let us live by their example. We can acknowledge that oppression will always be with us, and still 
strive for justice. We can admit the intractability of depravation, and still strive for dignity. Clear-
eyed, we can understand that there will be war, and still strive for peace. We can do that -- for that 
is the story of human progress; that's the hope of all the world; and at this moment of challenge, 
that must be our work here on Earth. 
Thank you very much. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XIX 
Strengthening Intelligence and Aviation Security 
 
Washington, D.C. | January 07, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Good afternoon, everybody. The immediate reviews that I ordered after 
the failed Christmas terrorist attack are now complete. I was just briefed on the findings and rec-
ommendations for reform, and I believe it's important that the American people understand the 
new steps that we're taking to prevent attacks and keep our country safe.  
This afternoon, my Counterterrorism and Homeland Security Advisor, John Brennan, will discuss 
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his review into our terrorist watchlist system -- how our government failed to connect the dots in a 
way that would have prevented a known terrorist from boarding a plane for America, and the steps 
we're going to take to prevent that from happening again. 
Secretary of Homeland Security Janet Napolitano will discuss her review of aviation screening, 
technology and procedures —- how that terrorist boarded a plane with explosives that could have 
killed nearly 300 innocent people, and how we'll strengthen aviation security going forward. 
So today I want to just briefly summarize their conclusions and the steps that I've ordered to ad-
dress them. 
In our ever-changing world, America's first line of defense is timely, accurate intelligence that is 
shared, integrated, analyzed, and acted upon quickly and effectively. That's what the intelligence 
reforms after the 9/11 attacks largely achieved. That's what our intelligence community does every 
day. But, unfortunately, that's not what happened in the lead-up to Christmas Day. It's now clear 
that shortcomings occurred in three broad and compounding ways.  
First, although our intelligence community had learned a great deal about the al Qaeda affiliate in 
Yemen -- called al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula -- that we knew that they sought to strike the 
United States and that they were recruiting operatives to do so -- the intelligence community did 
not aggressively follow up on and prioritize particular streams of intelligence related to a possible 
attack against the homeland. 
Second, this contributed to a larger failure of analysis —- a failure to connect the dots of intelli-
gence that existed across our intelligence community and which, together, could have revealed that 
Abdulmutallab was planning an attack. 
Third, this, in turn, fed into shortcomings in the watch-listing system which resulted in this person 
not being placed on the "no fly" list, thereby allowing him to board that plane in Amsterdam for 
Detroit.  
In sum, the U.S. government had the information -- scattered throughout the system -- to potential-
ly uncover this plot and disrupt the attack. Rather than a failure to collect or share intelligence, this 
was a failure to connect and understand the intelligence that we already had. 
That's why we took swift action in the immediate days following Christmas, including reviewing 
and updating the terrorist watchlist system and adding more individuals to the "no fly" list, and di-
recting our embassies and consulates to include current visa information in their warnings of indi-
viduals with terrorist or suspected terrorist ties.  
Today, I'm directing a series of additional corrective steps across multiple agencies. Broadly 
speaking, they fall into four areas. 
First, I'm directing that our intelligence community immediately begin assigning specific responsi-
bility for investigating all leads on high-priority threats so that these leads are pursued and acted 
upon aggressively -- not just most of the time, but all of the time. We must follow the leads that we 
get. And we must pursue them until plots are disrupted. And that means assigning clear lines of re-
sponsibility. 
Second, I'm directing that intelligence reports, especially those involving potential threats to the 
United States, be distributed more rapidly and more widely. We can't sit on information that could 
protect the American people. 
Third, I'm directing that we strengthen the analytical process, how our analysis -- how our analysts 
process and integrate the intelligence that they receive. My Director of National Intelligence, Den-
ny Blair, will take the lead in improving our day-to-day efforts. My Intelligence Advisory Board 
will examine the longer-term challenge of sifting through vast universes of intelligence and data in 
our Information Age.  
And finally, I'm ordering an immediate effort to strengthen the criteria used to add individuals to 
our terrorist watchlists, especially the "no fly" list. We must do better in keeping dangerous people 
off airplanes, while still facilitating air travel. 
So taken together, these reforms will improve the intelligence community's ability to collect, share, 
integrate, analyze, and act on intelligence swiftly and effectively. In short, they will help our intel-
ligence community do its job even better and protect American lives. 
But even the best intelligence can't identify in advance every individual who would do us harm. So 
we need the security -- at our airports, ports, and borders, and through our partnerships with other 
nations -- to prevent terrorists from entering America.  
At the Amsterdam airport, Abdulmutallab was subjected to the same screening as other passen-
gers. He was required to show his documents -- including a valid U.S. visa. His carry-on bag was 
X-rayed. He passed through a metal detector. But a metal detector can't detect the kind of explo-
sives that were sewn into his clothes. 
As Secretary Napolitano will explain, the screening technologies that might have detected these 
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explosives are in use at the Amsterdam airport, but not at the specific checkpoints that he passed 
through. Indeed, most airports in the world -- and in the United States -- do not yet have these 
technologies. Now, there's no silver bullet to securing the thousands of flights into America each 
day, domestic and international. It will require significant investments in many areas. And that's 
why, even before the Christmas attack, we increased investments in homeland security and avia-
tion security. This includes an additional $1 billion in new systems and technologies that we need 
to protect our airports -- more baggage screening, more passenger screening and more advanced 
explosive detection capabilities, including those that can improve our ability to detect the kind of 
explosive used on Christmas. These are major investments and they'll make our skies safer and 
more secure. 
As I announced this week, we've taken a whole range of steps to improve aviation screening and 
security since Christmas, including new rules for how we handle visas within the government and 
enhanced screening for passengers flying from, or through, certain countries.  
And today, I'm directing that the Department of Homeland Security take additional steps, includ-
ing: strengthening our international partnerships to improve aviation screening and security around 
the world; greater use of the advanced explosive detection technologies that we already have, in-
cluding imaging technology; and working aggressively, in cooperation with the Department of En-
ergy and our National Labs, to develop and deploy the next generation of screening technologies. 
Now, there is, of course, no foolproof solution. As we develop new screening technologies and 
procedures, our adversaries will seek new ways to evade them, as was shown by the Christmas at-
tack. In the never-ending race to protect our country, we have to stay one step ahead of a nimble 
adversary. That's what these steps are designed to do. And we will continue to work with Congress 
to ensure that our intelligence, homeland security, and law enforcement communities have the re-
sources they need to keep the American people safe. 
I ordered these two immediate reviews so that we could take immediate action to secure our coun-
try. But in the weeks and months ahead, we will continue a sustained and intensive effort of analy-
sis and assessment, so that we leave no stone unturned in seeking better ways to protect the Amer-
ican people.  
I have repeatedly made it clear -- in public with the American people, and in private with my na-
tional security team -- that I will hold my staff, our agencies and the people in them accountable 
when they fail to perform their responsibilities at the highest levels.  
Now, at this stage in the review process it appears that this incident was not the fault of a single 
individual or organization, but rather a systemic failure across organizations and agencies. That's 
why, in addition to the corrective efforts that I've ordered, I've directed agency heads to establish 
internal accountability reviews, and directed my national security staff to monitor their efforts. We 
will measure progress. And John Brennan will report back to me within 30 days and on a regular 
basis after that. All of these agencies -- and their leaders -- are responsible for implementing these 
reforms. And all will be held accountable if they don't.  
Moreover, I am less interested in passing out blame than I am in learning from and correcting the-
se mistakes to make us safer. For ultimately, the buck stops with me. As President, I have a solemn 
responsibility to protect our nation and our people. And when the system fails, it is my responsibil-
ity.  
Over the past two weeks, we've been reminded again of the challenge we face in protecting our 
country against a foe that is bent on our destruction. And while passions and politics can often ob-
scure the hard work before us, let's be clear about what this moment demands. We are at war. We 
are at war against al Qaeda, a far-reaching network of violence and hatred that attacked us on 9/11, 
that killed nearly 3,000 innocent people, and that is plotting to strike us again. And we will do 
whatever it takes to defeat them. 
And we've made progress. Al Qaeda's leadership is hunkered down. We have worked closely with 
partners, including Yemen, to inflict major blows against al Qaeda leaders. And we have disrupted 
plots at home and abroad, and saved American lives. 
And we know that the vast majority of Muslims reject al Qaeda. But it is clear that al Qaeda in-
creasingly seeks to recruit individuals without known terrorist affiliations not just in the Middle 
East, but in Africa and other places, to do their bidding. That's why I've directed my national secu-
rity team to develop a strategy that addresses the unique challenges posed by lone recruits. And 
that's why we must communicate clearly to Muslims around the world that al Qaeda offers nothing 
except a bankrupt vision of misery and death –- including the murder of fellow Muslims –- while 
the United States stands with those who seek justice and progress. 
To advance that progress, we've sought new beginnings with Muslim communities around the 
world, one in which we engage on the basis of mutual interest and mutual respect, and work to-
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gether to fulfill the aspirations that all people share -- to get an education, to work with dignity, to 
live in peace and security. That's what America believes in. That's the vision that is far more pow-
erful than the hatred of these violent extremists. 
Here at home, we will strengthen our defenses, but we will not succumb to a siege mentality that 
sacrifices the open society and liberties and values that we cherish as Americans, because great 
and proud nations don't hunker down and hide behind walls of suspicion and mistrust. That is ex-
actly what our adversaries want, and so long as I am President, we will never hand them that victo-
ry. We will define the character of our country, not some band of small men intent on killing inno-
cent men, women and children. 
And in this cause, every one of us -- every American, every elected official -- can do our part. In-
stead of giving into cynicism and division, let's move forward with the confidence and optimism 
and unity that defines us as a people. For now is not a time for partisanship, it's a time for citizen-
ship -- a time to come together and work together with the seriousness of purpose that our national 
security demands. 
That's what it means to be strong in the face of violent extremism. That's how we will prevail in 
this fight. And that's how we will protect our country and pass it -- safer and stronger -- to the next 
generation. 
Thanks very much. 

 
 

Speech XX 
Cairo Speech 
 
Cairo, Egypt | June 04, 2009 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you very much. Good afternoon. I am honored to be in the timeless 
city of Cairo, and to be hosted by two remarkable institutions. For over a thousand years, Al-Azhar 
has stood as a beacon of Islamic learning; and for over a century, Cairo University has been a 
source of Egypt's advancement. And together, you represent the harmony between tradition and 
progress. I'm grateful for your hospitality, and the hospitality of the people of Egypt. And I'm also 
proud to carry with me the goodwill of the American people, and a greeting of peace from Muslim 
communities in my country: Assalaamu alaykum. (Applause.) 
We meet at a time of great tension between the United States and Muslims around the world -- 
tension rooted in historical forces that go beyond any current policy debate. The relationship be-
tween Islam and the West includes centuries of coexistence and cooperation, but also conflict and 
religious wars. More recently, tension has been fed by colonialism that denied rights and opportu-
nities to many Muslims, and a Cold War in which Muslim-majority countries were too often treat-
ed as proxies without regard to their own aspirations. Moreover, the sweeping change brought by 
modernity and globalization led many Muslims to view the West as hostile to the traditions of Is-
lam. 
Violent extremists have exploited these tensions in a small but potent minority of Muslims. The at-
tacks of September 11, 2001 and the continued efforts of these extremists to engage in violence 
against civilians has led some in my country to view Islam as inevitably hostile not only to Ameri-
ca and Western countries, but also to human rights. All this has bred more fear and more mistrust. 
So long as our relationship is defined by our differences, we will empower those who sow hatred 
rather than peace, those who promote conflict rather than the cooperation that can help all of our 
people achieve justice and prosperity. And this cycle of suspicion and discord must end. 
I've come here to Cairo to seek a new beginning between the United States and Muslims around 
the world, one based on mutual interest and mutual respect, and one based upon the truth that 
America and Islam are not exclusive and need not be in competition. Instead, they overlap, and 
share common principles -- principles of justice and progress; tolerance and the dignity of all hu-
man beings. 
I do so recognizing that change cannot happen overnight. I know there's been a lot of publicity 
about this speech, but no single speech can eradicate years of mistrust, nor can I answer in the time 
that I have this afternoon all the complex questions that brought us to this point. But I am con-
vinced that in order to move forward, we must say openly to each other the things we hold in our 
hearts and that too often are said only behind closed doors. There must be a sustained effort to lis-
ten to each other; to learn from each other; to respect one another; and to seek common ground. As 
the Holy Koran tells us, "Be conscious of God and speak always the truth." (Applause.) That is 
what I will try to do today -- to speak the truth as best I can, humbled by the task before us, and 
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firm in my belief that the interests we share as human beings are far more powerful than the forces 
that drive us apart. 
Now part of this conviction is rooted in my own experience. I'm a Christian, but my father came 
from a Kenyan family that includes generations of Muslims. As a boy, I spent several years in In-
donesia and heard the call of the azaan at the break of dawn and at the fall of dusk. As a young 
man, I worked in Chicago communities where many found dignity and peace in their Muslim 
faith. 
As a student of history, I also know civilization's debt to Islam. It was Islam -- at places like Al-
Azhar -- that carried the light of learning through so many centuries, paving the way for Europe's 
Renaissance and Enlightenment. It was innovation in Muslim communities -- (applause) -- it was 
innovation in Muslim communities that developed the order of algebra; our magnetic compass and 
tools of navigation; our mastery of pens and printing; our understanding of how disease spreads 
and how it can be healed. Islamic culture has given us majestic arches and soaring spires; timeless 
poetry and cherished music; elegant calligraphy and places of peaceful contemplation. And 
throughout history, Islam has demonstrated through words and deeds the possibilities of religious 
tolerance and racial equality. (Applause.) 
I also know that Islam has always been a part of America's story. The first nation to recognize my 
country was Morocco. In signing the Treaty of Tripoli in 1796, our second President, John Adams, 
wrote, "The United States has in itself no character of enmity against the laws, religion or tranquil-
ity of Muslims." And since our founding, American Muslims have enriched the United States. 
They have fought in our wars, they have served in our government, they have stood for civil rights, 
they have started businesses, they have taught at our universities, they've excelled in our sports 
arenas, they've won Nobel Prizes, built our tallest building, and lit the Olympic Torch. And when 
the first Muslim American was recently elected to Congress, he took the oath to defend our Con-
stitution using the same Holy Koran that one of our Founding Fathers -- Thomas Jefferson -- kept 
in his personal library. (Applause.) 
So I have known Islam on three continents before coming to the region where it was first revealed. 
That experience guides my conviction that partnership between America and Islam must be based 
on what Islam is, not what it isn't. And I consider it part of my responsibility as President of the 
United States to fight against negative stereotypes of Islam wherever they appear. (Applause.) 
But that same principle must apply to Muslim perceptions of America. (Applause.) Just as Mus-
lims do not fit a crude stereotype, America is not the crude stereotype of a self-interested empire. 
The United States has been one of the greatest sources of progress that the world has ever known. 
We were born out of revolution against an empire. We were founded upon the ideal that all are 
created equal, and we have shed blood and struggled for centuries to give meaning to those words 
-- within our borders, and around the world. We are shaped by every culture, drawn from every 
end of the Earth, and dedicated to a simple concept: E pluribus unum -- "Out of many, one."  
Now, much has been made of the fact that an African American with the name Barack Hussein 
Obama could be elected President. (Applause.) But my personal story is not so unique. The dream 
of opportunity for all people has not come true for everyone in America, but its promise exists for 
all who come to our shores -- and that includes nearly 7 million American Muslims in our country 
today who, by the way, enjoy incomes and educational levels that are higher than the American 
average. (Applause.) 
Moreover, freedom in America is indivisible from the freedom to practice one's religion. That is 
why there is a mosque in every state in our union, and over 1,200 mosques within our borders. 
That's why the United States government has gone to court to protect the right of women and girls 
to wear the hijab and to punish those who would deny it. (Applause.) 
So let there be no doubt: Islam is a part of America. And I believe that America holds within her 
the truth that regardless of race, religion, or station in life, all of us share common aspirations -- to 
live in peace and security; to get an education and to work with dignity; to love our families, our 
communities, and our God. These things we share. This is the hope of all humanity. 
Of course, recognizing our common humanity is only the beginning of our task. Words alone can-
not meet the needs of our people. These needs will be met only if we act boldly in the years ahead; 
and if we understand that the challenges we face are shared, and our failure to meet them will hurt 
us all. 
For we have learned from recent experience that when a financial system weakens in one country, 
prosperity is hurt everywhere. When a new flu infects one human being, all are at risk. When one 
nation pursues a nuclear weapon, the risk of nuclear attack rises for all nations. When violent ex-
tremists operate in one stretch of mountains, people are endangered across an ocean. When inno-
cents in Bosnia and Darfur are slaughtered, that is a stain on our collective conscience. (Applause.) 
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That is what it means to share this world in the 21st century. That is the responsibility we have to 
one another as human beings. 
And this is a difficult responsibility to embrace. For human history has often been a record of na-
tions and tribes -- and, yes, religions -- subjugating one another in pursuit of their own interests. 
Yet in this new age, such attitudes are self-defeating. Given our interdependence, any world order 
that elevates one nation or group of people over another will inevitably fail. So whatever we think 
of the past, we must not be prisoners to it. Our problems must be dealt with through partnership; 
our progress must be shared. (Applause.) 
Now, that does not mean we should ignore sources of tension. Indeed, it suggests the opposite: We 
must face these tensions squarely. And so in that spirit, let me speak as clearly and as plainly as I 
can about some specific issues that I believe we must finally confront together.  
The first issue that we have to confront is violent extremism in all of its forms. 
In Ankara, I made clear that America is not -- and never will be -- at war with Islam. (Applause.) 
We will, however, relentlessly confront violent extremists who pose a grave threat to our security -
- because we reject the same thing that people of all faiths reject: the killing of innocent men, 
women, and children. And it is my first duty as President to protect the American people. 
The situation in Afghanistan demonstrates America's goals, and our need to work together. Over 
seven years ago, the United States pursued al Qaeda and the Taliban with broad international sup-
port. We did not go by choice; we went because of necessity. I'm aware that there's still some who 
would question or even justify the events of 9/11. But let us be clear: Al Qaeda killed nearly 3,000 
people on that day. The victims were innocent men, women and children from America and many 
other nations who had done nothing to harm anybody. And yet al Qaeda chose to ruthlessly mur-
der these people, claimed credit for the attack, and even now states their determination to kill on a 
massive scale. They have affiliates in many countries and are trying to expand their reach. These 
are not opinions to be debated; these are facts to be dealt with. 
Now, make no mistake: We do not want to keep our troops in Afghanistan. We see no military -- 
we seek no military bases there. It is agonizing for America to lose our young men and women. It 
is costly and politically difficult to continue this conflict. We would gladly bring every single one 
of our troops home if we could be confident that there were not violent extremists in Afghanistan 
and now Pakistan determined to kill as many Americans as they possibly can. But that is not yet 
the case. 
And that's why we're partnering with a coalition of 46 countries. And despite the costs involved, 
America's commitment will not weaken. Indeed, none of us should tolerate those extremists. They 
have killed in many countries. They have killed people of different faiths -- but more than any oth-
er, they have killed Muslims. Their actions are irreconcilable with the rights of human beings, the 
progress of nations, and with Islam. The Holy Koran teaches that whoever kills an innocent is as -- 
it is as if he has killed all mankind. (Applause.) And the Holy Koran also says whoever saves a 
person, it is as if he has saved all mankind. (Applause.) The enduring faith of over a billion people 
is so much bigger than the narrow hatred of a few. Islam is not part of the problem in combating 
violent extremism -- it is an important part of promoting peace.  
Now, we also know that military power alone is not going to solve the problems in Afghanistan 
and Pakistan. That's why we plan to invest $1.5 billion each year over the next five years to partner 
with Pakistanis to build schools and hospitals, roads and businesses, and hundreds of millions to 
help those who've been displaced. That's why we are providing more than $2.8 billion to help Af-
ghans develop their economy and deliver services that people depend on. 
Let me also address the issue of Iraq. Unlike Afghanistan, Iraq was a war of choice that provoked 
strong differences in my country and around the world. Although I believe that the Iraqi people are 
ultimately better off without the tyranny of Saddam Hussein, I also believe that events in Iraq have 
reminded America of the need to use diplomacy and build international consensus to resolve our 
problems whenever possible. (Applause.) Indeed, we can recall the words of Thomas Jefferson, 
who said: "I hope that our wisdom will grow with our power, and teach us that the less we use our 
power the greater it will be." 
Today, America has a dual responsibility: to help Iraq forge a better future -- and to leave Iraq to 
Iraqis. And I have made it clear to the Iraqi people -- (applause) -- I have made it clear to the Iraqi 
people that we pursue no bases, and no claim on their territory or resources. Iraq's sovereignty is 
its own. And that's why I ordered the removal of our combat brigades by next August. That is why 
we will honor our agreement with Iraq's democratically elected government to remove combat 
troops from Iraqi cities by July, and to remove all of our troops from Iraq by 2012. (Applause.) We 
will help Iraq train its security forces and develop its economy. But we will support a secure and 
united Iraq as a partner, and never as a patron. 
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And finally, just as America can never tolerate violence by extremists, we must never alter or for-
get our principles. Nine-eleven was an enormous trauma to our country. The fear and anger that it 
provoked was understandable, but in some cases, it led us to act contrary to our traditions and our 
ideals. We are taking concrete actions to change course. I have unequivocally prohibited the use of 
torture by the United States, and I have ordered the prison at Guantanamo Bay closed by early next 
year. (Applause.) 
So America will defend itself, respectful of the sovereignty of nations and the rule of law. And we 
will do so in partnership with Muslim communities which are also threatened. The sooner the ex-
tremists are isolated and unwelcome in Muslim communities, the sooner we will all be safer. 
The second major source of tension that we need to discuss is the situation between Israelis, Pales-
tinians and the Arab world. 
America's strong bonds with Israel are well known. This bond is unbreakable. It is based upon cul-
tural and historical ties, and the recognition that the aspiration for a Jewish homeland is rooted in a 
tragic history that cannot be denied. 
Around the world, the Jewish people were persecuted for centuries, and anti-Semitism in Europe 
culminated in an unprecedented Holocaust. Tomorrow, I will visit Buchenwald, which was part of 
a network of camps where Jews were enslaved, tortured, shot and gassed to death by the Third 
Reich. Six million Jews were killed -- more than the entire Jewish population of Israel today. 
Denying that fact is baseless, it is ignorant, and it is hateful. Threatening Israel with destruction -- 
or repeating vile stereotypes about Jews -- is deeply wrong, and only serves to evoke in the minds 
of Israelis this most painful of memories while preventing the peace that the people of this region 
deserve. 
On the other hand, it is also undeniable that the Palestinian people -- Muslims and Christians -- 
have suffered in pursuit of a homeland. For more than 60 years they've endured the pain of dislo-
cation. Many wait in refugee camps in the West Bank, Gaza, and neighboring lands for a life of 
peace and security that they have never been able to lead. They endure the daily humiliations -- 
large and small -- that come with occupation. So let there be no doubt: The situation for the Pales-
tinian people is intolerable. And America will not turn our backs on the legitimate Palestinian aspi-
ration for dignity, opportunity, and a state of their own. (Applause.) 
For decades then, there has been a stalemate: two peoples with legitimate aspirations, each with a 
painful history that makes compromise elusive. It's easy to point fingers -- for Palestinians to point 
to the displacement brought about by Israel's founding, and for Israelis to point to the constant hos-
tility and attacks throughout its history from within its borders as well as beyond. But if we see 
this conflict only from one side or the other, then we will be blind to the truth: The only resolution 
is for the aspirations of both sides to be met through two states, where Israelis and Palestinians 
each live in peace and security. (Applause.) 
That is in Israel's interest, Palestine's interest, America's interest, and the world's interest. And that 
is why I intend to personally pursue this outcome with all the patience and dedication that the task 
requires. (Applause.) The obligations -- the obligations that the parties have agreed to under the 
road map are clear. For peace to come, it is time for them -- and all of us -- to live up to our re-
sponsibilities. 
Palestinians must abandon violence. Resistance through violence and killing is wrong and it does 
not succeed. For centuries, black people in America suffered the lash of the whip as slaves and the 
humiliation of segregation. But it was not violence that won full and equal rights. It was a peaceful 
and determined insistence upon the ideals at the center of America's founding. This same story can 
be told by people from South Africa to South Asia; from Eastern Europe to Indonesia. It's a story 
with a simple truth: that violence is a dead end. It is a sign neither of courage nor power to shoot 
rockets at sleeping children, or to blow up old women on a bus. That's not how moral authority is 
claimed; that's how it is surrendered. 
Now is the time for Palestinians to focus on what they can build. The Palestinian Authority must 
develop its capacity to govern, with institutions that serve the needs of its people. Hamas does 
have support among some Palestinians, but they also have to recognize they have responsibilities. 
To play a role in fulfilling Palestinian aspirations, to unify the Palestinian people, Hamas must put 
an end to violence, recognize past agreements, recognize Israel's right to exist. 
At the same time, Israelis must acknowledge that just as Israel's right to exist cannot be denied, 
neither can Palestine's. The United States does not accept the legitimacy of continued Israeli set-
tlements. (Applause.) This construction violates previous agreements and undermines efforts to 
achieve peace. It is time for these settlements to stop. (Applause.) 
And Israel must also live up to its obligation to ensure that Palestinians can live and work and de-
velop their society. Just as it devastates Palestinian families, the continuing humanitarian crisis in 
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Gaza does not serve Israel's security; neither does the continuing lack of opportunity in the West 
Bank. Progress in the daily lives of the Palestinian people must be a critical part of a road to peace, 
and Israel must take concrete steps to enable such progress.  
And finally, the Arab states must recognize that the Arab Peace Initiative was an important begin-
ning, but not the end of their responsibilities. The Arab-Israeli conflict should no longer be used to 
distract the people of Arab nations from other problems. Instead, it must be a cause for action to 
help the Palestinian people develop the institutions that will sustain their state, to recognize Israel's 
legitimacy, and to choose progress over a self-defeating focus on the past. 
America will align our policies with those who pursue peace, and we will say in public what we 
say in private to Israelis and Palestinians and Arabs. (Applause.) We cannot impose peace. But 
privately, many Muslims recognize that Israel will not go away. Likewise, many Israelis recognize 
the need for a Palestinian state. It is time for us to act on what everyone knows to be true. 
Too many tears have been shed. Too much blood has been shed. All of us have a responsibility to 
work for the day when the mothers of Israelis and Palestinians can see their children grow up 
without fear; when the Holy Land of the three great faiths is the place of peace that God intended it 
to be; when Jerusalem is a secure and lasting home for Jews and Christians and Muslims, and a 
place for all of the children of Abraham to mingle peacefully together as in the story of Isra -- (ap-
plause) -- as in the story of Isra, when Moses, Jesus, and Mohammed, peace be upon them, joined 
in prayer. (Applause.) 
The third source of tension is our shared interest in the rights and responsibilities of nations on nu-
clear weapons. 
This issue has been a source of tension between the United States and the Islamic Republic of Iran. 
For many years, Iran has defined itself in part by its opposition to my country, and there is in fact a 
tumultuous history between us. In the middle of the Cold War, the United States played a role in 
the overthrow of a democratically elected Iranian government. Since the Islamic Revolution, Iran 
has played a role in acts of hostage-taking and violence against U.S. troops and civilians. This his-
tory is well known. Rather than remain trapped in the past, I've made it clear to Iran's leaders and 
people that my country is prepared to move forward. The question now is not what Iran is against, 
but rather what future it wants to build. 
I recognize it will be hard to overcome decades of mistrust, but we will proceed with courage, rec-
titude, and resolve. There will be many issues to discuss between our two countries, and we are 
willing to move forward without preconditions on the basis of mutual respect. But it is clear to all 
concerned that when it comes to nuclear weapons, we have reached a decisive point. This is not 
simply about America's interests. It's about preventing a nuclear arms race in the Middle East that 
could lead this region and the world down a hugely dangerous path. 
I understand those who protest that some countries have weapons that others do not. No single na-
tion should pick and choose which nation holds nuclear weapons. And that's why I strongly reaf-
firmed America's commitment to seek a world in which no nations hold nuclear weapons. (Ap-
plause.) And any nation -- including Iran -- should have the right to access peaceful nuclear power 
if it complies with its responsibilities under the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. That commit-
ment is at the core of the treaty, and it must be kept for all who fully abide by it. And I'm hopeful 
that all countries in the region can share in this goal. 
The fourth issue that I will address is democracy. (Applause.) 
I know -- I know there has been controversy about the promotion of democracy in recent years, 
and much of this controversy is connected to the war in Iraq. So let me be clear: No system of 
government can or should be imposed by one nation by any other. That does not lessen my com-
mitment, however, to governments that reflect the will of the people. Each nation gives life to this 
principle in its own way, grounded in the traditions of its own people. America does not presume 
to know what is best for everyone, just as we would not presume to pick the outcome of a peaceful 
election. But I do have an unyielding belief that all people yearn for certain things: the ability to 
speak your mind and have a say in how you are governed; confidence in the rule of law and the 
equal administration of justice; government that is transparent and doesn't steal from the people; 
the freedom to live as you choose. These are not just American ideas; they are human rights. And 
that is why we will support them everywhere. (Applause.) 
Now, there is no straight line to realize this promise. But this much is clear: Governments that pro-
tect these rights are ultimately more stable, successful and secure. Suppressing ideas never suc-
ceeds in making them go away. America respects the right of all peaceful and law-abiding voices 
to be heard around the world, even if we disagree with them. And we will welcome all elected, 
peaceful governments -- provided they govern with respect for all their people. 
This last point is important because there are some who advocate for democracy only when they're 
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out of power; once in power, they are ruthless in suppressing the rights of others. (Applause.) So 
no matter where it takes hold, government of the people and by the people sets a single standard 
for all who would hold power: You must maintain your power through consent, not coercion; you 
must respect the rights of minorities, and participate with a spirit of tolerance and compromise; 
you must place the interests of your people and the legitimate workings of the political process 
above your party. Without these ingredients, elections alone do not make true democracy. 
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Barack Obama, we love you! 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you. (Applause.) The fifth issue that we must address together is 
religious freedom. 
Islam has a proud tradition of tolerance. We see it in the history of Andalusia and Cordoba during 
the Inquisition. I saw it firsthand as a child in Indonesia, where devout Christians worshiped freely 
in an overwhelmingly Muslim country. That is the spirit we need today. People in every country 
should be free to choose and live their faith based upon the persuasion of the mind and the heart 
and the soul. This tolerance is essential for religion to thrive, but it's being challenged in many dif-
ferent ways. 
Among some Muslims, there's a disturbing tendency to measure one's own faith by the rejection of 
somebody else's faith. The richness of religious diversity must be upheld -- whether it is for Maro-
nites in Lebanon or the Copts in Egypt. (Applause.) And if we are being honest, fault lines must be 
closed among Muslims, as well, as the divisions between Sunni and Shia have led to tragic vio-
lence, particularly in Iraq. 
Freedom of religion is central to the ability of peoples to live together. We must always examine 
the ways in which we protect it. For instance, in the United States, rules on charitable giving have 
made it harder for Muslims to fulfill their religious obligation. That's why I'm committed to work-
ing with American Muslims to ensure that they can fulfill zakat.  
Likewise, it is important for Western countries to avoid impeding Muslim citizens from practicing 
religion as they see fit -- for instance, by dictating what clothes a Muslim woman should wear. We 
can't disguise hostility towards any religion behind the pretence of liberalism. In fact, faith should 
bring us together. And that's why we're forging service projects in America to bring together 
Christians, Muslims, and Jews. That's why we welcome efforts like Saudi Arabian King Abdul-
lah's interfaith dialogue and Turkey's leadership in the Alliance of Civilizations. Around the world, 
we can turn dialogue into interfaith service, so bridges between peoples lead to action -- whether it 
is combating malaria in Africa, or providing relief after a natural disaster.  
The sixth issue -- the sixth issue that I want to address is women's rights. (Applause.) I know –- I 
know -- and you can tell from this audience, that there is a healthy debate about this issue. I reject 
the view of some in the West that a woman who chooses to cover her hair is somehow less equal, 
but I do believe that a woman who is denied an education is denied equality. (Applause.) And it is 
no coincidence that countries where women are well educated are far more likely to be prosperous. 
Now, let me be clear: Issues of women's equality are by no means simply an issue for Islam. In 
Turkey, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Indonesia, we've seen Muslim-majority countries elect a woman to 
lead. Meanwhile, the struggle for women's equality continues in many aspects of American life, 
and in countries around the world. 
I am convinced that our daughters can contribute just as much to society as our sons. (Applause.) 
Our common prosperity will be advanced by allowing all humanity -- men and women -- to reach 
their full potential. I do not believe that women must make the same choices as men in order to be 
equal, and I respect those women who choose to live their lives in traditional roles. But it should 
be their choice. And that is why the United States will partner with any Muslim-majority country 
to support expanded literacy for girls, and to help young women pursue employment through mi-
cro-financing that helps people live their dreams. (Applause.) 
Finally, I want to discuss economic development and opportunity. 
I know that for many, the face of globalization is contradictory. The Internet and television can 
bring knowledge and information, but also offensive sexuality and mindless violence into the 
home. Trade can bring new wealth and opportunities, but also huge disruptions and change in 
communities. In all nations -- including America -- this change can bring fear. Fear that because of 
modernity we lose control over our economic choices, our politics, and most importantly our iden-
tities -- those things we most cherish about our communities, our families, our traditions, and our 
faith.  
But I also know that human progress cannot be denied. There need not be contradictions between 
development and tradition. Countries like Japan and South Korea grew their economies enormous-
ly while maintaining distinct cultures. The same is true for the astonishing progress within Mus-
lim-majority countries from Kuala Lumpur to Dubai. In ancient times and in our times, Muslim 
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communities have been at the forefront of innovation and education. 
And this is important because no development strategy can be based only upon what comes out of 
the ground, nor can it be sustained while young people are out of work. Many Gulf states have en-
joyed great wealth as a consequence of oil, and some are beginning to focus it on broader devel-
opment. But all of us must recognize that education and innovation will be the currency of the 21st 
century -- (applause) -- and in too many Muslim communities, there remains underinvestment in 
these areas. I'm emphasizing such investment within my own country. And while America in the 
past has focused on oil and gas when it comes to this part of the world, we now seek a broader en-
gagement. 
On education, we will expand exchange programs, and increase scholarships, like the one that 
brought my father to America. (Applause.) At the same time, we will encourage more Americans 
to study in Muslim communities. And we will match promising Muslim students with internships 
in America; invest in online learning for teachers and children around the world; and create a new 
online network, so a young person in Kansas can communicate instantly with a young person in 
Cairo. 
On economic development, we will create a new corps of business volunteers to partner with 
counterparts in Muslim-majority countries. And I will host a Summit on Entrepreneurship this year 
to identify how we can deepen ties between business leaders, foundations and social entrepreneurs 
in the United States and Muslim communities around the world. 
On science and technology, we will launch a new fund to support technological development in 
Muslim-majority countries, and to help transfer ideas to the marketplace so they can create more 
jobs. We'll open centers of scientific excellence in Africa, the Middle East and Southeast Asia, and 
appoint new science envoys to collaborate on programs that develop new sources of energy, create 
green jobs, digitize records, clean water, grow new crops. Today I'm announcing a new global ef-
fort with the Organization of the Islamic Conference to eradicate polio. And we will also expand 
partnerships with Muslim communities to promote child and maternal health. 
All these things must be done in partnership. Americans are ready to join with citizens and gov-
ernments; community organizations, religious leaders, and businesses in Muslim communities 
around the world to help our people pursue a better life. 
The issues that I have described will not be easy to address. But we have a responsibility to join 
together on behalf of the world that we seek -- a world where extremists no longer threaten our 
people, and American troops have come home; a world where Israelis and Palestinians are each 
secure in a state of their own, and nuclear energy is used for peaceful purposes; a world where 
governments serve their citizens, and the rights of all God's children are respected. Those are mu-
tual interests. That is the world we seek. But we can only achieve it together. 
I know there are many -- Muslim and non-Muslim -- who question whether we can forge this new 
beginning. Some are eager to stoke the flames of division, and to stand in the way of progress. 
Some suggest that it isn't worth the effort -- that we are fated to disagree, and civilizations are 
doomed to clash. Many more are simply skeptical that real change can occur. There's so much 
fear, so much mistrust that has built up over the years. But if we choose to be bound by the past, 
we will never move forward. And I want to particularly say this to young people of every faith, in 
every country -- you, more than anyone, have the ability to reimagine the world, to remake this 
world. 
All of us share this world for but a brief moment in time. The question is whether we spend that 
time focused on what pushes us apart, or whether we commit ourselves to an effort -- a sustained 
effort -- to find common ground, to focus on the future we seek for our children, and to respect the 
dignity of all human beings. 
It's easier to start wars than to end them. It's easier to blame others than to look inward. It's easier 
to see what is different about someone than to find the things we share. But we should choose the 
right path, not just the easy path. There's one rule that lies at the heart of every religion -- that we 
do unto others as we would have them do unto us. (Applause.) This truth transcends nations and 
peoples -- a belief that isn't new; that isn't black or white or brown; that isn't Christian or Muslim 
or Jew. It's a belief that pulsed in the cradle of civilization, and that still beats in the hearts of bil-
lions around the world. It's a faith in other people, and it's what brought me here today. 
We have the power to make the world we seek, but only if we have the courage to make a new be-
ginning, keeping in mind what has been written. 
The Holy Koran tells us: "O mankind! We have created you male and a female; and we have made 
you into nations and tribes so that you may know one another." 
The Talmud tells us: "The whole of the Torah is for the purpose of promoting peace." 
The Holy Bible tells us: "Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God." (Ap-
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plause.) 
The people of the world can live together in peace. We know that is God's vision. Now that must 
be our work here on Earth. 
Thank you. And may God's peace be upon you. Thank you very much. Thank you. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XXI 
Democratic National Committee 
 
Washington, D.C. | February 06, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you very much. Thank you. Thank you very much. Thank you. 
Thank you, DNC. Everybody have a seat -- have a seat. Thank you. Oh, it is good to see you -- 
good to be among friends so committed to the future of this party and this country that they’re 
willing to brave a blizzard. (Laughter.) Snowmageddon here in D.C. (Laughter.) I noticed some-
body had “Californians for Obama” and I was thinking -- (applause) -- you guys are not used to 
this. (Laughter.) 
I’ve got some special thanks to the folks here. First of all I want to thank Eleanor Holmes Norton 
for fighting the good fight here in the District of Colombia. (Applause.) Ray Buckley, Our DNC 
vice chair from New Hampshire. (Applause.) Alice Germond, DNC secretary. Andy Tobias, DNC 
treasurer. Thanks for the great work that you guys do. 
I want to thank Tim Kaine, who’s not only an outstanding former governor, but an outstanding 
leader of this party –- (applause) -- busy building the best online and in-field grassroots organiza-
tion we’ve ever had. Give Tim Kaine a big round of applause. (Applause.) 
And if I'm not mistaken we’ve got a couple of terrific members of Congress here, Mike Honda, 
congressman and DNC vice chair -- Mike, are you here? He’s on his way; he’s still shoveling. 
(Laughter.) And how about Barbara Lee, is Barbara here? Well, we love her anyway. So give Bar-
bara and Mike a big round of applause. (Applause.) 
I want to thank the governors, the legislators, the mayors from across this country for working to 
move their states and local communities forward in extraordinarily challenging times. They’ve 
done heroic work. I want to thank the DNC members, state party leaders and, most of all, I want to 
thank the millions of Americans who’ve taken up the cause of change at the grassroots level in all 
50 states. 
Now, Tim alluded to this, but I just want to remind everybody -- we knew from the beginning that 
this would not be easy. Change never is. But that’s especially true in these times, when we face an 
array of challenges as tough as any we have seen in generations. President Kennedy once said: 
“When we got into office, the thing that surprised me most was to find that things were just as bad 
as we’d been saying they were.” (Laughter.) Truth was things were worse. 
We took office facing a financial crisis that was something we hadn’t seen since the Great Depres-
sion, an economy that we now know was bleeding 750,000 jobs a month, a $1.3 trillion deficit, 
and two wars that were costly in every sense of the word. From the specter of terrorism to the im-
pacts of globalization, we face tremendous new challenges in this young century. And all of this 
comes on top of one of the toughest decades our middle class had ever faced -- a decade where 
jobs grew more slowly than during any prior expansion; where the income of the average Ameri-
can household actually declined; where the costs of everything seemed to keep going up. 
Everything we’ve done over the past year has been not only to right our economy, to break the 
back of this recession, but also to restore some of the security middle-class families have felt slip-
ping away for over a decade now. Some of the steps we took were done without the help of the 
other party which made a political decision all too often to jump in the backseat, let us do the driv-
ing and then critique whether we were taking the right turns. That's okay. That's part of what it 
means to govern. 
And all the steps we took were necessary. None of us wanted to throw a lifeline to the banks. But 
the outrage shouldn’t be that we did –- because it had to happen in order to prevent millions more 
from losing their jobs, millions of businesses and homes foreclosed. The real outrage is that we 
had to do it in the first place in order to fend off the collapse of the financial system. That's the out-
rage. (Applause.) 
Then we passed almost $300 billion in tax relief -- tax cuts for small businesses; tax cuts for 95 
percent of working Americans. We put Americans to work building the infrastructure of tomorrow 
-- doing the work America needs done. We passed a Credit Card Bill of Rights to protect consum-
ers from getting ripped off by credit card companies. (Applause.) We put the law behind the prin-
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ciple of equal pay for equal work. (Applause.) We extended the promise of health care to 4 million 
more children of working families, we protected every child from being targeted from tobacco 
companies. (Applause.) 
We passed a service bill named for Ted Kennedy –- (applause) -- that gives young folks and old 
folks new ways to give back to their communities. We appointed Sonia Sotomayor to the Supreme 
Court. (Applause.) And we’ve begun working with Congress and our military to finally repeal the 
law that denies gay Americans the right to serve the country that they love because of who they 
are. (Applause.) 
Overseas -- overseas we’ve begun a new era of engagement. We’re working with our partners to 
stop the spread of nuclear weapons, and to seek a world free of nuclear weapons. We banned tor-
ture. We have begun to leave Iraq to its own people. We’ve charted a new way forward in Afghan-
istan and Pakistan, and made good progress in taking the fight to al Qaeda across the globe. I went 
to Cairo on behalf of America to begin a new dialogue with the Muslim world. And we are living 
up to a moment that demands American leadership by standing side-by-side with the people of 
Haiti. (Applause.) 
So if you look at a tally of the things we said we would do –- even in the midst of this extraordi-
narily challenging economy –- we’ve kept our promises. We’ve kept our commitments. We have 
moved forward on behalf of a more prosperous and more secure future for the American people. 
But for all our efforts, we have to acknowledge change can’t come fast enough for many Ameri-
cans. In recent weeks, I’ve visited Allentown, Pennsylvania; Elyria, Ohio; Tampa, Florida; 
Nashua, New Hampshire; talking with workers in factories, and families in diners. And they want 
to know, how are they going to find a job when they only know one trade in their life. Or how are 
they going to afford to send their kids to college. How are they going to pay their medical bills 
when they get sick. How can they retire with their 401(k) so banged up. And most of all, they’re 
wondering if anyone can or will do anything about it -- especially here in Washington. 
Now, I understand their frustration –- you understand it as well. I was talking to Michelle the other 
day –- Michelle is always a good barometer –- and, you know, the front page was, oh, what’s 
Obama going to do to get his poll numbers up, and, are the Democrats all in a tizzy and this and 
that. And she said, you know, listen, if you're the average family, if I'm a mom out there and I'm 
working and my husband is working but we’re worried about losing our jobs, our hours have been 
cut back, the cost of our health care premium just went up 30 percent, the credit card company just 
jacked up our interest rates 39 percent, and our home value has gone down by $100,000, our 
401(k) is all banged up –- and suddenly somebody calls up and says, so, how do you think Presi-
dent Obama is doing right now? (Laughter.) What are they going to say? What are they going to 
say? (Applause.) 
Of course people are frustrated. And they have every right to be. And I know that during the 
course of this gathering, you know, some of the press have been running around, well, what do 
you think we should be doing and this and that and the other, you know, what’s the strategy. 
Look, when unemployment is 9.7 percent, when we are still digging ourselves out of an extraordi-
nary recession -– people are going to be frustrated. And they’re going to be looking to the party in 
power to try to fix it. And when you’ve got another party that says, we don’t want to do anything 
about it –- of course people are going to be frustrated. 
Folks are out there working hard every day, trying to meet their responsibilities. But all around 
them during this last, “lost” decade, what they’ve seen is a wave of irresponsibility from Wall 
Street to Washington –- they see a capital city where every day is treated like Election Day, and 
every act, every comment, every gesture passes through a political filter. They’ve seen the outsized 
influence of lobbyists and special interests, who too often hijack the agenda by leveraging cam-
paign money and connections. Of course they wonder if their leaders can muster the will to over-
come all of that and confront the real problems that touch their lives. 
But here's what everybody here has to remember: That's why I ran for President. That's why you 
worked so hard to elect a Democratic Congress. (Applause.) We knew this stuff was tough. But we 
stepped up because we decided we were going to take the responsibility of changing it. And it may 
not be easy, but change is coming. (Applause.) 
I believe so strongly, I believe so strongly if we're going to deal with the great challenges of our 
time; if we're going to secure a better future just as past generations did for us; then we're going to 
have to change the prevailing politics in this town, and it's not going to be easy. We're going to 
have to care less about scoring points and more about solving problems that are holding us back. 
(Applause.) At this defining moment, that's never been more important. 
We can continue, for example, to be consumed by the politics of energy. But we know that the na-
tion that leads the clean energy revolution will lead the 21st century global economy. We know 



Appendix – President – Speech XXI Democratic National Committee 

194 
 

that a failure to act will put our planet in deeper peril. We know that China isn't waiting and India 
isn't waiting and Germany isn't waiting to seize that future. And America can't afford to wait, ei-
ther. (Applause.) And I don't intend to spend all my time taking polls to figure out whether we're 
going to seize that future or not. 
We can continue to spin our wheels with the old education debates; pitting teachers' unions against 
reformers, and meanwhile our kids keep trailing their counterparts from South Korea to Singapore. 
But we know that the countries that out-educate us today will out-compete us tomorrow. (Ap-
plause.) We know that kids who are consigned to failing schools today will be condemned to life-
times of lower wages and unfulfilled dreams. America can't afford to wait. And I'm not going to 
take a poll to figure out whether or not we're going to tackle education. 
We can continue to allow the same special interests who stacked the deck in favor of financial 
speculators in the last decade to block reform again in this decade. But if we've learned anything 
from the devastating recession, it's that we know that wise regulation actually can enhance the 
market and make it more stable and make our economy work better. We can't return to the derelic-
tion of duty that helped deliver this recession. We know that to do so would be to put at risk our 
jobs, our families, our businesses, and our future. America can't afford to wait, and we can't look 
backwards. 
And, yes, we could continue to ignore the growing burden of runaway costs of health care. The 
easiest thing to do right now would be to just say this is too hard; let's just regroup and lick our 
wounds and try to hang on. We've had a long and difficult debate on health care. And there are 
some, maybe even the majority in this town, who say perhaps it's time to walk away. 
But here's the thing, Democrats. If we walk away, we know what will happen. We know that pre-
miums and out-of-pocket expenses will skyrocket this decade, and the decade after that, and the 
decade after that, just as they did in the past decade. More small businesses will be priced out of 
coverage; more big businesses will be unable to compete internationally; more workers will take 
home less pay and fewer raises. We know that millions more Americans will lose their coverage; 
we know that our deficits will inexorably continue to grow because health care costs are the single 
biggest driver. 
So just in case there's any confusion out there, let me be clear. I am not going to walk away from 
health insurance reform. (Applause.) I'm not going to walk away from the American people. I'm 
not going to walk away on this challenge. I'm not going to walk away on any challenge. We're 
moving forward. (Applause.) We are moving forward. (Applause.) Sometimes – sometimes we 
may be moving forward against the prevailing winds. Sometimes it may be against a blizzard. 
(Laughter.) But we're going to live up to our responsibility to lead. 
And I'm confident that if we stay steady, if we stay focused on all the people that we meet each 
and every day who are out there struggling, if we’ve got them in mind and we are working to de-
liver on their behalf, that in the end that'll be good politics as well as good policy. It'll be good for 
America, not just good for Democrats. 
But in order to get any of these battles done, we're going to have to change the way that Washing-
ton works. Now, we may not get a lot of attention for it, but we've actually already begun to do 
that. We've reined in the power of the special interests with the toughest ethics and transparency 
rules of any administration in the modern era. We're the first White House ever to post our visitors 
online. We've excluded lobbyists from policymaking jobs or seats on federal boards and commis-
sions. I've called on Congress to make all earmark requests public on one central website before 
they come up for a vote so that you know how the money is spent. We have -- we're going to have 
to confront the gaping loophole that the Supreme Court recently opened in our campaign finance 
laws –- (applause) --that allows special interests to spend without limit to influence American elec-
tions. 
We also said that as we worked to change the ways of Washington, we'd also change the way we 
do things as a party. This committee is the first to ban contributions from political action commit-
tees and lobbyists. And I'm pleased to see the recommendations submitted by the Change Com-
mission aimed at improving our nominating process -- because I believe that the more Americans 
that get involved in this party, the stronger this party will be. (Applause.) 
And, yes, we need to change the way we work with the other party as well. Now, I'm proud to be a 
Democrat. I'm proud to be a leader of this great party. But I also know that we can't solve all of our 
problems alone. So we need to extend our hands to the other side -- we've been working on it -- 
(laughter) -- because if we're going to change the ways of Washington, we're going to have to 
change its tone. 
Now, as a step in that direction, I went and visited with the House Republican Caucus last Friday. 
(Laughter and applause.) And we had a good –- we had a good discussion about the challenges -- 
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we had a good discussion about the challenges facing the American people and our ideas to solve 
them. It was good for the country to see a robust debate. I had fun. (Laughter.) 
And we have to acknowledge there are going to be some issues that Democrats and Republicans 
just don't see eye to eye on, and that's how it should be. That's how our democracy works. But 
there have to be some issues on which we can find some common ground. It's one thing to disa-
gree out of principle; it's another to simply stand in the way because of politics. 
Now is not the time for sitting on the sidelines, or blocking progress, or pointing figures, or assign-
ing blame. Now is not the time to do just what's right for your party or your poll numbers. Now is 
the time to do what's right for the country. Now is the time to do what's necessary to see us 
through these difficult times. Now is the time to do everything in our power to keep the American 
Dream alive for the next generation. 
And that's our mission, Democrats. 
I know we've gone through a tough year. But we've gone through tougher years. We're the party of 
Thomas Jefferson, who declared that all men are created equal. And we had to work long and hard 
to ensure that those words meant something. 
We're the party of Franklin Roosevelt, who, in the midst of depression, said all we had to fear was 
fear itself; who saved freedom and democracy from being extinguished here on Earth. And that 
was hard because the natural impulse was to fear. But we as a party helped to lead the country out 
of that fear. 
We're the party of John F. Kennedy, who summoned us to serve; who called us to pay any price 
and bear any burden. 
And we're the party of Edward M. Kennedy, whose cause endures; who said that here, in the Unit-
ed States of America, the promise of health care should not be a privilege, but a fundamental right. 
That is who we are, Democrats. (Applause.) That's who we've got to be today. For all the stories 
we've heard, after all the campaigns we've waged, after all the promises we've made, this is our 
best chance to deliver change that the American people need. (Applause.) 
And if we do that -- if we speak to the hopes of the American people instead of their fears; if we 
inspire them instead of divide them; if we respond to their challenges with the same sense of ur-
gency they feel in their own lives -- we're not just going to win elections -- elections will take care 
of themselves -- we will once again be the party that turns around the economy and moves this 
country forward, and secures the American Dream for another generation. (Applause.) Thanks 
very much, everybody. God bless you. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XXII 
Town Hall Wisconsin 
 
Racine, Wisconsin | June 30, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you so much. Thank you. Everybody have a seat, if you’ve got a 
chair. (Laughter.) Well, thank you so much. Thank you, everybody. It’s great to see you. (Ap-
plause.) It’s good to be back in Racine! (Applause.) It is great to be back in this hall -- because I 
don't know if there was anybody here who, when I was running for President came -- (applause) -- 
we did a rally in this hall. That's like -- is that three years ago? (Laughter.) I did not have as much 
gray hair back then. (Laughter.) That I'm certain of. Jim Doyle still had hair on his head. (Laugh-
ter.) That's true. 
I want to make some acknowledgements. First of all, you’ve got one of the best governors in the 
country and one of the most wonderful first ladies -- (applause) -- Jim Doyle and Jessica Doyle are 
here. (Applause.)  
I want to acknowledge your outstanding and dynamic young mayor -- John Dickert is here. (Ap-
plause.) You know, I try not to meddle in local politics, but you’ve got a Milwaukee mayor who 
might make a really good governor -- Tom Barrett is here. (Applause.) State Treasury Dawn Marie 
Sass is here. (Applause.) And State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tony Evers is here. (Ap-
plause.) 
I also want to thank Bishop Darrell Hines for doing the invocation -- (applause) -- Justine Boerger 
for doing the Pledge -- (applause) -- and Staff Sergeant Emily Russell, who is with the Wisconsin 
National Guard and sang our National Anthem. Give them a big round of applause. (Applause.) 
Thank you. Thank you.  
So it is great to be back in the Midwest -- even if it’s just for a day -- especially on a day like to-
day. I was trying to tell somebody that weather in the Midwest is always like this. (Laughter.) You 
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know, lakes all calm and blue -- they didn’t believe me. But it’s wonderful to be here, and it’s just 
nice to get out of Washington. I love Washington, but I have to tell you, it’s good to escape the 
heat and hot air. (Laughter and applause.) 
So I stopped off on the way here to get a Kringle. (Applause.) Which was nice. Maybe on the way 
back I'll look for a brat and some cheese curds. (Laughter.) But don’t tell Michelle. (Laughter.)  
What I really wanted to do was have a chance to talk to all of you and listen to you about what’s 
on your minds. So this is going to be a town hall meeting. But I want to make some remarks at the 
top, if you don’t mind.  
I know that towns like Racine are still hurting from this recession. This city has the second-highest 
unemployment rate in the state, and I can only imagine how much pain that’s caused and how 
many lives have been upended. And you got, as I said, a dynamic young mayor who’s thinking 
day in, day out, about how to put people back to work, and the city has been cooperating with the 
state and federal programs to figure out how we can start incubating a bunch of growth here, but 
it’s still tough.  
And some of you may be out of work, and you’re tired of sending out resumes and not getting a 
response. Maybe you’ve got a job, but the bills seem to be stacking up faster than your pay is. 
Maybe you’ve looked through the family budget and you’ve got no idea how you’re going to save 
for your retirement or send your kid to college. Or maybe you’re a young person who’s just about 
to get out of school and you’re wondering what your job prospects are going to be. 
I hear worries like this all the time -- from folks that I talk to in town halls like this, but also in the 
letters that I read each night from all across the country. And it’s frustrating and often it’s heart-
breaking. And that’s why even though there’s -- there are plenty of challenges on our plate -- eve-
rything from Afghanistan to Iran to the oil spill, all critical issues that go to our long-term pros-
perity and security -- nothing is more important than reversing the damage of the great recession 
and getting folks back to work. 
We had to take the country through some pretty tough steps to pull us out of the freefall that we 
faced when I took office. And I know that sometimes people don’t remember how bad it was and 
how bad it could have been. But when I was sworn in, we were losing 750,000 jobs a month. Eve-
ry -- each month, we were losing 750,000 jobs. The economy was shrinking at 6 percent. It was 
contracting by 6 percentage points. That’s faster than it had in decades.  
Today, it’s growing again. Today, we’ve added private sector jobs for five months in a row. (Ap-
plause.) So the economy is headed in the right direction. But for a lot of Americans -- for Racine 
and a lot of other communities -- it’s not heading there fast enough. Not if you’re out of work. Not 
if you can’t pay the mortgage. Not if you can’t take care of your family. And the truth is, from the 
day we walked into the White House, we knew that the crisis we faced was so severe that it was 
going to take months, and maybe even years, to fully heal, to dig ourselves out of one of the worst 
recessions in our history.  
And that’s why I’ve been fighting, in addition to everything we’ve done, for additional steps to 
speed up this recovery and keep the economy growing. We want an extension of unemployment 
benefits for workers who lost their job through no fault of their own. (Applause.) We want to help 
small business owners get the loans they need to keep their doors open and hire more workers. 
(Applause.) We want relief for struggling states so they don’t have to lay off thousands of teachers 
and firefighters and police officers. (Applause.) 
Now, you’d think this would be pretty straightforward stuff, but I’ve got to say that lately we’ve 
been having to wrangle around what used to be pretty noncontroversial things -- providing loans 
for small businesses, extending unemployment insurance when 8 million people lost their jobs dur-
ing the recession. But lately, there’s a minority of senators from the other party who’ve had a dif-
ferent idea. As we speak, they are using their power to stop this relief from going to the American 
people. And they won’t even let these measures come up for a vote. They block it through all 
kinds of procedural maneuvering in the Senate. 
Now, some of this is just politics. That’s the nature of Washington. Before I was even inaugurated, 
there were leaders on the other side of the aisle who got together and they made the calculation 
that if Obama fails, then we win. Right -- that was the basic theory. They figured if we just keep 
on saying no to everything and nothing gets done, then somehow people will forget who got us in-
to this mess in the first place and we’ll get more votes in November. (Applause.) And, you know, 
that will make people pretty cynical about politics.  
Now, let’s be fair though. The other party’s opposition is also rooted in some sincere beliefs about 
how they think the economy works. They think that our economy will do better if we just let the 
banks or the oil companies or the insurance industry make their own rules. They still believe that, 
even after the Wall Street crash, even after the BP oil well blew, that we should just keep a hands-
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off attitude. They think we should keep doing what we did for most of the last decade leading up 
to the recession.  
So their prescription for every challenge is pretty much the same -- and I don’t think I’m exagger-
ating here -- basically cut taxes for the wealthy, cut rules for corporations, and cut working folks 
loose to fend for themselves. Basically their attitude is, you’re on your own. 
Now, here’s the problem. And again, I don’t question that a lot of them sincerely subscribe to this 
view. Here’s the problem: We’ve already tried these ideas. Remember, we tried them for eight 
years. We tried them for a good part of the last decade. We know where they led us.  
On Wall Street, the financial industry and its lobbyists spent years chipping away at rules and 
safeguards that could have prevented the meltdown of -- that caused -- that was caused by Leh-
mann Brothers and AIG. But we didn’t have those rules in place, that framework of regulation in 
place. So instead, we saw a disaster that nearly led to the collapse of the entire economy.  
In the Gulf, we don’t yet know what caused the explosion on the Deepwater Horizon oil rig. But 
what we do know is that for decades, the oil industry has been able to essentially write its own 
rules and safety regulations. Industry insiders were put in charge of industry oversight. And oil and 
gas companies were allowed to basically fill out their own safety inspection forms. 
In Washington, nearly a decade of tax breaks for millionaires and billionaires led to little more 
than sluggish growth, a shrinking middle class, your paychecks flat-lined. Wages and incomes did 
not go up. Even when the economy was growing, it wasn’t growing for you. And for all the party’s 
moralizing about fiscal discipline, because it is true that part of what we inherited is a real signifi-
cant problem in terms of spending at the federal level, the economic policies they put in place 
turned a $237 billion surplus into a $1.3 trillion deficit. (Applause.)  
So when I -- you know, there were a couple of signs when I came in, said, you know, do some-
thing about spending. I’m game to do something about spending, but let’s just remember how we 
got into this fix. (Applause.) 
Now, I’ve never believed that government has all the answers. That’s now how America thinks. 
Government can’t and should not replace businesses as the engines of growth and job creation in 
our economy. Government should live within its means. We should root out waste and abuse of 
taxpayer dollars wherever and whenever we can. Too much regulation can stifle competition and 
hurt businesses. 
But if you think about the history of this country, we’ve always recognized that there are times 
when only government has been able to do what individuals couldn’t do and what corporations 
would not do. That’s how we have railroads and highways and public schools and police forces. 
That’s how we’ve made possible scientific research that led to the medical breakthroughs and 
technological wonders that all of us take for granted now. That’s why we have Social Security and 
a minimum wage and laws to protect the food we eat and the water we drink and the air we 
breathe. (Applause.) That’s why we have rules to ensure that mines are safe and that oil companies 
pay for the spills that they cause. (Applause.)  
And there have always been those who said no to these policies and these ideas. I mean, you look 
back on the history books. There were people who said that Social Security was socialism, said 
that Medicare was a government takeover. There were automakers who said that installing seat 
belts was unnecessary, unaffordable, and would ruin the auto industry. There were skeptics who 
thought that cleaning our water and our air would bankrupt our economy. Right here in Wisconsin 
-- if you look at the lake now and look at the lake, what it was like 30 years ago, 40 years ago. And 
there were people who said, well, there’s nothing we can do about all the sludge and drudge and 
whatever is going on in there.  
But they were wrong. They were wrong then, and they’re wrong today. (Applause.) So I want eve-
rybody to understand, this debate that we’re having in Washington is not about big government or 
small government. It’s about responsible government. It’s about accountable government. It’s 
about whose side government is on. It should be on the side of the American people. (Applause.) 
A government that breaks down barriers to opportunity and prosperity. That’s the kind of govern-
ment we need. That’s the kind of government I’m trying to give you. (Applause.)  
So I just want everybody to remember, we've tried the other side’s theories. We know what their 
ideas are. We know where they led us. So now we've got a choice. We can return to what we know 
did not work, or we build a stronger future. (Applause.) We can go backwards, or we can go for-
ward. And I don’t know about you, but I want to move forward in this country. (Applause.)  
As we speak, right now, we’re on the verge of passing the most comprehensive financial reform 
since the Great Depression -- a reform that will prevent a crisis like this from happening again. It 
will protect our economy from the recklessness and irresponsibility of a few on Wall Street. It will 
protect consumers against unfair practices of credit card companies and mortgage lenders. It’s a re-
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form that makes sure taxpayers never have to engage in a bailout for Wall Street’s mistakes.  
But I have to tell you, you would think this would be a bipartisan issue -- don't you? I mean, you’d 
think everybody would say, all right, what we were doing, that didn’t work; we've really got to 
tighten things up a little bit. But right now most of our friends on the -- in the other party are plan-
ning to vote against this reform. The leader of the Republicans in the House said that financial re-
form was like -- I'm quoting here -- “using a nuclear weapon to target an ant.” That’s what he said. 
He compared the financial crisis to an ant. This is the same financial crisis that led to the loss of 
nearly 8 million jobs. The same crisis that cost people their homes, their life savings.  
He can't be that out of touch with the struggles of American families. And if he is, then he’s got to 
come here to Racine and ask people what they think. (Applause.) Do you think we should fix -- I 
mean, maybe I'm confused. Do you think that the financial crisis was an ant and we just needed a 
little ant swatter to fix this thing? Or do you think that we need to restructure how we regulate the 
financial system so you aren’t on the hook again and we don't have this kind of crisis again? (Ap-
plause.) 
When you ask men and women who have been out of work for months at a time, who talk about 
how they’ve been barely hanging on, they don't think this financial crisis was something where 
you just need a few tweaks. They know it’s what led to the worst recession since the Great Depres-
sion. And they expect their leaders in Washington to do whatever it takes to make sure a crisis like 
this doesn’t happen again. And so there may be those in Washington who want to maintain the sta-
tus quo, but we want to move America forward.  
There are some folks who are against raising the limit on what companies like BP have to pay if 
they cause an environmental disaster. A few of them said they were against the $20 billion fund 
that we set up to make sure that workers and businesses in the Gulf whose livelihoods have been 
harmed by the oil spill would get compensation. The top Republican on the energy committee 
apologized to BP. Did you all read about that? He apologized to BP that we had made them set up 
this fund. Called it “a tragedy” that we had made them pay for the destruction that they had 
caused. Now, I got to say, they pulled it back after -- he meant it, but then they kind of walked it 
back. (Laughter.)  
I mean, the tragedy is what the people of the Gulf are going through right now. That’s the tragedy. 
And our government has a responsibility to hold those who caused it accountable. (Applause.) 
They want to take us backwards. We want to move forward. (Applause.)  
Some of these same folks want to maintain the status quo where we just rely on oil and other fossil 
fuels for all of our energy needs, even though we know that our dependence on these energy 
sources is a problem because they’re finite. They’re going to run out, and that jeopardizes our na-
tional security and our prosperity and our planet.  
So I want to move forward. I believe it is time for this country to embrace a clean energy future. 
(Applause.) I don’t want clean energy jobs to go to China. I don’t want them to go to Germany. I 
want those industries to take root right here in the United States of America. (Applause.)  
So already -- already we’ve provided entrepreneurs and small business owners with tax credits and 
loan guarantees that’s led to 720,000 clean energy jobs -- will lead to over 700,000 jobs in 2012. 
These are good-paying, middle-class, American jobs. I’ve seen them. I’ve gone to wind turbine 
plants where they’re creating wind turbines, and gone to solar plants where they’re making the lat-
est generation of solar panels. And we’ve created an entire new advanced battery industry here in 
the United States. So where we were only getting 2 percent of that market, we’re now going to be 
getting 40 percent of that market. That was all done through the Recovery Act. (Applause.)  
We’ve got to build on that progress, not undo it. That’s why we need to pass legislation that makes 
clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America’s businesses. We’ve got to have a national 
mission to change the way we use energy and produce energy. And you know what, it will be good 
for our economy. It is going to drive our economy in the 21st century. It is not time for us to look 
backwards, it’s time for us to look forward right now when it comes to energy policy in this coun-
try. (Applause.)  
So, look, these are incredibly challenging times for America, especially for families who’ve been 
hurt by this recession. And, you know, one of the things that I’ve tried to do is always be straight 
with you when I was running and as President. The problems we face aren’t going to go away 
overnight. No President, no politician, has the power to make that happen.  
There will be some who tell you that the closer you get to election day -- (laughter) -- but the fact 
is some of these challenges have been building up for decades. Making sure that our schools are 
prepared to -- are preparing our kids to compete in this new global economy; making sure that our 
health care system is efficient and provides good, quality care to everybody; making sure that we 
are at the forefront of a clean energy future; getting our budgets under control -- all those issues 
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are issues that have been building up for decades. 
So we’re not going to fix them overnight, but what we can do is make a choice about which direc-
tion we want to take this country. What we can do is what we’ve always done, which is shape our 
own destiny as a nation.  
The interests of the status quo, they’re always going to have the most vocal defenders, the most 
powerful defenders. There will always be lobbyists for the banks and the insurance industry that 
doesn’t want more regulation, for companies that would prefer to see tax breaks instead of more 
investment on infrastructure or education. And let’s face it -- for some of us, just voters, the pro-
spects of change are kind of scary, even when we know the status quo isn’t working for us. 
I mean, you remember all the fear-mongering that was going on during the health care debate -- 
right, remember? All of you were told, you’re going to lose your health care. It’s going to be so-
cialized. The government is going to come in and death panels are going to be set up and -- re-
member that? And now, we’re about three, four months into it, and everybody is looking around 
and -- (laughter.) But at the time -- at the time it was scary. 
And the other thing is, there are no powerful interests to lobby for a clean energy future that may 
be starting years from now, or the research that may lead to the life-saving medical breakthrough a 
decade from now. There aren’t powerful lobbyists for the student who may not be able to afford a 
college education right now but if they got that college education would end up starting a business 
that would create thousands of jobs here in Wisconsin.  
It’s our job as a nation to advocate for the America that we hope for, to fight for the future that we 
want for the next generation -- even if it’s not always popular, even if it’s not easy, even if we’re 
not benefitting in the short term. And if we do that now, if we set up that foundation, I am positive 
that we are going to create the kind of America that we want for the next generation. Our better 
days are ahead of us, not behind us, but we got to fight for that future. I want to fight with you. I 
want to fight alongside you for that future, Racine. (Applause.) And I’m absolutely positive that if 
we can unify the country, if we have the courage to change, then nothing can stop us. 
Thank you. Thank you, everybody. God bless you. Thank you. Thank you. Thank you, everybody. 
Thank you. I’m going -- thank you. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XXIII 
Town Hall New Hampshire 
 
Nashua, New Hampshire | February 02, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you. Thank you. Hello, Nashua! Thank you very much. Thank you, 
guys. Thank you so much. Everybody, please have a seat. Thank you. Well, it is -- 
AUDIENCE MEMBER: We love you! 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: I love you back! (Applause.) It’s great to be here. Great to be back in New 
Hampshire. 
Now, some of you may remember, I’ve spent a little time in this state. (Applause.) I’ve had beers 
at the Peddler’s Daughter. (Applause.) I manned the scoop at ice cream socials from Dover to 
Hudson. I’ve walked Main Street in Concord, visited with folks in all 10 counties. I even once 
flew into the airport in Milan, which has got to be one of the only airports with a functioning wood 
stove. (Laughter.) We spent a bunch of times in this gym, caused traffic jams several times. And 
just have a lot of good friends here in this state, here in this city, and here in this -- here in this 
high school. So I'm just grateful to all of you for taking the time to be here. 
I've got a couple of special thank yous to say. First of all, please thank Tim Dining for the wonder-
ful introduction and for the great work that he’s doing day in, day out. (Applause.) I want to thank 
David Ryan, doing a great job as principal here at Nashua North. (Applause.) Mayor Donnalee 
Lozeau is here, give her a big round of applause. (Applause.) Your outstanding governor, John 
Lynch, is here. Give John a big round of applause. (Applause.) 
Three great members of Congress: Senator Jeanne Shaheen. (Applause.) Congressman Paul 
Hodes. (Applause.) Congresswoman Carol Shea-Porter. (Applause.) And behind me I've got the 
outstanding administrator for our Small Business Administration, who hails from these parts, Ka-
ren Mills. Give Karen a big round of applause. (Applause.) 
So I want to spend a bunch of time hearing from you, answering your questions. But if you'll in-
dulge me, I want to make some brief remarks on the front end. 
I've had the privilege of getting to know people here in New Hampshire. I've seen firsthand that 
spirit of independence and spirit of self-reliance. I know how hard all of you work and how tough 
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and resilient you are. But I also know that people here in New Hampshire have been tested by the 
last two years, just like people all across the country. We've gone through the deepest recession 
since the Great Depression, and folks here have had their lives uprooted by lost jobs and fore-
closed homes, shuttered businesses, vanished savings. Many good, hardworking people who met 
their responsibilities are now struggling, in part because folks on Wall Street and people in Wash-
ington didn't meet their responsibilities. 
So when I took office, we knew the first thing we had to do was to break the back of this reces-
sion. And sometimes that meant doing some things that weren't easy, doing some things that were-
n't popular. Lord knows it wasn't popular to prevent our financial system from collapsing. We had 
to throw a lifeline to some of the very firms that had helped cause this crisis in the first place. But 
it was the right thing to do, because if we hadn't taken those steps, the entire system could have 
gone down and taken our economy and millions of families and businesses with it. We couldn't af-
ford that. 
Because of the steps we've taken, the markets have now stabilized. Nobody's worrying about an-
other Great Depression like they were just a year ago, and the worst of the storm has passed. 
But I don't need to tell you the devastation remains. Today, one in 10 Americans still can't find 
work. That's why jobs has to be our number one focus in 2010. (Applause.) 
And we're going to start where most new jobs start -- with small businesses. These are the compa-
nies that begin in basements and garages when an entrepreneur takes a chance on his dream, or a 
worker decides it's time she becomes her own boss. They're companies like ARC Energy, which I 
just visited before I came here. It's a terrific -- (applause) -- there you go. A little booster. (Laugh-
ter.) 
Now, these folks are hard at work on a new manufacturing process for ultra-efficient LED lights 
that will make them more affordable for people all across the country and around the world. The 
technology they've created is the only one of its kind in the entire world. They're this little business 
just on Amherst Street, but they've got the potential to revolutionize an entire industry, right here 
in Nashua. Right here in Nashua. (Applause.) 
Now, small businesses like ARC Energy have created roughly 65 percent of all new jobs over the 
past decade and a half. So we need to make it easier for them to open their doors, to expand their 
operations, to hire more workers. That's why I've already proposed a new tax credit for more than 
1 million small businesses that hire new workers or raise wages -- and a tax incentive for all busi-
nesses, large and small, to invest in new plants and equipment. And while we're at it, we should 
eliminate all capital gains taxes on small business investment, so these folks can get the capital 
they need to grow and create jobs. And when they start making a profit, they can put those profits 
back into the business. 
Now, that's particularly critical right now, because bank lending standards have tightened since the 
financial crisis and many small businesses are still struggling to get loans. 
And that's why today, I'm announcing a proposal to take $30 billion of the money that was repaid 
by Wall Street banks, now that they're back on their feet, take that $30 billion and use it to create a 
new Small Business Lending Fund that will provide capital for community banks on Main Street. 
(Applause.) It's the small, local banks that work most closely with small businesses. They usually 
provide them their first loan. They watch them through good times and bad. The more loans these 
smaller banks provide to creditworthy small businesses, the better deal we’ll give them on capital 
from this fund that we've set up. And if you combine it with my proposal back in December to 
continue waiving fees and increasing guarantees for SBA-backed loans, all this will help small 
banks do even more of what our economy needs -- and that's ensure that small businesses are once 
again the engine of job growth in America. Now, I'm convinced we can make that happen. (Ap-
plause.) 
This is just one example of what we’ve been doing to create jobs this past year. As some of you 
might remember, last February, we passed the Recovery Act, which had three parts. One-third was 
tax relief for small businesses and for 95 of you, 95 percent of working families. One-third of the 
Recovery Act was emergency relief, like increasing unemployment benefits and helping states 
keep teachers and police officers and firefighters from losing their jobs. And one-third was putting 
people to work on infrastructure and renewable energy and medical research, and more. 
Now, if you hear some of the critics, they'll say, well, the Recovery Act, I don't know if that's real-
ly worked, because we still have high unemployment. But what they fail to understand is that eve-
ry economist, from the left and the right, have said because of the Recovery Act, what we've start-
ed to see is at least a couple of million jobs that have either been created or would have been lost. 
The problem is 7 million jobs were lost during the course of this recession. So we've still got a big 
hole to fill. It's going to be absolutely critical that Congress acts over the next several months to 
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make sure that we don't lose sight of the fact that even though the economy is now growing again -
- almost 6 percent last quarter -- people have not started hiring again. And we've got to do every-
thing we can to put people back to work, because we need a sustainable recovery over the long 
term. (Applause.) 
I've got to be honest with you, there's no magic wand that makes the economic problems that were 
years in the making disappear overnight. And sometimes, it’s easy for politicians to exploit the an-
ger, the pain that people are feeling right now. I have to point out, though, that some of the very 
same folks in Congress who opposed the Recovery Act -- and claim that it hasn’t worked -- have 
been all too happy to claim credit for Recovery Act projects and the jobs those projects have pro-
duced. (Applause.) They come to the ribbon cuttings and -- (laughter.) They found a way to have 
their cake and vote against it, too. (Laughter.) 
But look, we’re making progress, but it can’t come fast enough. We want to accelerate it. And we 
know that if we truly want to have long-term economic growth in this country, then we need to 
start addressing some of the struggles the middle-class families have been dealing with for years, 
long before this particular recession hit. 
This past decade has been one of the toughest our middle class has faced in generations, because 
folks have seen their paychecks shrink, their housing prices fall, while the cost of everything -- 
from groceries to health care to college -- keeps going up. So a lot of you are working two jobs. 
Certainly everybody in your household is working. You're working longer hours -- but you feel 
like you’re treading water and in some cases it’s not adding up. A lot of people put their kids to 
bed wondering whether they’ll be able to give them the opportunities in life that they got from 
their parents. 
And the thing, New Hampshire, when I was up here campaigning, I told you -- I didn’t run for 
President to kick these challenges down the road. I didn’t run for President to play it safe. I didn't 
run just to keep my poll numbers as high as possible for the next election. I ran to solve problems 
for the next generation. (Applause.) I ran to get the hard things done. That's why you elected me. 
(Applause.) 
So I won’t rest until businesses are hiring again, and wages are rising again, and the middle class is 
thriving again, and we’ve finally got an economy that works for all Americans, not just some 
Americans. I won't rest until we do what we know has to be done to secure our leadership in the 
21st century. I don't want to cede our future to China and India and European countries. I'm not 
willing to settle for second place -- not for the United States of America. (Applause.) 
But if we're going to win the race, here's the thing: I can't do this alone. Democrats can't do it 
alone. The President can't do it alone. We've got two parties in this country, and that's a good 
thing. It means we've got heated debates and vigorous disagreements. And as messy as democracy 
sometimes is, it means bad ideas can be discarded and good ones can be refined and we don't go 
too far in any one extreme. That's the genius of American democracy. 
So I was very pleased when the House Republican Caucus graciously invited me to attend their re-
treat last week. (Applause.) We had a good time for more than an hour. For more than an hour, we 
had a frank exchange about the issues facing our country, and we aired some of our grievances, we 
shared some ideas. There were plenty of things on which we didn't agree, but there were also some 
things on which we did, and even more things that we should agree on, if we could just focus on 
solving problems instead of scoring political points. (Applause.) 
Now, for example, we all agree that education is the key to a 21st century economy. (Applause.) 
We all agree that the best anti-poverty program around is a world-class education. (Applause.) So 
why don't we work together to transform our schools, so that every child in America can compete 
with their counterparts around the world, from Beijing to Bangalore. Let's work together to up-
grade our community colleges, which are the gateway to a career for so many children from so 
many working families. (Applause.) And I know we've got a lot of young people who are about to 
head off to college. In an era when a high school diploma is no longer a guarantee of a good job, 
let's make college affordable for every qualified student. (Applause.) As I said at the State of the 
Union, no graduate should have to pay more than 10 percent of his or her income on student loans 
each year. (Applause.) We can see to it that they don't. We can see to it that they don't. We've got 
legislation pending right now that could make this happen. 
Republicans and Democrats may not see eye to eye on the threat of global warming -- I happen to 
think the evidence is overwhelming. (Applause.) Some disagree. That's -- we can have a respectful 
argument there. But shouldn't we agree that American homegrown energy is good for our security, 
and that new clean energy jobs are good for our economy? (Applause.) Can't we all agree that the-
se jobs shouldn't be going to China or Germany or Spain -- they should be right here in United 
States of America. (Applause.) 
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So let's invest in innovation. Let's put people to work on solar panels and wind towers and cutting-
edge batteries. Because the nation that leads the clean energy economy will be the nation that leads 
the global economy, and America has to be that nation. (Applause.) 
These are key parts of the foundation we need to build for a better future for our families, for our 
country. 
Another foundation stone is fixing a health insurance system that works better for the insurance 
industry than it does for the American people. (Applause.) I do not quit. We are going to get that 
done. (Applause.) We've got to get it done. We have to get it done. (Applause.) 
Nobody should be satisfied with a system that allows insurance companies to deny care to folks 
with preexisting conditions, that allows insurance companies to kick people off their plans when 
they get too sick. Nobody should accept a system where small businesses are forced to pay outra-
geous premiums to get their workers covered, and seniors have big gaps in their Medicare pre-
scription coverage. (Applause.) Nobody should accept another decade in which health insurance 
premiums double and millions lose their coverage altogether. (Applause.) 
There was just a report the other day that showed even greater numbers of Americans now are hav-
ing to rely on government insurance, not because of my plan, but because employer-based insur-
ance has declined to an all-time low. Now, these are the things that I hear about every day in the 
letters I get -- from families going bankrupt; from small businesses crushed by their health care 
costs. So I am not going to walk away from these efforts. I will not walk away from these people, 
and Congress shouldn't either. (Applause.) We should keep working to get it done -- Democrats 
and Republicans together, let's get it done this year. (Applause.) 
Now, finally, we should all be able to agree that we've got to do something about our long-term 
deficits. Now, these deficits won’t just burden our kids and our grandkids decades from now -- 
they could damage our markets now, they could drive up our interest rates now, they could jeop-
ardize our recovery right now. 
Responsible families don’t do their budgets the way the federal government does. Right? When 
times are tough, you tighten your belts. You don’t go buying a boat when you can barely pay your 
mortgage. You don’t blow a bunch of cash on Vegas when you’re trying to save for college. You 
prioritize. You make tough choices. It’s time your government did the same. (Applause.) 
Now, that’s why I continue to insist on making investments for job growth this year, why I contin-
ue to insist that we put more money into education; that's why I say we put more money into sci-
ence and technology for innovation. (Applause.) That's why I continue to believe that we've got to 
invest in our infrastructure so that we are building the kind of America that can compete in the 
21st century. Those are smart investments. That's like buying the new boiler -- if it's busted, you 
got to get a new boiler. If the roof's leaking, you got to fix the roof. There's some things you've got 
to do. 
But you can put off buying the new curtains, even if it'd be nice to have. You know, that -- remod-
eling the bathroom, I mean, everything is working. You don't need it right now. I mean, what 
we've been having are folks who want to buy the curtains but don't want to fix the boiler. (Ap-
plause.) And our priorities have to change. 
That's why I proposed cutting more than 120 government programs -- consolidating ones that are 
duplicative, reducing ones that are wasteful, eliminating those that just don't work. (Applause.) 
That's why I proposed to cap government spending over the next three years. Spending related to 
Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, and our national security will not be affected. (Applause.) 
But all other discretionary government programs will. That doesn't mean we have to do less. It just 
means we've got to do more with the money we've got. That's why I'm grateful that both the House 
and the Senate have now voted to reinstate what's called the PAYGO rule. It's a very novel con-
cept. It means "pay as you go." (Laughter and applause.) By the way, that is not to be confused 
with Paul Hodes's wife Peggo. (Applause.) That's a different -- although I really like her, too. 
So the PAYGO rule helped create those record surpluses back in the 1990s. You remember that? 
That was way back when -- (laughter) -- instead of the record deficits that we had when I came in-
to office. And the concept here is, as I said, is it's very simple. You want to start a new program? 
Go ahead. But you've got to cut another one to pay for it. That's how we'll make sure we're spend-
ing your money wisely. You want to cut taxes for somebody? That might be a good idea, but you 
got to find a way to close the revenue hole, so that everything actually adds up. That's how we'll 
get our deficit under control. That's something that Democrats and Republicans should be able to 
agree to -- if we could just stop playing politics, get past the Washington game. (Applause.) 
Now, let me just -- let me just give you an example here, because we released the budget, right 
away the other side says, oh, look at all these trillions of dollars of debt -- absolutely. I mean, I'm 
concerned about it very much. It keeps me awake at night, looking at all that red ink. Most of it is 
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structural and we inherited it. The only way that we are going to fix it is if both parties come to-
gether and start making some tough decisions about our long-term priorities. 
But last week, the Senate blocked a law that I had supported to create a bipartisan fiscal commis-
sion that would come up with a set of recommendations for cutting our deficits in the long term. 
This is a difficult thing. It's only going to be solved if we do it together. This law failed by seven 
votes when seven Republicans who had co-sponsored the bill -- had co-sponsored the idea -- sud-
denly walked away from their own proposal after I endorsed it. (Laughter.) So, they make a pro-
posal. They sign on to the bill. I say, great, good idea. I turn around -- (laughter) -- they're gone. 
What happened? (Laughter.) Look, it’s one thing to have an honest difference of opinion on some-
thing. There’s nothing wrong with that. But you can't walk away from your responsibilities to con-
front the challenges facing the country, because you don't think it’s good short-term politics. We 
can’t afford that. (Applause.) We can't afford that. (Applause.) 
The message you all sent when you elected me, the message that was sent this past month -- 
whether you're Democrat, Republican, independent -- you're out of patience. You're out of pa-
tience with this kind of business as usual. You want us to start worrying less about our jobs and 
more about your jobs. (Applause.) You want us to worry less about our election and more about 
solving your problems. And for once, you’d like a government that reflects a sense of responsibil-
ity and decency and generosity, because that's how you try to live your lives. (Applause.) 
That's the spirit that led students here at Nashua North to spring into action in the wake of the trag-
edy in Haiti. And I want to congratulate you guys for planning fundraisers and selling ribbons and 
collecting money at lunch -- all to help folks that they’ve never known in a place that most of them 
have never been. (Applause.) We're proud of you for that. That's good work. That's good work. 
(Applause.) 
It’s that same spirit that drives small business owners like Tim, and like Kedar Gupta, the CEO of 
ARC Energy. I told you about him, I told you about the company. These are the two guys who are 
running it right here. Now, Kedar founded ARC, but he also, years before, co-founded a company 
called GT Solar with just $1,000. It now has 343 employees, hundreds of millions of dollars in 
revenue. And as he was growing that company, nursing it from $1,000, he made sure his employ-
ees shared in the company’s profits. When the company hit hard times, he cut his own salary first. 
When talking about his business philosophy, he explains that many CEOs take a “me, me and me” 
approach. But his approach has been “we” -- not about benefiting just himself, but lifting his em-
ployees too, and his community. (Applause.) 
We need that kind of spirit. We've come through a tough year and a tough decade, but that funda-
mental decency, that sense of determination, that grit, that willingness to work hard in pursuit of a 
good idea, the determination to do what's right -- that's been at the core of the American experi-
ence. And that should fill us all with optimism about what lies ahead. So let’s put aside the small 
things. Let’s come together. Let's do what's hard. Let's welcome what's hard. Let's welcome the 
challenge. Let's do what's necessary to help the middle class succeed again; to give our shot -- our 
kids a shot at their dreams again; and to fulfill the promise of this great country in our time, in our 
generation. That's our test. Thank you very much, everybody. God bless you. (Applause.) God 
bless the United States of America. Thank you. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XXIV 
Georgetown University Speech 
 
Washington, D.C. | April 14, 2009 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you so much. (Applause.) It's good to be back. Thank you so 
much. Please, everybody be seated. (Applause.) Well, to President DeGioia, thank you so much 
for the gracious introduction, and thanks for bringing your family -- including JT -- appreciate 
you. We're going to invite him over, hang out with the girls. (Laughter.) He's a pretty good-
looking young man. (Laughter.) 
To Mayor Adrian Fenty, who's doing such a great job in this city, thank you so much for your at-
tendance. (Applause.) To Representative Donna Edwards, who is here and represents Maryland's 
4th District, thank you. (Applause.) 
To Georgetown University students, it is great to be here. (Applause.) Well, it is good to be back. I 
appeared in this room during the campaign and had a wonderful reception then, and it's wonderful 
to be back and be with all of you. 
We're going to talk about the economy today. And I was telling President DeGioia this may be a 
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slightly longer speech than I usually give, but it's a slightly bigger topic, and that is how we are go-
ing to deal with so many of our economic challenges. 
You know, it's been 12 weeks now since my administration began. And I think that even our crit-
ics would agree that at the very least, we've been busy. (Laughter.) In just under three months, 
we've responded to an extraordinary set of economic challenges with extraordinary action -- action 
that's been unprecedented both in terms of its scale and its speed. 
And I know that some have accused us of taking on too much at once. Others believe we haven't 
done enough. And many Americans are simply wondering how all of our different programs and 
policies fit together in a single, overarching strategy that will move this economy from recession to 
recovery and ultimately to prosperity. 
So today, I want to step back for a moment and explain our strategy as clearly as I can. This is go-
ing to be prose, and not poetry. I want to talk about what we've done, why we've done it, and what 
we have left to do. I want to update you on the progress we've made, but I also want to be honest 
about the pitfalls that may still lie ahead. 
Most of all, I want every American to know that each action we take and each policy we pursue is 
driven by a larger vision of America's future -- a future where sustained economic growth creates 
good jobs and rising incomes; a future where prosperity is fueled not by excessive debt, or reckless 
speculation, or fleeting profits, but is instead built by skilled, productive workers, by sound in-
vestments that will spread opportunity at home and allow this nation to lead the world in the tech-
nologies and the innovation and discoveries that will shape the 21st century. That's the America I 
see. That's the America that Georgetown is preparing so many of you for. That is the future that I 
know that we can have. 
Now, to understand how we get there, we first need to understand how we got here. 
Recessions are not uncommon. Markets and economies naturally ebb and flow, as we've seen 
many times in our history. But this recession is different. This recession was not caused by a nor-
mal downturn in the business cycle. It was caused by a perfect storm of irresponsibility and poor 
decision-making that stretched from Wall Street to Washington to Main Street. 
As has been widely reported, it started in the housing market. During the course of the decade, the 
formula for buying a house changed: Instead of saving their pennies to buy their dream house, 
many Americans found that suddenly they could take out loans that by traditional standards their 
incomes just could not support. Others were tricked into signing these subprime loans by lenders 
who were trying to make a quick profit. The reason these loans were so readily available was that 
Wall Street saw big profits to be made. Investment banks would buy and package together these 
questionable mortgages into securities, arguing that by pooling the mortgages the risks had some-
how been reduced. And credit agencies that are supposed to help investors determine the sound-
ness of various investments stamped the securities with their safest rating when they should have 
been labeled "Buyer Beware." 
No one really knew what the actual value of these securities were, no one fully understood what 
the risks were. But since the housing market was booming and prices were rising, banks and inves-
tors just kept buying and selling them, always passing off the risk to someone else for a greater 
profit without having to take any of the ultimate responsibility. Banks took on more debt than they 
could handle. 
The government-chartered companies Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, whose traditional mandate 
was to help support traditional mortgages, decided to get in on the action by buying and holding 
billions of dollars of these securities. AIG, the biggest insurer in the world that had a very tradi-
tional insurance business that was very profitable, decided to make profits suddenly by selling bil-
lions of dollars of complicated financial instruments that supposedly insured these securities. Eve-
rybody was making record profits -- except the wealth created was real only on paper. And as the 
bubble grew, there was almost no accountability or oversight from anyone in Washington. 
Then the housing bubble burst. Home prices fell. People began to default on their subprime mort-
gages. And the value of all those loans and securities plummeted. Banks and investors couldn't 
find anyone to buy them. Greed gave way to fear. Investors pulled their money out of the market. 
Large financial institutions that didn't have enough money on hand to pay off all their obligations 
collapsed. Other banks held on tight to their money and simply stopped lending. 
Now, this is when the crisis spread from Wall Street to Main Street. After all, the ability to get a 
loan is how you finance the purchase of everything from a home to a car to, as you all know very 
well, a college education. It's how stores stock their shelves, and farms buy equipment, and busi-
nesses make payroll. So when banks stopped lending money, businesses started laying off work-
ers. When laid-off workers had less money to spend, businesses were forced to lay off even more 
workers. When people couldn't get a car loan, a bad situation at the auto companies became even 
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worse. When people couldn't get home loans, the crisis in the housing market only deepened. Be-
cause the infected securities were being traded worldwide and other nations also had weak regula-
tions, this recession soon became global. And when other nations can't afford to buy our goods, it 
slows our economy even further. 
So this is the situation, the downward spiral that we confronted on the day that we took office. So 
our most urgent task has been to clear away the wreckage, repair the immediate damage to the 
economy, and do everything we can to prevent a larger collapse. And since the problems we face 
are all working off each other to feed a vicious economic downturn, we've had no choice but to at-
tack all fronts of our economic crisis simultaneously. 
The first step was to fight a severe shortage of demand in the economy. So the Federal Reserve did 
this by dramatically lowering interest rates last year in order to boost investment. My administra-
tion and Congress boosted demand by passing the largest recovery plan in our nation's history. It's 
a plan that's already in the process of saving or creating 3.5 million jobs over the next two years. 
It's putting money directly into people's pockets with a tax cut for 95 percent of working families 
that's now showing up in paychecks across America. And to cushion the blow of this recession, we 
also provided extended unemployment benefits and continued health care coverage to Americans 
who've lost their jobs through no fault of their own. 
Now, you will recall that some argued this recovery plan is a case of irresponsible government 
spending, that it's somehow to blame for our long-term deficit projections, and that the federal 
government should be cutting instead of increasing spending right now. So I want to tackle this ar-
gument head on. 
To begin with, economists on both the left and the right agree that the last thing a government 
should do in the middle of a recession is to cut back on spending. You see, when this recession be-
gan, many families sat around the kitchen table and tried to figure out where they could cut back. 
And so have many businesses. And this is a completely reasonable and understandable reaction. 
But if everybody -- if everybody -- if every family in America, if every business in America cuts 
back all at once, then no one is spending any money, which means there are no customers, which 
means there are more layoffs, which means the economy gets even worse. That's why the govern-
ment has to step in and temporarily boost spending in order to stimulate demand. That's exactly 
what we're doing right now. 
Second, I absolutely agree that our long-term deficit is a major problem that we have to fix. But 
the fact is that this recovery plan represents only a tiny fraction of that long-term deficit. As I'll 
discuss in a moment, the key to dealing with our long-term deficit and our national debt is to get a 
handle on out-of-control health care costs -- not to stand idly by as the economy goes into free fall. 
So the recovery plan has been the first step in confronting this economic crisis. The second step 
has been to heal our financial system so that credit is once again flowing to the businesses and 
families who rely on it. 
The heart of this financial crisis is that too many banks and other financial institutions simply 
stopped lending money. In a climate of fear, banks were unable to replace their losses from some 
of those bad mortgages by raising new capital on their own, and they were unwilling to lend the 
money they did have because they were afraid that no one would pay it back. It's for this reason 
that the last administration used what they called the Troubled Asset Relief Program, or TARP, to 
provide these banks with temporary financial assistance in order to get them lending again. 
Now, I understand that TARP is not popular, and I have to say that I don't agree with some of the 
ways the TARP program was managed, but I do agree with the broader rationale that we must pro-
vide banks with the capital and the confidence necessary to start lending again. That's the purpose 
of the stress tests that will soon tell us how much additional capital will be needed to support lend-
ing at our largest banks. Ideally, these needs will be met by private investors who are willing to put 
in money to these banks. But where that's not possible, and banks require substantial additional re-
sources from the government, then we will hold accountable those who are responsible, we'll force 
the necessary adjustments, we'll provide the support to clean up those bank balance sheets, and we 
will assure the continuity of a strong and viable institution that can serve our people and our econ-
omy. 
Of course, there are some who differ with our approach. On the one hand, there are some who ar-
gue that the government should stand back and simply let these banks fail -- especially since in 
many cases it was their bad decisions that helped create the crisis in the first place. But whether we 
like it or not, history has shown repeatedly that when nations do not take early and aggressive ac-
tion to get credit flowing again, they have crises that last years and years instead of months and 
months -- years of low growth, years of low job creation, years of low investment, all of which 
cost these nations far more than a course of bold, upfront action. 
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And although there are a lot of Americans who understandably think that government money 
would be better spent going directly to families and businesses instead of to banks -- one of my 
most frequent questions in the letters that I get from constituents is, "Where's my bailout?" -- and I 
understand the sentiment. It makes sense intuitively, and morally it makes sense, but the truth is 
that a dollar of capital in a bank can actually result in $8 or $10 of loans to families and business-
es. So that's a multiplier effect that can ultimately lead to a faster pace of economic growth. That's 
why we have to fix the banks. 
Now, on the other hand, there have been some who don't dispute that we need to shore up the 
banking system, but they suggest that we've been too timid in how we go about it. This is essen-
tially the nationalization argument that some of you may have heard. And the argument says that 
the federal government should have already preemptively stepped in and taken over major finan-
cial institutions the way that the FDIC currently intervenes in smaller banks, and that our failure, 
my administration's failure to do so is yet another example of Washington coddling Wall Street -- 
"Why aren't you tougher on the banks?" 
So let me be clear: The reason we have not taken this step has nothing to do with any ideological 
or political judgment we've made about government involvement in banks. It's certainly not be-
cause of any concern we have for the management and shareholders whose actions helped to cause 
this mess. Rather, it's because we believe that preemptive government takeovers are likely to end 
up costing taxpayers even more in the end, and because it's more likely to undermine than create 
confidence. 
Governments should practice the same principle as doctors: First, do no harm. So rest assured -- 
we will do whatever is necessary to get credit flowing again, but we will do so in ways that mini-
mize risks to taxpayers and to the broader economy. To that end, in addition to the program to 
provide capital to the banks, we've launched a plan that will pair government resources with pri-
vate investment in order to clear away the old loans and securities -- the so-called toxic assets -- 
that are also preventing our banks from lending money. 
Now, what we've also learned during this crisis is that our banks aren't the only institutions affect-
ed by these toxic assets that are clogging the financial system. AIG, for example, is not a bank, it's 
an insurance company, as I mentioned -- and yet because it chose to insure billions of dollars 
worth of risky assets, essentially creating a hedge fund on top of an insurance company, its failure 
could threaten the entire financial system and freeze lending even more. And that's why, as frus-
trating as it is -- and I promise you, nobody is more frustrated than me with AIG -- (laughter) -- I 
promise -- we had to provide support for AIG, because the entire system, as fragile as it is, could 
be profoundly endangered if AIG went into a liquidation bankruptcy. 
It's also why we need new legal authority so that we have the power to intervene in such financial 
institutions, the same way that bankruptcy courts currently do with businesses that hit hard times 
but don't pose systemic risks -- and that way we can restructure these businesses in an orderly way 
that doesn't induce panic in the financial system -- and, by the way, will allow us to restructure in-
appropriate bonus contracts without creating a perception the government can just change com-
pensation rules on a whim. 
This is also why we're moving aggressively to unfreeze markets and jumpstart lending outside the 
banking system, where more than half of all lending in America actually takes place. To do this, 
we've started a program that will increase guarantees for small business loans and unlock the mar-
ket for auto loans and student loans. And to stabilize the housing market, we've launched a plan 
that will save up to four million responsible homeowners from foreclosure and help many millions 
more to refinance their homes. 
In a few weeks, we will also reassess the state of Chrysler and General Motors, two companies 
with an important place in our history and a large footprint in our economy -- but two companies 
that have also fallen on hard times. 
Late last year, the companies were given transitional loans by the previous administration to tide 
them over as they worked to develop viable business plans. Unfortunately, the plans they devel-
oped fell short, so we've given them some additional time to work these complex issues through. 
And by the way, we owed that not to the executives whose bad bets contributed to the weakening 
of their companies, but to the hundreds of thousands of workers whose livelihoods hang in the bal-
ance -- entire towns, entire communities, entire states are profoundly impacted by what happens in 
the auto industry. 
Now, it is our fervent hope that in the coming weeks, Chrysler will find a viable partner and GM 
will develop a business plan that will put it on a path to profitability without endless support from 
American taxpayer. In the meantime, we're taking steps to spur demand for American cars and 
provide relief for autoworkers and their communities. And we will continue to reaffirm this na-
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tion's commitment to a 21st-century American auto industry that creates new jobs and builds the 
fuel-efficient cars and trucks that will carry us toward a clean-energy future. 
Finally, to coordinate a global response to this global recession, I went to the meeting of the G20 
nations in London the other week. Each nation has undertaken significant stimulus to spur de-
mand. All agreed to pursue tougher regulatory reforms. We also agreed to triple the lending capac-
ity of the International Monetary Fund -- which, as many of you know, is an international financial 
institution supported by all the major economies -- so that they can provide direct assistance to de-
veloping nations and vulnerable populations. That's not just charity; because America's success 
depends on whether other nations have the ability to buy what we sell, it's important that we pay 
attention to these emerging markets. 
We pledged to avoid the trade barriers and protectionism that hurts us all in the end. And we de-
cided to meet again in the fall to gauge our progress and take additional steps if necessary. 
So that's where we've been, that's what we've done in the last three months. All of these actions -- 
the Recovery Act, the bank capitalization program, the housing plan, the strengthening of the non-
bank credit market, the auto plan, and our work at the G20 -- all have been necessary pieces of the 
recovery puzzle. They've been designed to increase aggregate demand to get credit flowing again 
to families and businesses and to help families and businesses ride out the storm. And taken to-
gether, these actions are starting to generate signs of economic progress. 
Because of our recovery plan, schools and police departments have cancelled planned layoffs; 
clean energy companies and construction companies are re-hiring workers to build everything 
from energy-efficient windows to new roads and highways. Our housing plan has helped lead to a 
spike in the number of homeowners who are taking advantage of historically-low mortgage rates 
by refinancing, which is like putting a $2,000 tax cut in your pocket. Our program to support the 
market for auto loans and student loans has started to unfreeze this market and securitize more of 
this lending in the last few weeks. And small businesses are seeing a jump in loan activity for the 
first time in months. 
Now, this is all welcome and encouraging news. It does not mean the hard times are over; 2009 
will continue to be a difficult year for America's economy, and obviously, most difficult for those 
who've lost their jobs. The severity of this recession will cause more job loss, more foreclosures, 
and more pain before it ends. The market will continue to rise and fall. Credit is still not flowing 
nearly as easily as it should. The process for restructuring AIG and the auto companies will in-
volve difficult and sometimes unpopular choices; we are not finished yet on that front. And all of 
this means that there's much more work to be done. But all of this also means that you can contin-
ue to expect an unrelenting, unyielding, day-by-day effort from this administration to fight for 
economic recovery on all fronts. 
But even as we continue to clear away the wreckage and address the immediate crisis, it is my firm 
belief that our next task, beginning now, is to make sure such a crisis never happens again. (Ap-
plause.) Even as we clean up balance sheets and get credit flowing again, even as people start 
spending and businesses start hiring -- all that's going to happen -- we have to realize that we can-
not go back to the bubble-and-bust economy that led us to this point. 
It is simply not sustainable to have a 21st-century financial system that is governed by 20th-
century rules and regulations that allowed the recklessness of a few to threaten the entire economy. 
It is not sustainable to have an economy where in one year, 40 percent of our corporate profits 
came from a financial sector that was based on inflated home prices, maxed-out credit cards, over-
leveraged banks and overvalued assets. It's not sustainable to have an economy where the incomes 
of the top 1 percent has skyrocketed while the typical working household has seen their incomes 
decline by nearly $2,000. That's just not a sustainable model for long-term prosperity. 
For even as too many were out there chasing ever-bigger bonuses and short-term profits over the 
last decade, we continued to neglect the long-term threats to our prosperity: the crushing burden 
that the rising cost of health care is placing on families and businesses; the failure of our education 
system to prepare our workers for a new age; the progress that other nations are making on clean 
energy industries and technologies while we -- we remain addicted to foreign oil; the growing debt 
that we're passing on to our children. Even after we emerge from the current recession, these chal-
lenges will still represent major obstacles that stand in the way of our success in the 21st century. 
So we've got a lot of work to do. 
Now, there's a parable at the end of the Sermon on the Mount that tells the story of two men. The 
first built his house on a pile of sand, and it was soon destroyed when a storm hit. But the second 
is known as the wise man, for when "the rain descended, and the floods came, and the winds blew, 
and beat upon that house, it fell not: for it was founded upon a rock." 
It was founded upon a rock. We cannot rebuild this economy on the same pile of sand. We must 
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build our house upon a rock. We must lay a new foundation for growth and prosperity -- a founda-
tion that will move us from an era of borrow and spend to one where we save and invest; where we 
consume less at home and send more exports abroad. 
It's a foundation built upon five pillars that will grow our economy and make this new century an-
other American century: Number one, new rules for Wall Street that will reward drive and innova-
tion, not reckless risk-taking -- (applause); number two, new investments in education that will 
make our workforce more skilled and competitive -- (applause); number three, new investments in 
renewable energy and technology that will create new jobs and new industries -- (applause); num-
ber four, new investments in health care that will cut costs for families and businesses; and number 
five, new savings in our federal budget that will bring down the debt for future generations. (Ap-
plause.) 
That's the new foundation we must build. That's our house built upon a rock. That must be our fu-
ture -- and my administration's policies are designed to achieve that future. 
Let me talk about each of these steps in turn. The first step we will take to build this foundation is 
to reform the outdated rules and regulations that allowed this crisis to happen in the first place. It is 
time to lay down tough new rules of the road for Wall Street to ensure that we never find ourselves 
here again. Just as after the Great Depression new rules were designed for banks to avoid the kind 
of reckless speculation that helped to create the depression, so we've got to make adaptations to 
our current set of rules: create rules that punish shortcuts and abuse; rules that tie someone's pay to 
their actual job performance --- a novel concept -- (laughter); rules that protect typical American 
families when they buy a home, get a credit card or invest in a 401(k). So we've already begun to 
work with Congress to shape this comprehensive new regulatory framework -- and I expect a bill 
to arrive on my desk for my signature before the year is out. 
The second pillar of this new foundation is an education system that finally prepares our workers 
for a 21st century economy. You know, in the 20th century, the G.I. Bill helped send a generation 
to college. For decades we led the world in educational attainment, and as a consequence we led 
the world in economic growth. But in this new economy, we've come to trail the world's leaders in 
graduation rates, in educational achievement, in the production of scientists and engineers. That's 
why we have set a goal that will greatly enhance our ability to compete for the high-wage, high-
tech jobs of the 21st century: By 2020, America will once again have the highest proportion of col-
lege graduates in the world. That is the goal that we have set and we intend to do. (Applause.) 
To meet that goal, we have to start early. So we've already dramatically expanded early childhood 
education. (Applause.) We are investing in innovative programs that have proven to help schools 
meet high standards and close achievement gaps. We're creating new rewards that tie teachers' per-
formance and new pathways for advancement. And I've asked every American to commit to at 
least one year or more of higher education or career training, and we have provided tax credits to 
make a college education more affordable for every American, even those who attend 
Georgetown. (Applause.) 
And, by the way, one of the changes that I would like to see -- and I'm going to be talking about 
this in weeks to come -- is once again seeing our best and our brightest commit themselves to mak-
ing things -- engineers, scientists, innovators. (Applause.) For so long, we have placed at the top of 
our pinnacle folks who can manipulate numbers and engage in complex financial calculations. 
And that's good, we need some of that. (Laughter.) But you know what we can really use is some 
more scientists and some more engineers, who are building and making things that we can export 
to other countries. (Applause.) 
Now, the third pillar of this new foundation is to harness the renewable energy that can create mil-
lions of new jobs and new industries. We all know that the country that harnesses this new energy 
source will lead the 21st century. Yet we've allowed other countries to outpace us on this race to 
the future. I don't know about you, but I do not accept a future where the jobs and industries of to-
morrow take root beyond our borders. I think it's time for America to lead again. 
So the investments we made in the Recovery Act will double this nation's supply of renewable en-
ergy in the next three years. (Applause.) And we are putting Americans to work making our homes 
and buildings more efficient so that we can save billions on our energy bills and grow our econo-
my at the same time. 
Now, the only though that we can truly spark the transformation that's need is through a gradual, 
market-based cap on carbon pollution, so that clean energy is the profitable kind of energy. (Ap-
plause.) 
There are those who've argued that we shouldn't attempt, we shouldn't even be thinking, we 
shouldn't even be talking about such a transition until the economy recovers. And they are right 
that we have to take into account the costs of transition. Transitioning to a clean energy economy 
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will not be easy. But we can no longer delay putting a framework for a clean energy economy in 
place. That needs to be done now. (Applause.) 
If businesses and entrepreneurs know today that we are closing this carbon pollution loophole, 
they'll start investing in clean energy now. And pretty soon, we'll see more companies constructing 
solar panels, and workers building wind turbines, and car companies manufacturing fuel-efficient 
cars. Investors will put some money into a new energy technology, and a small business will open 
to start selling it. That's how we can grow this economy, enhance our security, and protect our 
planet at the same time. 
Now, the fourth pillar of our new foundation is a 21st century health care system where families, 
businesses and government budgets aren't dragged down by skyrocketing insurance premiums. 
(Applause.) One and a half million Americans could lose their homes this year just because of a 
medical crisis. Major American corporations are struggling to compete with their foreign counter-
parts. Small businesses are closing their doors. We can't allow the cost of health care to continue 
strangling our economy. 
And that's why our Recovery Act will invest in electronic health records with strict privacy stand-
ards that can save money and lives and reduce medical error. That's why we've made the largest 
investment ever in preventive care, because that's one of the best ways to keep costs under control. 
And included in the budgets that just passed Congress is an historic commitment to reform that 
will finally make quality health care affordable for every American. (Applause.) So I'm looking 
forward in the next few months to working with both parties in Congress to make this reform a re-
ality. We can get this done -- and we have to get it done. 
Now, fixing our health care system will -- will require resources; it's not going to be free. But in 
my budget we've made a commitment to fully pay for reform without increasing the deficit, and 
we've identified specific savings that will make the health care system more efficient and reduce 
costs for us all. 
In fact, we've undertaken an unprecedented effort to find this kind of savings in every corner of the 
budget, because the final pillar in building our new foundation is restoring fiscal discipline once 
this economy recovers. 
Already we've identified $2 trillion dollars in deficit reductions over the next decade. We need to 
do more, but we've already done that. We've announced procurement reform that will greatly re-
duce no-bid contracts and save the government $40 billion. We need to do more, but that's an im-
portant start. Secretary Gates recently announced a courageous set of reforms that go right at the 
hundreds of billions of dollars in waste and cost overruns that have bloated our defense budget 
without making America safer. We need to do more, but that proposal by Secretary Gates is right 
on target. We will end education programs that don't work, we will root out waste and fraud and 
abuse in our Medicare program. 
Altogether, this budget will reduce discretionary spending for domestic programs as a share of the 
economy by more than 10 percent over the next decade to the lowest level we've seen since we be-
gan keeping records nearly half a century ago. And as we continue to go through the federal budg-
et line by line, we will be announcing additional savings, secured by eliminating and consolidating 
programs that we don't need so we can make room for the things that we do need. 
That's what we're doing now. Of course, I realize that for some, this isn't enough. I know there's a 
criticism out there that my administration has been spending with reckless abandon, pushing a lib-
eral social agenda while mortgaging our children's future. You've heard the argument. 
Well, let me make three points. First, as I said earlier, the worst thing that we could do in a reces-
sion this severe is to try to cut government spending at the same time as families and businesses 
around the world are cutting back on their spending. So as serious as our deficit and debt problems 
are -- and they are very serious -- major efforts to deal with them have to focus on the medium and 
long-term budget picture, not on the short-term. And that's exactly what we've done. 
Second, in tackling the deficit issue, we simply cannot sacrifice the long-term investments that we 
so desperately need to generate long-term prosperity. That's the argument that some critics have 
made: Well, you're proposing health care reform, you shouldn't be doing that; you're proposing 
education investments, you shouldn't be doing that, that adds to the deficit. 
Look, just as a cash-strapped family may cut back on all kinds of luxuries, but will still insist on 
spending money to get their children through college, will refuse to have their kids drop out of col-
lege and go to work in some fast-food place, even though that might bring in some income in the 
short-term, because they're thinking about the long term -- so we as a country have to make current 
choices with an eye for the future. (Applause.) 
If we don't invest now in renewable energy, if we don't invest now in a skilled workforce, if we 
don't invest now in a more affordable health care system, this economy simply won't grow at the 
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pace it needs to in two or five or 10 years down the road. If we don't lay this new foundation now, 
it won't be long before we're right back where we are today. And I can assure you that chronically 
slow growth will not help our long-term budget situation. That's the second point. 
Third point, the problem with our deficit and debt is not new. It has been building dramatically 
over the past eight years, largely because big tax cuts combined with increased spending on two 
wars and the increased costs of government health care programs have pushed it ever upwards. 
This structural gap in our budget, between the amount of money that's coming in and the amount 
of money that's going out, will only get worse as the baby boomers age, and will in fact lead us 
down an unsustainable path. 
But let's not kid ourselves and suggest that we can solve this problem by trimming a few earmarks 
or cutting the budget for the National Endowment for the Arts. That's just not true. (Applause.) 
Along with defense and interest on the national debt, the biggest cost drivers in our budget are en-
titlement programs like Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security -- all of which get more and more 
expensive every year. So if we want to get serious about fiscal discipline, and I do, then we're go-
ing to not only have to trim waste out of our discretionary budget -- which we've already begun -- 
we will also have to get serious about entitlement reform. 
Now, nothing will be more important to this goal than passing health care reform that brings down 
costs across the system, including in Medicare and Medicaid. (Applause.) So make no mistake, 
health care reform is entitlement reform. That's not just my opinion -- that was the conclusion of a 
wide range of participants at the Fiscal Responsibility Summit that we held at the White House in 
February. And that's one of the reasons why I firmly believe we need to get health care reform 
done this year. (Applause.) 
Once we tackle rising health care costs, we must also work to put Social Security on firmer foot-
ing. It's time for both parties to come together and find a way to keep the promise of a sound re-
tirement for future generations. And we should restore a sense of fairness and balance to our tax 
code including by shutting down corporate loopholes and ensuring that everyone pays what they 
owe. (Applause.) 
All of these efforts will require tough choices. All these efforts will require compromise. But the 
difficulties can't serve as an excuse for inaction -- not anymore -- which brings me to one final 
point I'd like to make today. I've talked a lot about the fundamental weakness in our economy that 
led us to this day of reckoning. But we also arrived here because of a fundamental weakness in our 
political system. 
For too long, too many in Washington put off hard decisions for some other time on some other 
day. There's been a tendency to spend a lot of time scoring political points instead of rolling up 
sleeves to solve real problems. 
There's also an impatience that characterizes this town -- an attention span that has only grown 
shorter with the 24-hour news cycle that insists on instant gratification in the form of immediate 
results or higher poll numbers. When a crisis hits, there's all too often a lurch from shock to trance, 
with everyone responding to the tempest of the moment until the furor has died down, the media 
coverage has moved on to something else, instead of confronting the major challenges that will 
shape our future in a sustained and focused way. 
This can't be one of those times. The challenges are too great. The stakes are too high. I know how 
difficult it is for members of Congress in both parties to grapple with some of the big decisions we 
face right now. I'd love if these problems were coming at us one at a time instead of five or six at a 
time. It's more than most Congresses and most Presidents have to deal with in a lifetime. 
But we have been called to govern in extraordinary times. And that requires an extraordinary sense 
of responsibility -- to ourselves, to the men and women who sent us here, to the many generations 
whose lives will be affected for good or for ill because of what we do here. 
There is no doubt that times are still tough. By no means are we out of the woods just yet. But 
from where we stand, for the very first time, we're beginning to see glimmers of hope. And beyond 
that, way off in the distance, we can see a vision of an America's future that is far different than 
our troubled economic past. It's an America teeming with new industry and commerce, humming 
with new energy and discoveries that light the world once more -- a place where anyone from an-
ywhere with a good idea or the will to work can live the dream they've heard so much about. 
That is the house upon the rock -- proud, sturdy, unwavering in the face of the greatest storms. 
And we will not finish it in one year. We will not finish it in many. But if we use this moment to 
lay that new foundation, if we come together and begin the hard work of rebuilding, if we persist 
and persevere against the disappointments and setbacks that will surely lie ahead, then I have no 
doubt that this house will stand and the dream of our founders will live on in our time. 
Thank you. God bless you. God bless the United States of America. (Applause.) 
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Speech XXV 
California Speech 
 
Fremont, California | May 26, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you. Everybody please have a seat. (Applause.) It is wonderful to 
be here and to see all of you here today. And I would be remiss if I did not note the presence of 
your governor, give him a big round of applause, Arnold Schwarzenegger. (Applause.) I’m just 
going to go ahead and mention our district attorney, Kamala Harris, who’s here. (Applause.)  
It is great to be in Fremont, good to be back in Northern California. I was reminiscing a little bit -- 
Michelle and I took our honeymoon in Napa Valley. That was almost 17 years ago when we drove 
down the Pacific Coast Highway, and so I was -- I was fantasizing about going and renting a car. 
(Laughter.) But I was told that would cause a stir, so next time.  
But it’s wonderful to be here in Northern California. It is always nice to get out of Washington a 
little bit. Now, don’t get me wrong, the capital is a beautiful place, nice monuments. I have no 
commute -- (laughter) -- which very few people in California can say is true for them.  
But the truth of the matter is, is that when you’re in Washington a lot of times all you’re thinking 
about or all that’s being talked about is politics -- who’s up, who’s down, the contest between the 
parties, instead of people remembering why it is that they aspired to go into politics in the first 
place. We end up getting caught up in the moment instead of what is important for the future.  
So I try to visit places like this about once a week, hear from folks as often as possible who are ac-
tually doing the extraordinary work of building up America. And I appreciated the chance to tour 
your plant and to see the incredible, cutting-edge solar panels that you’re manufacturing, but also 
the process that goes into the manufacturing of these solar panels. And it is just a testament to 
American ingenuity and dynamism and the fact that we continue to have the best universities in 
the world, the best technology in the world, and most importantly the best workers in the world. 
And you guys all represent that. So thank you very much for that. (Applause.)  
And while I’m at it, I also want to give some credit to those guys in the back who have been build-
ing this facility so that we can put more people back to work and build more solar panels to send 
all across the country. Thank you for the great work that you guys are doing. (Applause.) 
Now, it’s fitting that this technology is being pioneered here in California. Where else, right? For 
generations, this part of the country has embodied the entrepreneurial spirit that has always defined 
America’s success. People heading West. 
It was here where weary but hopeful travelers came with pickaxes in search of a fortune. It was 
here that tinkerers and engineers turned a sleepy valley into a center of innovation and industry. 
It’s here that companies like Solyndra are leading the way toward a brighter and more prosperous 
future. 
And you’re doing so at a time of real challenge for America. I don’t have to tell you that. The 
Governor doesn’t have to tell you that. California was hit as hard as any state by the home mort-
gage crisis and the economic storms that followed. Even this high-tech corridor wasn’t immune. 
Foreclosures skyrocketed. Home values fell. Businesses slowed, from family restaurants to For-
tune 500 companies. Fremont lost thousands of jobs as the NUMMI auto plant slowed production 
and shut down -- and that hurt not only autoworkers but local businesses and parts suppliers.  
Many in this community are still reeling from the effects of the recession -- and that followed a 
decade of struggle and growing economic insecurity for a lot of middle-class families. The truth is, 
even though the economy is growing and adding jobs again, it’s going to take a while to create the 
favorable conditions for communities like this one to rebound and to flourish. But what was clear 
when I walked through the Oval Office door, at a time of maximum peril in our economy, when 
economists were warning we might be going into a Great Depression, the financial system might 
be on the verge of collapse -- what was clear was that even though it might be difficult and even 
though some of the things we had to do might not be politically popular -– we had to act. We 
couldn’t accept a future that was marked by decline. 
And that’s why we took a series of steps to stop what was nothing short of an economic freefall. 
We passed a series of tax cuts to put more money in the pockets of working families right away -- 
including more than 12 million families in California. We increased the Pell Grant -- which 
brought 4 million additional dollars -- $4 million of additional aid to students right here in 
Fremont. We backed loans to small businesses -- including $20 million to companies in this com-
munity alone.  



Appendix – President – Speech XXV California Speech 

212 
 

We also provided relief for those hardest hit -- who not only needed help, but would most likely 
use the relief to generate more economic activity. So we extended unemployment benefits for 
more than 3 million California residents and made COBRA cheaper for people who’d lost their 
jobs so they could keep their health care for their families. We provided $250 in relief to more than 
5 million California seniors -- many whose life savings had taken a big hit in the financial crisis. 
And we provided emergency assistance to our governors to prevent teachers and police officers 
and firefighters from being laid off as a result of state budget shortfalls. At a time when California 
is facing a fiscal crisis, we know that this has saved the jobs of tens of thousands of educators and 
other needed public servants just in this state. And what was true in California was true all across 
the country. 
But our goal in dealing with this economic crisis wasn’t just about bringing an end to the reces-
sion. We said to ourselves, we’ve got to build a new foundation for lasting growth. We can’t have 
an economy that’s just built on maxing out on credit cards and home equity loans and complex fi-
nancial instruments that are generating big bonuses but can potentially bring an entire economy 
down. 
So we recognized that we’ve got to go back to basics. We’ve got to go back to making things. 
We’ve got to go back to exports. We’ve got to go back to innovation. And we recognized that 
there was only so much government could do. The true engine of economic growth will always be 
companies like Solyndra, will always be America’s businesses. But that doesn’t mean the govern-
ment can just sit on the sidelines. Government still has the responsibility to help create the condi-
tions in which students can gain an education so they can work at Solyndra, and entrepreneurs can 
get financing so they can start a company, and new industries can take hold.  
So that’s why, even as we cut taxes and provided emergency relief over the past year -- we also 
invested in basic research, in broadband networks, in rebuilding roads and bridges, in health in-
formation technology, and in clean energy. Because not only would this spur hiring by businesses 
-- it would create jobs in sectors with incredible potential to propel our economy for years, for 
decades to come. There is no better example than energy.  
We all know the price we pay as a country as a result of how we produce and use -- and, yes, 
waste -- energy today. We’ve been talking about it for decades -- since the gas shortages of the 
1970s. Our dependence on foreign oil endangers our security and our economy. Climate change 
poses a threat to our way of life -- in fact, we’re already beginning to see its profound and costly 
impact. And the spill in the Gulf, which is just heartbreaking, only underscores the necessity of 
seeking alternative fuel sources. We’re not going to transition out of oil next year or 10 years from 
now. But think about it, part of what’s happening in the Gulf is that oil companies are drilling a 
mile underwater before they hit ground, and then a mile below that before they hit oil.  
With the increased risks, the increased costs, it gives you a sense of where we’re going. We’re not 
going to be able to sustain this kind of fossil fuel use. This planet can’t sustain it. Think about 
when China and India -- where consumers there are starting to buy cars and use energy the way we 
are. So we’ve known that we’ve had to shift in a fundamental way, and that’s true for all of us.  
Now, earlier today I spoke to Energy Secretary Steven Chu, who, as you know, is a Nobel Prize-
winning physicist. And he’s been on the scene in the Gulf, deeply involved in our efforts to bring 
this crisis to an end. And we discussed today’s attempt to stop the leak through what’s known as 
the “top kill,” plugging the well with densely packed mud to prevent any more oil from escaping. 
If it’s successful -- and there are no guarantees -- it should greatly reduce or eliminate the flow of 
oil now streaming into the Gulf from the sea floor. And if it’s not, there are other approaches that 
may be viable.  
And as work continues in the next couple of months to complete relief wells, my administration is 
intensively engaged with scientists and engineers to explore all alternative options, and we’re go-
ing to bring every resource necessary to put a stop to this thing. But a lot of damage has been done 
already -- livelihoods destroyed, landscapes scarred, wildlife affected. Lives have been lost. Our 
thoughts and prayers are very much with the people along the Gulf Coast.  
And let me reiterate: We will not rest until this well is shut, the environment is repaired, and the 
cleanup is complete. And I look forward to returning there on Friday to review the efforts currently 
underway and lend my support to the region.  
But even as we are dealing with this immediate crisis, we’ve got to remember that the risks our 
current dependence on oil holds for our environment and our coastal communities is not the only 
cost involved in our dependence on these fossil fuels. Around the world, from China to Germany, 
our competitors are waging a historic effort to lead in developing new energy technologies. There 
are factories like this being built in China, factories like this being built in Germany. Nobody is 
playing for second place. These countries recognize that the nation that leads the clean energy 
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economy is likely to lead the global economy. And if we fail to recognize that same imperative, we 
risk falling behind. We risk falling behind. (Applause.) 
Fifteen years ago, the United States produced 40 percent of the world’s solar panels -- 40 percent. 
That was just 15 years ago. By 2008, our share had fallen to just over 5 percent. I don’t know 
about you, but I’m not prepared to cede American leadership in this industry, because I’m not pre-
pared to cede America’s leadership in the global economy.  
So that’s why we’ve placed a big emphasis on clean energy. It’s the right thing to do for our envi-
ronment, it’s the right thing to do for our national security, but it’s also the right thing to do for our 
economy.  
And we can see the positive impacts right here at Solyndra. Less than a year ago, we were standing 
on what was an empty lot. But through the Recovery Act, this company received a loan to expand 
its operations. This new factory is the result of those loans.  
Since the project broke ground last fall, more than 3,000 construction workers have been em-
ployed building this plant. Across the country, workers -- (applause) -- across the country, workers 
in 22 states are manufacturing the supplies for this project. Workers in a dozen states are building 
the advanced manufacturing equipment that will power this new facility. When it’s completed in a 
few months, Solyndra expects to hire a thousand workers to manufacture solar panels and sell 
them across America and around the world. (Applause.)  
And this in turn will generate business for companies throughout our country who will create jobs 
supplying this factory with parts and materials. So there’s a ripple effect. It’s not just localized to 
this area. 
Meanwhile, down the road, we’re seeing some other welcome signs. I know the closure of the 
NUMMI plant was devastating to this community and thousands of jobs were lost. And it was all 
the more painful and heartbreaking because the factory had been held up as an example of how 
America could lead in manufacturing. 
But thanks to loans through the Department of Energy, which helped provide Tesla motors with 
the financial wherewithal to expand, that shuttered plant is soon going to reopen. (Applause.) And 
once again -- once again, it will be a symbol of promise, an example of what’s possible here in 
America. 
Tesla is joining with Toyota in a venture to put a thousand skilled workers back to work manufac-
turing an all-electric car. (Applause.) And this is only the beginning. We’re investing in advanced 
battery technologies to power plug-in hybrid cars. In fact, today in Tennessee there’s a ground-
breaking for an advanced battery manufacturing facility that will generate hundreds of jobs. And it 
was made possible by loans through the Department of Energy, as well as tax credits and grants to 
increase demand for these vehicles. 
We used to account for about 2 percent of advanced battery technologies for cars. We’re expect-
ing, in the next couple years, to get up to 20, 30, maybe even 40 percent, building our market share 
right here in the United States of America. 
We’re investing in an advanced electricity grid. And Governor Schwarzenegger and I were just 
talking about this before we came out, because this has been a big priority for him -- that will be 
more efficient and better able to harness renewable energy sources. We’re providing grants to 
build wind farms and install these solar panels, helping us double our ability to generate renewable 
energy. We’re expanding our capacity in biofuels to reduce our dependence on oil. We’ve helped 
forge one historic agreement -- and are on track to produce a second -- to dramatically increase the 
fuel efficiency of America’s cars and trucks. So we are making progress. It’s progress that’s going 
to produce jobs, that’s going to help secure our future.  
But we’ve still got more work to do, and that’s why I’m going to keep fighting to pass comprehen-
sive energy and climate legislation in Washington. (Applause.) We’re going to try to get it done 
this year, because what we want to do is create incentives that will fully unleash the potential for 
jobs and growth in this sector. 
Already we’re seeing the results of the steps we’ve taken. As I said, before the Recovery Act, we 
had the capacity to make less than 2 percent of the world’s advanced vehicle batteries. In the next 
five years, we’ll make 40 percent of these batteries here in the United States. Before the Recovery 
Act, we could build just 5 percent of the world’s solar panels. In the next few years, we’re going to 
double our share to more than 10 percent.  
Here at this site, Solyndra expects to make enough solar panels each year to generate 500 mega-
watts of electricity. And over the lifetime of this expanded facility, that could be like replacing as 
many as eight coal-fired power plants. It’s also worth noting, to achieve this doubling of our share 
of solar capacity, we actually need to make four times as many solar panels, because other coun-
tries are adding capacity, too. Nobody in this race is standing still. 
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So these steps are helping to safeguard our environment. They’re helping to lower our dependence 
on oil. At a time when people are struggling and looking for work, these steps are helping to 
strengthen our economy and create jobs. We all know how important that is, because times here in 
California are still tough. It’s going to take time to replace the millions of jobs we lost in this re-
cession.  
Unemployment remains high, even though the economy is growing and has started adding hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs each month. So it took years to dig our way into this hole; we’re not go-
ing to dig our way out overnight. But what you are proving here -- all of you, collectively -- is that 
as difficult as it will be, as far as we’ve got to go, we will recover. We will rebuild. We will 
emerge from this period of turmoil stronger than ever before. 
That’s not all. You’re also proving something more. Every day that you build this expanded facili-
ty, as you fill orders for solar panels to ship around the world, you’re demonstrating that the prom-
ise of clean energy isn’t just an article of faith -- not anymore. It’s not some abstract possibility for 
science fiction movies or a distant future -- 10 years down the road or 20 years down the road. It’s 
happening right now. The future is here. We’re poised to transform the ways we power our homes 
and our cars and our businesses. And we’re poised to lead our competitors in the development of 
new technologies and products and businesses. And we are poised to generate countless new jobs, 
good-paying middle-class jobs, right here in the United States of America.  
That’s the promise of clean energy. And thanks to the men and women here today -- and the inno-
vators and the workers all across America -- it’s a promise that we’ve already begun to fulfill.  
So thank you very much. God bless you. God bless the United States of America. (Applause.)  
 
 
Speech XXVI 
BP Oil Spill Speech 
 
Washington, D.C. | June 15, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Good evening. As we speak, our nation faces a multitude of challenges. 
At home, our top priority is to recover and rebuild from a recession that has touched the lives of 
nearly every American. Abroad, our brave men and women in uniform are taking the fight to al 
Qaeda wherever it exists. And tonight, I’ve returned from a trip to the Gulf Coast to speak with 
you about the battle we’re waging against an oil spill that is assaulting our shores and our citizens. 
On April 20th, an explosion ripped through BP Deepwater Horizon drilling rig, about 40 miles off 
the coast of Louisiana. Eleven workers lost their lives. Seventeen others were injured. And soon, 
nearly a mile beneath the surface of the ocean, oil began spewing into the water. 
Because there has never been a leak this size at this depth, stopping it has tested the limits of hu-
man technology. That’s why just after the rig sank, I assembled a team of our nation’s best scien-
tists and engineers to tackle this challenge -- a team led by Dr. Steven Chu, a Nobel Prize-winning 
physicist and our nation’s Secretary of Energy. Scientists at our national labs and experts from ac-
ademia and other oil companies have also provided ideas and advice. 
As a result of these efforts, we’ve directed BP to mobilize additional equipment and technology. 
And in the coming weeks and days, these efforts should capture up to 90 percent of the oil leaking 
out of the well. This is until the company finishes drilling a relief well later in the summer that’s 
expected to stop the leak completely.  
Already, this oil spill is the worst environmental disaster America has ever faced. And unlike an 
earthquake or a hurricane, it’s not a single event that does its damage in a matter of minutes or 
days. The millions of gallons of oil that have spilled into the Gulf of Mexico are more like an epi-
demic, one that we will be fighting for months and even years.  
But make no mistake: We will fight this spill with everything we’ve got for as long as it takes. We 
will make BP pay for the damage their company has caused. And we will do whatever’s necessary 
to help the Gulf Coast and its people recover from this tragedy.  
Tonight I’d like to lay out for you what our battle plan is going forward: what we’re doing to clean 
up the oil, what we’re doing to help our neighbors in the Gulf, and what we’re doing to make sure 
that a catastrophe like this never happens again.  
First, the cleanup. From the very beginning of this crisis, the federal government has been in 
charge of the largest environmental cleanup effort in our nation’s history -- an effort led by Admi-
ral Thad Allen, who has almost 40 years of experience responding to disasters. We now have near-
ly 30,000 personnel who are working across four states to contain and clean up the oil. Thousands 
of ships and other vessels are responding in the Gulf. And I’ve authorized the deployment of over 
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17,000 National Guard members along the coast. These servicemen and women are ready to help 
stop the oil from coming ashore, they’re ready to help clean the beaches, train response workers, or 
even help with processing claims -- and I urge the governors in the affected states to activate these 
troops as soon as possible.  
Because of our efforts, millions of gallons of oil have already been removed from the water 
through burning, skimming and other collection methods. Over five and a half million feet of 
boom has been laid across the water to block and absorb the approaching oil. We’ve approved the 
construction of new barrier islands in Louisiana to try to stop the oil before it reaches the shore, 
and we’re working with Alabama, Mississippi and Florida to implement creative approaches to 
their unique coastlines.  
As the cleanup continues, we will offer whatever additional resources and assistance our coastal 
states may need. Now, a mobilization of this speed and magnitude will never be perfect, and new 
challenges will always arise. I saw and heard evidence of that during this trip. So if something 
isn’t working, we want to hear about it. If there are problems in the operation, we will fix them.  
But we have to recognize that despite our best efforts, oil has already caused damage to our coast-
line and its wildlife. And sadly, no matter how effective our response is, there will be more oil and 
more damage before this siege is done. That’s why the second thing we’re focused on is the recov-
ery and restoration of the Gulf Coast.  
You know, for generations, men and women who call this region home have made their living 
from the water. That living is now in jeopardy. I’ve talked to shrimpers and fishermen who don’t 
know how they’re going to support their families this year. I’ve seen empty docks and restaurants 
with fewer customers -– even in areas where the beaches are not yet affected. I’ve talked to owners 
of shops and hotels who wonder when the tourists might start coming back. The sadness and the 
anger they feel is not just about the money they’ve lost. It’s about a wrenching anxiety that their 
way of life may be lost.  
I refuse to let that happen. Tomorrow, I will meet with the chairman of BP and inform him that he 
is to set aside whatever resources are required to compensate the workers and business owners 
who have been harmed as a result of his company’s recklessness. And this fund will not be con-
trolled by BP. In order to ensure that all legitimate claims are paid out in a fair and timely manner, 
the account must and will be administered by an independent third party.  
Beyond compensating the people of the Gulf in the short term, it’s also clear we need a long-term 
plan to restore the unique beauty and bounty of this region. The oil spill represents just the latest 
blow to a place that’s already suffered multiple economic disasters and decades of environmental 
degradation that has led to disappearing wetlands and habitats. And the region still hasn’t recov-
ered from Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. That’s why we must make a commitment to the Gulf Coast 
that goes beyond responding to the crisis of the moment.  
I make that commitment tonight. Earlier, I asked Ray Mabus, the Secretary of the Navy, who is al-
so a former governor of Mississippi and a son of the Gulf Coast, to develop a long-term Gulf 
Coast Restoration Plan as soon as possible. The plan will be designed by states, local communities, 
tribes, fishermen, businesses, conservationists and other Gulf residents. And BP will pay for the 
impact this spill has had on the region.  
The third part of our response plan is the steps we’re taking to ensure that a disaster like this does 
not happen again. A few months ago, I approved a proposal to consider new, limited offshore drill-
ing under the assurance that it would be absolutely safe –- that the proper technology would be in 
place and the necessary precautions would be taken. 
That obviously was not the case in the Deepwater Horizon rig, and I want to know why. The 
American people deserve to know why. The families I met with last week who lost their loved 
ones in the explosion -- these families deserve to know why. And so I’ve established a National 
Commission to understand the causes of this disaster and offer recommendations on what addi-
tional safety and environmental standards we need to put in place. Already, I’ve issued a six-
month moratorium on deepwater drilling. I know this creates difficulty for the people who work on 
these rigs, but for the sake of their safety, and for the sake of the entire region, we need to know 
the facts before we allow deepwater drilling to continue. And while I urge the Commission to 
complete its work as quickly as possible, I expect them to do that work thoroughly and impartially. 
One place we’ve already begun to take action is at the agency in charge of regulating drilling and 
issuing permits, known as the Minerals Management Service. Over the last decade, this agency has 
become emblematic of a failed philosophy that views all regulation with hostility -- a philosophy 
that says corporations should be allowed to play by their own rules and police themselves. At this 
agency, industry insiders were put in charge of industry oversight. Oil companies showered regula-
tors with gifts and favors, and were essentially allowed to conduct their own safety inspections and 
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write their own regulations.  
When Ken Salazar became my Secretary of the Interior, one of his very first acts was to clean up 
the worst of the corruption at this agency. But it’s now clear that the problem there ran much deep-
er, and the pace of reform was just too slow. And so Secretary Salazar and I are bringing in new 
leadership at the agency -- Michael Bromwich, who was a tough federal prosecutor and Inspector 
General. And his charge over the next few months is to build an organization that acts as the oil 
industry’s watchdog -- not its partner.  
So one of the lessons we’ve learned from this spill is that we need better regulations, better safety 
standards, and better enforcement when it comes to offshore drilling. But a larger lesson is that no 
matter how much we improve our regulation of the industry, drilling for oil these days entails 
greater risk. After all, oil is a finite resource. We consume more than 20 percent of the world’s oil, 
but have less than 2 percent of the world’s oil reserves. And that’s part of the reason oil companies 
are drilling a mile beneath the surface of the ocean -- because we’re running out of places to drill 
on land and in shallow water.  
For decades, we have known the days of cheap and easily accessible oil were numbered. For dec-
ades, we’ve talked and talked about the need to end America’s century-long addiction to fossil 
fuels. And for decades, we have failed to act with the sense of urgency that this challenge requires. 
Time and again, the path forward has been blocked -- not only by oil industry lobbyists, but also 
by a lack of political courage and candor.  
The consequences of our inaction are now in plain sight. Countries like China are investing in 
clean energy jobs and industries that should be right here in America. Each day, we send nearly $1 
billion of our wealth to foreign countries for their oil. And today, as we look to the Gulf, we see an 
entire way of life being threatened by a menacing cloud of black crude. 
We cannot consign our children to this future. The tragedy unfolding on our coast is the most pain-
ful and powerful reminder yet that the time to embrace a clean energy future is now. Now is the 
moment for this generation to embark on a national mission to unleash America’s innovation and 
seize control of our own destiny. 
This is not some distant vision for America. The transition away from fossil fuels is going to take 
some time, but over the last year and a half, we’ve already taken unprecedented action to jumpstart 
the clean energy industry. As we speak, old factories are reopening to produce wind turbines, peo-
ple are going back to work installing energy-efficient windows, and small businesses are making 
solar panels. Consumers are buying more efficient cars and trucks, and families are making their 
homes more energy-efficient. Scientists and researchers are discovering clean energy technologies 
that someday will lead to entire new industries.  
Each of us has a part to play in a new future that will benefit all of us. As we recover from this re-
cession, the transition to clean energy has the potential to grow our economy and create millions of 
jobs -- but only if we accelerate that transition. Only if we seize the moment. And only if we rally 
together and act as one nation -- workers and entrepreneurs; scientists and citizens; the public and 
private sectors. When I was a candidate for this office, I laid out a set of principles that would 
move our country towards energy independence. Last year, the House of Representatives acted on 
these principles by passing a strong and comprehensive energy and climate bill -- a bill that finally 
makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America’s businesses.  
Now, there are costs associated with this transition. And there are some who believe that we can’t 
afford those costs right now. I say we can’t afford not to change how we produce and use energy -- 
because the long-term costs to our economy, our national security, and our environment are far 
greater.  
So I’m happy to look at other ideas and approaches from either party -- as long they seriously tack-
le our addiction to fossil fuels. Some have suggested raising efficiency standards in our buildings 
like we did in our cars and trucks. Some believe we should set standards to ensure that more of our 
electricity comes from wind and solar power. Others wonder why the energy industry only spends 
a fraction of what the high-tech industry does on research and development -- and want to rapidly 
boost our investments in such research and development.  
All of these approaches have merit, and deserve a fair hearing in the months ahead. But the one 
approach I will not accept is inaction. The one answer I will not settle for is the idea that this chal-
lenge is somehow too big and too difficult to meet. You know, the same thing was said about our 
ability to produce enough planes and tanks in World War II. The same thing was said about our 
ability to harness the science and technology to land a man safely on the surface of the moon. And 
yet, time and again, we have refused to settle for the paltry limits of conventional wisdom. Instead, 
what has defined us as a nation since our founding is the capacity to shape our destiny -- our de-
termination to fight for the America we want for our children. Even if we’re unsure exactly what 
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that looks like. Even if we don’t yet know precisely how we’re going to get there. We know we’ll 
get there.  
It’s a faith in the future that sustains us as a people. It is that same faith that sustains our neighbors 
in the Gulf right now.  
Each year, at the beginning of shrimping season, the region’s fishermen take part in a tradition that 
was brought to America long ago by fishing immigrants from Europe. It’s called “The Blessing of 
the Fleet,” and today it’s a celebration where clergy from different religions gather to say a prayer 
for the safety and success of the men and women who will soon head out to sea -- some for weeks 
at a time. The ceremony goes on in good times and in bad. It took place after Katrina, and it took 
place a few weeks ago -- at the beginning of the most difficult season these fishermen have ever 
faced.  
And still, they came and they prayed. For as a priest and former fisherman once said of the tradi-
tion, “The blessing is not that God has promised to remove all obstacles and dangers. The blessing 
is that He is with us always,” a blessing that’s granted “even in the midst of the storm.”  
The oil spill is not the last crisis America will face. This nation has known hard times before and 
we will surely know them again. What sees us through -- what has always seen us through -- is our 
strength, our resilience, and our unyielding faith that something better awaits us if we summon the 
courage to reach for it. 
Tonight, we pray for that courage. We pray for the people of the Gulf. And we pray that a hand 
may guide us through the storm towards a brighter day. Thank you, God bless you, and may God 
bless the United States of America. 
 
 
Speech XXVII 
Indiana Speech 
 
Wakarusa, Indiana | August 05, 2009 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you so much. Well, it is wonderful to be in Wakarusa. Thank you 
so much for the wonderful welcome. Herman, thanks for the great introduction. It is great to be 
back in Indiana. (Applause.) This is as close as I've gotten to home in a while. (Laughter.)  
And I flew out here with somebody who I think the people of Indiana have known for a long time, 
have trusted for a long time because he's fighting for working families in Indiana each and every 
day -- and that is our great Senator, Evan Bayh. Please give Evan a big round of applause. (Ap-
plause.) 
And it's nice to get out of Washington and spend some time with people who actually sent me to 
Washington. (Applause.) Too often, there are those in Washington who focus on the ups and 
downs of politics. But my concern is the ups and downs in the lives of the American people: the 
families feeling the pain of this recession; the folks I've met across this country who've lost jobs 
and savings and health insurance, but haven't lost hope; the men and women who still believe in 
the capacity, the ability of this nation to meet the challenges of our times. 
Now, these are challenges you know all too well here in Wakarusa and in Elkhart County. This ar-
ea has been hit with a perfect storm of economic troubles. Over the last few decades, you've borne 
the brunt of a steadily weakening of American manufacturing in the face of global competition. 
You've felt the impact of the struggles of American auto industry and the repercussions that have 
hit the Midwest especially hard. And you're living every day with the consequences of this reces-
sion and the financial meltdown, and you've felt it in the form of lost jobs and lost savings. 
So as a result, the Elkhart area has experienced the second greatest increase in the rate of unem-
ployment in the country -- up 10 points in a year. It's an astonishing statistic. And there have been 
times where nearly one in five people in this area have been looking for work. You've seen facto-
ries close, and your sons and daughters move away in searches of jobs and opportunity. So this is 
more than an economic crisis. This goes to the heart and soul of a community. It tests the strength 
of families and the spirit of good people -- hardworking folks who've given their all to a company 
and now don't know where to turn. 
There are some who see what's taking place here and suggest that it's all somehow inevitable, and 
that the only way for America to get ahead is for places like Elkhart to be left behind. You hear 
that argument sometime in Washington. But I know and you know that the truth is exactly the op-
posite. I'm here because I believe our ability to recover -- and to prosper -- as a nation depends on 
what happens in communities just like this one. (Applause.) The battle for America's future will be 
fought and won in places like Elkhart and Detroit, Goshen and Pittsburgh, South Bend, Youngs-
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town -- in cities and towns across Indiana and across the Midwest and across the country that have 
been the backbone of America. It will be won by making places like Elkhart what they once were 
and can be again –- and that's centers of innovation and entrepreneurship and ingenuity and oppor-
tunity; the bustling, whirring, humming engines of American prosperity. For as the world grows 
more competitive, we can't afford to run the race at half-strength or half-speed. If we hope to lead 
this century like we did the last century, we have to create the conditions and the opportunities for 
places like Elkhart to succeed. We have to harness the potential –- the innovative and creative spir-
it –- that's waiting to be awakened all across America. That's how we'll rebuild this economy 
stronger than before: strong enough to compete in the global economy; strong enough to avoid the 
cycles of boom and bust that have wreaked so much havoc on our economy; strong enough to sup-
port the jobs of the 21st century; and strong enough to unleash prosperity for everybody, not just 
some.  
But before we can rebuild our economy for tomorrow, we have to rescue it today. Now, that's why 
we passed a Recovery Act less than one month after I took office –- and we did so without any of 
the earmarks or pork-barrel spending that's so common in Washington, D.C. And let me just talk 
about the so-called stimulus package, or the Recovery Act, because there's been a lot of misinfor-
mation out there about the Recovery Act. Let me tell you what it is and what it's not.  
The plan was divided into three parts. One-third of the money has gone to tax relief for families 
and small businesses. One-third of the money is cutting people's taxes. For Americans struggling 
to pay rising bills with shrinking wages, we kept a campaign promise to put a middle-class tax cut 
in the pockets of 95 percent of working families -- (applause) -- a tax cut that began showing up in 
paychecks of 4.8 million Indiana households about three months ago.  
We also cut taxes for small businesses on the investments that they make. And more than 425 
small businesses in Indiana have received SBA loans through the recovery package. So that's -- 
one-third of the money was tax cuts. 
Another third of the money in the Recovery Act has been for emergency relief that is helping folks 
who've borne the brunt of this recession. For Americans who were laid off, we expanded unem-
ployment benefits –- and that's already made a difference for 12 million Americans, including 
220,000 folks right here in Indiana. We're making health insurance 65 percent cheaper for families 
relying on COBRA while looking for work. Some of you know people who lost their jobs, were 
worried about losing their health care, couldn't afford COBRA -- we were able to reduce their 
costs by 65 percent so they could keep their health care while they were looking for jobs.  
And for states facing historic budget shortfalls, we provided assistance that has saved the jobs of 
tens of thousands of teachers and public -- and police officers and other public servants so that you 
wouldn't see the recession get even worse.  
So that's the second half. First half, tax relief. Second half, support for individuals, small business-
es, and states that had fallen on hard times. 
The last third of the Recovery Act -- and that's what we're going to talk about here today -- is for 
investments that are not only putting people back to work in the short term, but laying a new foun-
dation for growth and prosperity in the long run. These are the jobs of building the future of Amer-
ica: upgrading our roads and our bridges; renovating schools and hospitals. The Elkhart area has 
seen the benefits: Dozens were employed to resurface the runway at Elkhart Airport; a four-mile 
stretch of highway is being upgraded on US-33; the Heart City Health Center has received recov-
ery dollars to expand services and hire additional staff. 
And as part of the recovery plan, we're making a historic commitment to innovation. The Recov-
ery Act creates jobs doubling our capacity to generate renewable energy; building a new smart grid 
that carry electricity from coast to coast; laying down broadband lines and high-speed rail lines; 
and providing the largest boost in basic research in history -- to ensure that America leads in the 
breakthrough discoveries of the new century, just as we led in the last. Because that's what we do 
best in America -- we turn ideas into inventions, and inventions into industries. 
Now, history should be our guide. The United States led the world's economies in the 20th century 
because we led the world in innovation. Today, the competition is keener; the challenge is tougher; 
and that's why innovation is more important than ever. That's the key to good, new jobs in the 21st 
century. That's how we will ensure a high quality of life for this generation and future generations. 
With these investments, we're planting the seeds of progress for our country, and good-paying, 
private-sector jobs for the American people. 
So that's why I'm here today -- to announce $2.4 billion in highly competitive grants to develop the 
next generation of fuel-efficient cars and trucks powered by the next generation of  
battery technologies all made right here in the U.S. of A. (Applause.) Right here in America. (Ap-
plause.) Made in America. (Applause.) 
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For too long, we failed to invest in this kind of innovative work, even as countries like China and 
Japan were racing ahead. That's why this announcement is so important: This represents the largest 
investment in this kind of technology in American history.  
See, I'm committed to a strategy that ensures America leads in the design and the deployment of 
the next generation of clean-energy vehicles. This is not just an investment to produce vehicles to-
day; this is an investment in our capacity to develop new technologies tomorrow. This is about 
creating the infrastructure of innovation. 
Indiana is the second largest recipient of grant funding, and it's a perfect example of what this will 
mean. You've got Purdue University, Notre Dame, Indiana University, and Ivy Tech, and they're 
all going to be receiving grant funding to develop degree and training programs for electric vehi-
cles. That's number one. (Applause.) We've got EnerDel, a small business in Indianapolis that will 
develop batteries for hybrid and electric vehicles. You've got Allison Transmission in Indianapolis, 
Delphi in Kokomo, Remy in Pendleton, and Magna located in Muncie, all who will help develop 
electric-drive components for commercial and passenger vehicles. 
And right here in Elkhart County, Navistar –- which has taken over two Monaco Coach manufac-
turing facilities -– will receive a $39 million grant to build 400 advanced battery electric trucks -- 
(applause) -- with a range of a hundred miles, like the trucks here today. (Applause.) Just a few 
months ago, folks thought that these factories might be closed for good. But now they're coming 
back to life.  
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you! 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: You're welcome. (Laughter.) Thank the American people. (Applause.)  
The company estimates that this investment will help create or save hundreds of jobs in the area. 
And already, folks like Herman are being rehired. So, overall, the companies believe these invest-
ments in battery technology will save or create thousands of Hoosier jobs. And I want to point out 
these thousands of jobs wouldn't be possible if it weren't for the leaders in Congress who support-
ed the Recovery Act -- leaders like Evan Bayh and Joe Donnelly, who's here today. (Applause.) 
And Andre Carson and Brad Ellsworth and Peter Visclosky. (Applause.) And these grants will 
create tens of thousands of jobs all across America. 
In fact, today, Vice President Biden is announcing grant winners in Michigan. Members of my 
Cabinet are fanning out across the country announcing recipients elsewhere. We're providing the 
incentives to those businesses –- large and small –- that stand ready to help us lead a new clean-
energy economy by developing new technologies for new kinds of vehicles.  
See, I don't want to just reduce our dependence on foreign oil and then end up being dependent on 
their foreign innovations. I don't want to have to import a hybrid car -- I want to be able to build a 
hybrid car here. (Applause.) I don't want to have to import a hybrid truck -- I want to build a hy-
brid truck here. (Applause.) I don't want to have to import a windmill from someplace else -- I 
want to build a windmill right here in Indiana. (Applause.) I want the cars of the future and the 
technologies that power them to be developed and deployed right here, in America. 
And that's just the beginning. In no area will innovation be more important than in the develop-
ment of new ways to produce, use, and save energy. So we're not only doubling our capacity to 
generate renewable energy and building a stronger and smarter electric grid. We've helped reach 
an agreement to raise fuel economy standards. And for the first time in history, we passed a bill to 
create a system of clean energy incentives which will help make renewable energy the profitable 
kind of energy in America -– while helping to end our dependence on foreign oil and protect our 
planet for future generations.  
The bill passed the House; we're now working to pass legislation through the Senate. Because we 
know that real innovation depends not on government, but on the generative potential of the Amer-
ican people. If the American people get a clear set of rules, if they know what's needed, what chal-
lenges we've got to meet, they'll figure out how to do it. In fact, that's why our budget makes the 
research and experimentation tax credit permanent -- the R&D tax credit. This is a tax credit that 
helps companies afford what are sometimes very high costs in developing new ideas and new 
technologies and new products -- and that means new jobs. This tax credit returns $2 to the econ-
omy for every $1 we spend. And for a long time we were just trying to renew it once every year, 
and companies didn't know whether or not they were going to be able to get it for the next year. 
That's changed. We've now made it permanent.  
I've also proposed reducing to zero the capital gains tax for investments in small or startup busi-
nesses. Because small businesses are innovative businesses; small businesses produce 13 times 
more patents per employee than large companies. 
Of course, in order to lead in the global economy and ensure that our businesses can grow and in-
novate, we also have to pass health insurance reform that brings down costs. (Applause.) Reform 
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that brings down costs and provides more security for folks who have insurance, and affordable 
options for those who don't. I promise you: We will pass reform by the end of this year because the 
American people need it. (Applause.) The American people need some relief. (Applause.) We're 
going to have to make it happen. 
In fact, the recovery plan began the process of reform by modernizing our health care infrastruc-
ture. We took some long-overdue step of computerizing America's health records, which can re-
duce all the waste and errors that cost billions of dollars and thousands of lives –- while protecting 
patients' privacy. It's important also to know that these records hold the potential of offering pa-
tients the chance to be more active participants in the prevention and treatment of illnesses. You 
won't have to fill out the same form a dozen times. You won't have to rely on your memory when 
talking to your doctor about your medical history. All those things make people healthier, but they 
also reduce your costs, lower your premiums, give you more security in your health care. 
Now, in addition to energy, and in addition to health care, we also know that the nation that out-
educates us today will out-compete us tomorrow. So we're making a historic commitment to 
strengthening and improving education, from cradle through career. Right now, our schools con-
tinue to trail many of our competitors. And that's why I've challenged states to dramatically im-
prove achievement by raising standards and modernizing science labs, upgrading curriculum, 
forming new partnerships to promote math and science, and improving the use of technology in 
the classroom. 
And I've set this goal: In the next decade –- by 2020 –- America will once again have the highest 
proportion of college graduates in the world. (Applause.) We used to be number one. We will be 
number one again when it comes to college graduates. (Applause.)  
Now, to reach this goal, we've provided tax credits and grants to make college education more af-
fordable and we've made a historic commitment to community colleges, which are the unsung he-
roes in America's education system. America can and must have the best-educated, highest-skilled 
workforce in the world -- because if we're building new cars here in America, if we're building a 
new clean-energy grid in America, then we're also going to need to build engineers in America, 
and scientists in America, and skilled technicians right here in America. So all these pieces end up 
fitting together. 
Energy and innovation, health care and education -- these are the pillars of the new foundation that 
we have to build. This is how we won't just rescue the economy, but we're going to rebuild it 
stronger than before.  
Now, there are a lot of people out there who are looking to defend the status quo. There are those 
who want to seek political advantage. They want to oppose these efforts. Some of them caused the 
problems that we got now in the first place, and then suddenly they're blaming other folks for it. 
(Applause.) They don't want to be constructive. They don't want to be constructive; they just want 
to get in the usual political fights back and forth. And sometimes that's fed by all the cable chatter 
on the media.  
But you and I know the truth. We know that even in the hardest times, against the toughest odds, 
we have never surrendered. We don't give up. We don't surrender our fates to chance. We have al-
ways endured. We have worked hard, and we have fought for our future. Our parents had to fight 
for their future; our grandparents had to fight for their future. That's the tradition of America. This 
country wasn't built just by griping and complaining. It was built by hard work and taking risks. 
(Applause.) And that's what we have to do today. So I know these are tough times. If you haven't 
lost a job, you know somebody who has -- maybe a family member, a neighbor, a friend. You 
know that as difficult as the financial struggle can be, the sense of loss when you lose your job is 
about more than just a paycheck. We as Americans, we define ourselves by the work we do. It's a 
source of pride; a sense that you're contributing, that you're supporting your family, that you're do-
ing the right thing, that you're responsible. And the truth is, it can be easy to lose hope, especially 
when you see a lot of folks out there who failed to meet their responsibilities –- from Wall Street 
to Washington. It can be easy to grow cynical when you see politicians say one thing and then do 
another, or say one thing and then do nothing; when you've seen decades of broken promises and 
broken politics. 
But this is a rare moment in which we're called upon to rise above the failures of the past. This is a 
chance to restore that spirit of optimism and opportunity which has always been central to our suc-
cess. We've got to set our sights higher, not lower. We've got to imagine a future in which new 
American cars are powered by new American innovation; a future in which cities that led the 
global economy before are leading it again; a brighter future for Elkhart, a brighter future for Indi-
ana, and for the United States of America. (Applause.)  
That's what we're fighting for. That's what this plan is about. That's what you're about. That's what 
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we're going to achieve in the weeks and months to come. (Applause.) 
So thank you very much, everybody. God bless you. God bless the United States of America. 
Thank you. (Applause.) 
 
 
Speech XXVIII 
Laborfest Speech 
 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin | September 06, 2010 
 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Hello, Milwaukee! (Applause.) Hello, Milwaukee! (Applause.) Thank 
you. It is good to be back in Milwaukee. It is good to be -- I’m almost home. (Applause.) I just hop 
on the 94 and I’m home. (Applause.) Take it all the way to the South Side. 
It is good -- it is good to be here on such a beautiful day. Happy Labor Day, everybody. (Ap-
plause.) I want to say thank you to the Milwaukee Area Labor Council and all of my brothers and 
sisters in the AFL-CIO for inviting me to spend this day with you -- (applause) -- a day that be-
longs to the working men and women of America. 
I want to acknowledge your outstanding national president, a man who knows that a strong econ-
omy needs a strong labor movement: Rich Trumka. (Applause.) Thank you to the president of 
Wisconsin AFL-CIO Dave Newby. (Applause.) Our host, your area Labor Council Secretary-
Treasurer Sheila Cochran. I hear it’s Sheila’s birthday tomorrow. Where is she? (Applause.) Hap-
py birthday, Sheila. (Applause.) I’m proud to be here with our Secretary of Labor, a daughter of 
union members, Hilda Solis. (Applause.) And our Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood is in 
the house. (Applause.) And I want everybody to give it up for people who are at the forefront of 
every fight for Wisconsin’s working men and women -- Senator Herb Kohl; Congresswoman 
Gwen Moore. (Applause.) Your outstanding mayor and I believe soon to be outstanding governor 
Tom Barrett is in the house. (Applause.) And I know -- I know your other great senator, Russ 
Feingold, was here earlier standing with you and your families just like he always has. Now he’s 
in his hometown of Janesville to participate in their Labor Day parade. 
So it is good to be back. Now, of course, this isn’t my first time at Laborfest. Some of you remem-
ber I stood right here with you two years ago when I was still a candidate for this office. (Ap-
plause.) And during that campaign, we talked about how, for years, the values of hard work and 
responsibility that had built this country had been given short shrift, and how it was slowly hol-
lowing out our middle class. Listen, everybody who has a chair, go ahead and sit down, because 
everybody’s all hollering. (Applause.) Just relax, I’m going to be talking for a while now. (Ap-
plause.) Everybody take -- (applause) -- got a lot of hardworking people here, you deserve to sit 
down for a day. (Applause.) You’ve been on your feet all year working hard.  
But two years ago, we talked about some on Wall Street who were taking reckless risks and cut-
ting corners to turn huge profits while working Americans were fighting harder and harder just to 
stay afloat. We talked about how the decks all too often were stacked in favor of special interests 
and against the interests of working Americans.  
And what we knew, even then, was that these years would be some of the most difficult in our his-
tory. And then, two weeks later -- two weeks after I spoke here -- the bottom fell out of the econ-
omy. And middle-class families suddenly found themselves swept up in the worst recession of our 
lifetimes. 
So the problems facing working families, they’re nothing new. But they are more serious than ev-
er. And that makes our cause more urgent than ever. For generations, it was the great American 
working class, the great American middle class that made our economy the envy of the world. It’s 
got to be that way again. (Applause.)  
Milwaukee, it was folks like you that built this city. It was folks like you that built this state. It was 
folks like you who forged that middle class all across the nation. 
It was working men and women who made the 20th century the American century. It was the labor 
movement that helped secure so much of what we take for granted today. (Applause.) The 40-hour 
work week, the minimum wage, family leave, health insurance, Social Security, Medicare, retire-
ment plans. The cornerstones of the middle-class security all bear the union label. (Applause.)  
And it was that greatest generation that built America into the greatest force of prosperity and op-
portunity and freedom that the world has ever known -- Americans like my grandfather, who went 
off to war just boys, then returned home as men, and then they traded in one uniform and set of re-
sponsibilities for another. And Americans like my grandmother, who rolled up her sleeves and 
worked in a factory on the home front. And when the war was over, they studied under the GI Bill, 
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and they bought a home under the FHA, and they raised families supported by good jobs that paid 
good wages with good benefits. 
It was through my grandparents’ experience that I was brought up to believe that anything is pos-
sible in America. (Applause.) But, Milwaukee, they also knew the feeling when opportunity is 
pulled out from under you. They grew up during the Depression, so they’d tell me about seeing 
their fathers or their uncles losing jobs; how it wasn’t just the loss of a paycheck that hurt so bad. 
It was the blow to their dignity, their sense of self-worth. I’ll bet a lot of us have seen people 
who’ve been changed after a long bout of unemployment. It can wear you down, even if you’ve 
got a strong spirit. If you’re out of work for a long time, it can wear you down. 
So my grandparents taught me early on that a job is about more than just a paycheck. A paycheck 
is important. But a job is about waking up every day with a sense of purpose, and going to bed 
each night feeling you’ve handled your responsibilities. (Applause.) It’s about meeting your re-
sponsibilities to yourself and to your family and to your community. And I carried that lesson with 
me all those years ago when I got my start fighting for men and women on the South Side of Chi-
cago after their local steel plant shut down. And I carried that lesson with me through my time as a 
state senator and a U.S. senator, and I carry that lesson with me today. (Applause.)  
And I know -- I know that there are folks right here in this audience, folks right here in Milwaukee 
and all across America, who are going through these kinds of struggles. Eight million Americans 
lost their jobs in this recession. And even though we’ve had eight straight months of private sector 
job growth, the new jobs haven’t been coming fast enough. Now, here’s the honest truth, the plain 
truth. There’s no silver bullet. There’s no quick fix to these problems. I knew when I was running 
for office, and I certainly knew by the time I was sworn in, I knew it would take time to reverse the 
damage of a decade worth of policies that saw too few people being able to climb into the middle 
class, too many people falling behind. (Applause.)  
We all knew this. We all knew that it would take more time than any of us want to dig ourselves 
out of this hole created by this economic crisis. But on this Labor Day, there are two things I want 
you to know. Number one: I am going to keep fighting every single day, every single hour, every 
single minute, to turn this economy around and put people back to work and renew the American 
Dream, not just for your family, not just for all our families, but for future generations. That I can 
guarantee you. (Applause.)  
 Number two -- I believe this with every fiber of my being: America cannot have a strong, growing 
economy without a strong, growing middle class, and the chance for everybody, no matter how 
humble their beginnings, to join that middle class -- (applause) -- a middle class built on the idea 
that if you work hard, if you live up to your responsibilities, then you can get ahead; that you can 
enjoy some basic guarantees in life. A good job that pays a good wage. Health care that will be 
there when you get sick. (Applause.) A secure retirement even if you’re not rich. (Applause.) An 
education that will give your children a better life than we had. (Applause.) These are simple ideas. 
These are American ideas. These are union ideas. That’s what we’re fighting for. (Applause.)  
I was thinking about this last week. I was thinking about this last week on the day I announced the 
end of our combat mission in Iraq. (Applause.) And I spent some time, as I often do, with our sol-
diers and our veterans. And this new generation of troops coming home from Iraq, they’ve earned 
their place alongside the greatest generation. (Applause.) Just like that greatest generation, they’ve 
got the skills, they’ve got the training, they’ve got the drive to move America’s economy forward 
once more. We’ve been investing in new care and new opportunities and a new commitment to our 
veterans, because we’ve got to serve them just the way they served us. (Applause.)  
But, Milwaukee, they’re coming home to an economy hit by a recession deeper than anything 
we’ve seen since the 1930s. So the question is, how do we create the same kinds of middle-class 
opportunities for this generation as my grandparents’ generation came home to? How do we build 
our economy on that same strong, stable foundation for growth?  
Now, anybody who thinks that we can move this economy forward with just a few folks at the top 
doing well, hoping that it’s going to trickle down to working people who are running faster and 
faster just to keep up, you’ll never see it. (Applause.) If that’s what you’re waiting for, you should 
stop waiting, because it’s never happened in our history. That’s not how America was built. It 
wasn’t built with a bunch of folks at the top doing well and everybody else scrambling. We didn’t 
become the most prosperous country in the world just by rewarding greed and recklessness. We 
didn’t come this far by letting the special interests run wild. We didn’t do it just by gambling and 
chasing paper profits on Wall Street. We built this country by making things, by producing goods 
we could sell. We did it with sweat and effort and innovation. (Applause.) We did it on the assem-
bly line and at the construction site. (Applause.)  
We did it by investing in the people who built this country from the ground up –- the workers, 
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middle-class families, small business owners. We out-worked folks and we out-educated folks and 
we out-competed everybody else. That’s how we built America. (Applause.)  
And, Milwaukee, that’s what we’re going to do again. That’s been at the heart what we’ve been 
doing over these last 20 months: building our economy on a new foundation so that our middle 
class doesn’t just survive this crisis -– I want it to thrive. I want it to be stronger than it was before. 
And over the last two years, that’s meant taking on some powerful interests -- some powerful in-
terests who had been dominating the agenda in Washington for a very long time. And they’re not 
always happy with me. They talk about me like a dog. (Applause.) That’s not in my prepared re-
marks, it’s just -- but it’s true.  
You know, that’s why we passed financial reform to provide new accountability and tough over-
sight of Wall Street; stopping credit card companies from gouging you with hidden fees and unfair 
rate hikes. (Applause.) Ending taxpayer bailouts of Wall Street once and for all. They’re not happy 
with it, but it was the right thing to do. (Applause.)  
That’s why we eliminated tens of billions of dollars in wasteful taxpayer subsidies, handouts to the 
big banks that were providing student loans. We took that money, tens of billions of dollars, and 
we’re going to go to make sure that your kids and your grandkids can get student loans and grants 
at a cheap rate and afford a college education. (Applause.) They’re not happy with it, but it was the 
right thing to do. (Applause.)  
Yes, we’re using those savings to put a college education within reach for working families. 
That’s why we passed health insurance reform to make coverage affordable. (Applause.) Reform 
that ends the indignity of insurance companies jacking up your premiums at will, denying you 
coverage just because you get sick; reform that gives you control, gives you the ability if your 
child is sick to be able to get an affordable insurance plan, making sure they can’t drop it.  
That’s why we’re making it easier for workers to save for retirement, with new ways of saving 
your tax refunds, a simpler system for enrolling in plans like 401(k)s, and fighting to strengthen 
Social Security for the future. (Applause.) And if everybody is still talking about privatizing Social 
Security, they need to be clear: It will not happen on my watch. Not when I’m President of the 
United States of America. (Applause.)  
That’s why -- we’ve given tax cuts -- except we give them to folks who need them. (Applause.) 
We’ve given them to small business owners. We’ve given them to clean energy companies. We’ve 
cut taxes for 95 percent of working Americans, just like I promised you during the campaign. You 
all got a tax cut. (Applause.)  
And instead of giving tax breaks to companies that are shipping jobs overseas, we’re cutting taxes 
to companies that are putting our people to work right here in the United States of America. (Ap-
plause.)  
See, we want to invest in growth industries like clean energy and manufacturing. You’ve got lead-
ers here in Wisconsin -- Tom Barrett, Jim Doyle -- they’ve been fighting to bring those jobs to 
Milwaukee, fighting to bring those jobs here to Wisconsin. I don’t want to see solar panels and 
wind turbines and electric cars made in China. I want them made right here in the United States of 
America. (Applause.)  
I don’t want to buy stuff from someplace else. I want to grow our exports so that we’re selling to 
someplace else -- products that say “Made in the U.S.A.” (Applause.) 
AUDIENCE: U.S.A.! U.S.A.! U.S.A.! 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: That’s right. There are no better workers than American workers. (Ap-
plause.) I’ll put my money on you any day of the week. And when the naysayers said, well, you 
can’t save the auto industry, just go ahead and let hundreds of thousands of jobs vanish, we said 
we’re going to stand by those workers. If the management is willing to make tough choices, if eve-
rybody is willing to come together, I’m confident that the American auto industry can compete 
once again -– and today, that industry is on the way back. They said no, we said yes to the Ameri-
can worker. They’re coming back. (Applause.)  
 Now, let me tell you, another thing we’ve done is to make long-overdue investments in upgrading 
our outdated, our inefficient national infrastructure. We’re talking roads. We’re talking bridges. 
We’re talking dams, levees. But we’re also talking a smart electric grid that can bring clean energy 
to new areas. We’re talking about broadband Internet so that everybody is plugged in. We’re talk-
ing about high-speed rail lines required to compete in a 21st century economy. (Applause.) I want 
to get down from Milwaukee down to Chicago quick. (Applause.) Avoid a traffic jam.  
We’re talking investments in tomorrow that are creating hundreds of thousands of private sector 
jobs right now. 
Because of these investments, and the tens of thousands of projects they spurred all across the 
country, the battered construction sector actually grew last month for the first time in a very long 
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time. (Applause.)  
But, you know, the folks here in the trades know what I’m talking about -- nearly one in five con-
struction workers are unemployed. One in five. Nobody has been hit harder than construction 
workers. And a lot of those folks, they had lost their jobs in manufacturing and went into construc-
tion; now they’ve lost their jobs again.  
It doesn’t do anybody any good when so many hardworking Americans have been idled for 
months, even years, at a time when there is so much of America that needs rebuilding. 
So, that’s why, Milwaukee, today, I am announcing a new plan for rebuilding and modernizing 
America’s roads and rails and runways for the long term. (Applause.) I want America to have the 
best infrastructure in the world. We used to have the best infrastructure in the world. We can have 
it again. We are going to make it happen. (Applause.)  
Over the next six years, over the next six years, we are going to rebuild 150,000 miles of our roads 
-– that’s enough to circle the world six times. That’s a lot of road. We’re going to lay and maintain 
4,000 miles of our railways –- enough to stretch coast to coast. We’re going to restore 150 miles of 
runways. And we’re going to advance a next-generation air-traffic control system to reduce travel 
time and delays for American travelers. (Applause.) I think everybody can agree on that. Anybody 
want more delays in airports? 
AUDIENCE: No! 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: No, I didn’t think so. That’s not a Republican or a Democratic idea. We 
all want to get to where we need to go. I mean, I’ve got Air Force One now, it’s nice. (Laughter.) 
But I still remember what it was like.  
This is a plan that will be fully paid for. It will not add to the deficit over time -– we’re going to 
work with Congress to see to that. We want to set up an infrastructure bank to leverage federal dol-
lars and focus on the smartest investments. We’re going to continue our strategy to build a national 
high-speed rail network that reduces congestion and travel times and reduces harmful emissions. 
We want to cut waste and bureaucracy and consolidate and collapse more than 100 different pro-
grams that too often duplicate each other. So we want to change the way Washington spends your 
tax dollars. We want to reform a haphazard, patchwork way of doing business. We want to focus 
on less wasteful approaches than we’ve got right now. We want competition and innovation that 
gives us the best bang for the buck.  
But the bottom line is this, Milwaukee -- this will not only create jobs immediately, it’s also going 
to make our economy hum over the long haul. It’s a plan that history tells us can and should attract 
bipartisan support. It’s a plan that says even in the aftermath of the worst recession in our life-
times, America can still shape our own destiny. We can still move this country forward. We can 
still leave our children something better. We can still leave them something that lasts. (Applause.)  
So these are the things we’ve been working for. These are some of the victories you guys have 
helped us achieve. And we’re not finished. We’ve got a lot more progress to make. And I’m confi-
dent we will. 
But there are some folks in Washington who see things differently. (Boos.) You know what I’m 
talking about. (Applause.) When it comes to just about everything we’ve done to strengthen our 
middle class, to rebuild our economy, almost every Republican in Congress says no. (Boos.) Even 
on things we usually agree on, they say no. If I said the sky was blue, they say no. (Laughter and 
applause.) If I said fish live in the sea, they’d say no. (Laughter.) They just think it’s better to score 
political points before an election than to solve problems. So they said no to help for small busi-
nesses, even when the small businesses said we desperately need this. This used to be their key 
constituency, they said. They said no. No to middle-class tax cuts. They say they’re for tax cuts; I 
say, okay, let’s give tax cuts to the middle class. No. (Laughter.) No to clean energy jobs. No to 
making college more affordable. No to reforming Wall Street. They’re saying right now, no to cut-
ting more taxes for small business owners and helping them get financing.  
You know, I heard -- somebody out here was yelling “Yes we can.” Remember that was our slo-
gan? Their slogan is “No we can’t.” (Applause.) No, no, no, no.  
AUDIENCE: Yes we can! Yes we can! Yes we can! 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: I mean, I personally think “Yes we can” is more inspiring than “No we 
can’t.” (Applause.) To steal a line from our old friend Ted Kennedy: What is it about working men 
and women that they find so offensive? (Laughter.)  
When we passed a bill earlier this summer to help states save jobs -- the jobs of hundreds of thou-
sands of teachers and nurses and police officers and firefighters that were about to be laid off, they 
said no. (Applause.) And the Republican who thinks he’s going to take over as Speaker -- (boos) -- 
I’m just saying that’s his opinion -- (laughter) -- he’s entitled to his opinion. But when he was 
asked about this, he dismissed those jobs as “government jobs” that weren’t worth saving. (Boos.) 
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That’s what he said, I’m quoting -- “government jobs.” 
Now, think about this. These are the people who teach our children. These are the people who 
keep our streets safe. These are the people who put their lives on the line, who rush into a burning 
building. Government jobs? I don’t know about you, but I think those jobs are worth saving. (Ap-
plause.) I think those jobs are worth saving. (Applause.)  
By the way, this bill that we passed to save all those jobs, we made sure that bill wouldn’t add to 
the deficit. You know how we paid for it? By closing one of these ridiculous tax loopholes that ac-
tually rewarded corporations for shipping jobs and profits overseas. (Applause.) 
I mean, this -- this was one of those loopholes that allowed companies to write off taxes they pay 
to foreign governments –- even though they weren’t paying taxes here in the United States. So 
middle-class families were footing tax breaks for companies creating jobs somewhere else. I mean, 
even a lot of America’s biggest corporations agreed that this loophole didn’t make sense, agreed 
that it needed to be closed, agreed that it wasn’t fair -– but the man who thinks he’s going to be 
Speaker, he wants to reopen this loophole. (Boos.) 
Look, the bottom line is this: These guys, they just don’t want to give up on that economic philos-
ophy that they have been peddling for most of the last decade. You know that philosophy -- you 
cut taxes for millionaires and billionaires; you cut all the rules and regulations for special interests; 
and then you just cut working folks loose -- you cut them loose to fend for themselves. 
You remember they called it the ownership society, but what it really boiled down to was, if you 
couldn’t find a job, you couldn’t afford college, you were born poor, your insurance company 
dropped you even though your kid was sick, that you were on your own. 
Well, you know what, that philosophy didn’t work out so well for middle-class families all across 
America. It didn’t work out so well for our country. All it did was rack up record deficits and re-
sult in the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression. I mean, think about it, we have tried 
what they’re peddling. We did it for 10 years. We ended up with the worst economy since the 
1930s and record deficits to boot. (Applause.) It’s not like we haven’t tried what they’re trying to 
sell us.  
Now, I’m bringing this up not because I’m trying to re-litigate the past; I’m bringing it up because 
I don’t want to re-live the past. (Applause.)  
It’d be one thing, Milwaukee, if Republicans in Washington had some new ideas, if they had said, 
you know what, we really screwed up, and we’ve learned from our mistakes; we’re going to do 
things differently this time. That’s not what they’re doing.  
When the leader of their campaign committee was asked on national television what Republicans 
would do if they took over Congress, you know what he said? He said, we’ll do exactly the same 
thing we did the last time. (Applause.) That’s what he said. It’s on tape. 
So basically, here’s what this election comes down to. They’re betting that between now and No-
vember, you’re going to come down with amnesia. (Laughter.) They figure you’re going to forget 
what their agenda did to this country. They think you’ll just believe that they’ve changed. 
These are the folks whose policies helped devastate our middle class. They drove our economy in-
to a ditch. And we got in there and put on our boots and we pushed and we shoved. And we were 
sweating and these guys were standing, watching us and sipping on a Slurpee. (Laughter.) And 
they were pointing at us saying, how come you’re not pushing harder, how come you’re not push-
ing faster? And then when we finally got the car up -- and it’s got a few dings and a few dents, it’s 
got some mud on it, we’re going to have to do some work on it -- they point to everybody and say, 
look what these guys did to your car. (Laughter.) After we got it out of the ditch! And then they 
got the nerve to ask for the keys back! (Laughter and applause.) I don’t want to give them the keys 
back. They don’t know how to drive. (Applause.)  
I mean, I want everything to think about it here. When you want to go forward in your car, what do 
you do? 
AUDIENCE: D! 
PRESIDENT OBAMA: You put it in D. They’re going to pop it in reverse. They’d have those 
special interests riding shotgun, then they’d hit the gas and we’d be right back in the ditch. (Laugh-
ter.)  
Milwaukee, we are not going backwards. That’s the choice we face this fall. Do we want to go 
back? Or do we want to go forward? I say we want to move forward. America always moves for-
ward. We keep moving forward every day. (Applause.)  
Let me say this, Milwaukee. I know these are difficult times. I know folks are worried. I know 
there’s still a lot of hurt out here. I hear it when I travel around the country. I see it in the letters 
that I read every night from folks who are looking for a job or lost their home. It breaks my heart, 
because those are the folks that I got into politics for. You’re the reason I’m here. (Applause.)  
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And when times are tough -- when times are tough, I know it can be easy to give in to cynicism. I 
know it can be easy to give in to fear and doubt. And you know, it’s easy sometimes for folks to 
stir up stuff and turn people on each other, and it’s easy to settle for something less, to set our 
sights a little bit lower. 
But I just want everybody here to remember, that’s not who we are. That’s not the country I know. 
We do not give up. We do not quit. We face down war. We face down depression. We face down 
great challenges and great threats. We have lit the way for the rest of the world. 
Whenever times have seemed at their worst, Americans have been at their best. That’s when we 
roll up our sleeves. That’s when we remember we rise or fall together –- as one nation and as one 
people. (Applause.) That’s the spirit that started the labor movement, the idea that alone, we may 
be weak. Divided, we may fall. But we are united, we are strong. That’s why they call them un-
ions. That’s why we call this the United States of America. (Applause.)  
I’m going to make this case across the country between now and November. And I am asking for 
your help. And if you are willing to join me and Tom Barrett and Gwen Moore and Russ Feingold 
and Herb Kohl, we can strengthen our middle class and make this economy work for all Ameri-
cans again and restore the American Dream and give it to our children and our grandchildren. 
(Applause.)  
God bless you, and God bless the United States of America. (Applause.)  
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