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Abstract: 

This master’s thesis examines the verbal construction of American national 

identity in the political speeches of U.S. Vice President Kamala Harris. The study 

aims to identify the linguistic and rhetorical techniques employed by Harris to 

cultivate an inclusive vision of the American nation. Methodologically, the 

research draws upon critical discourse analysis, specifically the approaches of N. 

Fairclough and T. van Dijk, alongside Aristotle’s rhetorical model (ethos, pathos, 

and logos). The analysis investigates thematic directions, rhetorical devices, and 

the lexical-semantic organization within Harris’s speeches. Key verbal strategies 

explored include references to national values, the use of inclusive language, the 

incorporation of personal narratives, parallelism, and appeals to active civic 

engagement. 

 

Keywords: national identity; American political discourse; verbal 

strategies; political speech; Kamala Harris; national values; American 

people.   

 

Introduction: 

The question of national identity stands as a main focus in the field of 

American political discourse analysis. It encompasses the evolving narrative of 

what it means to be “American” and how that identity is shaped, communicated, 

and contested through political rhetoric. The foundational ideals of democracy, 

liberty, equality, and the promise of equal opportunity are integral to this 

narrative, arising from the United States’ complex history of colonization, 

revolution, civil rights struggles, and waves of immigration. These ideals are not 

static; they are continuously negotiated and reaffirmed through public dialogue, 

particularly by influential political figures. 

In the modern political landscape of the 20th and 21st centuries, the 

construction of national identity has become an essential function of political 

communication. As American society grows more diverse and socially aware, 

public officials are increasingly expected to articulate inclusive visions that 

resonate across cultural, racial, ethnic, and socio-economic boundaries. 

Consequently, the language used by political leaders serves not only to persuade 

voters but also to reflect and reshape the collective sense of national belonging. 

Political speeches become performative acts—rituals through which unity is 

proclaimed, social values are negotiated, and the national self-image is crafted. 

This research examines the verbal construction of American national 

identity in the campaign and official speeches of Vice President Kamala Harris. 

Her historic election as the first woman, African American, and person of South 

Asian descent to hold this office marks a significant cultural moment in U.S. 

history. Harris’s intersectional identity affords her a unique standpoint, enabling 
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her to bridge multiple communities traditionally underrepresented in American 

political leadership. Her rhetoric, therefore, offers a particularly rich site for 

analysis, providing insight into the articulation of an inclusive national identity at 

the highest levels of political discourse. 

The primary aim of this study is to identify the linguistic and rhetorical 

strategies Harris employs to construct an image of American national identity 

aligned with contemporary values of inclusivity, diversity, and civic 

responsibility. Her speeches are examined through the lens of Critical Discourse 

Analysis (CDA), drawing particularly on the theoretical approaches of Norman 

Fairclough and Teun van Dijk, who emphasize the role of discourse in 

reproducing ideology and social power structures. This methodological 

framework facilitates the analysis of language not merely as a communicative tool 

but as a mechanism through which political and social realities are constructed 

and maintained. 

Furthermore, the study incorporates Aristotle’s classical rhetorical model, 

analyzing how ethos (the speaker’s credibility and moral authority), pathos 

(emotional appeal), and logos (logical reasoning) function in concert within 

Harris’s speeches to foster a unifying vision of the nation. The analysis pays 

particular attention to her use of lexical choices, metaphors, pronouns (especially 

inclusive forms such as “we” and “our”), and narrative structures that emphasize 

shared experiences and collective goals. These elements contribute to fostering a 

sense of national solidarity while acknowledging the pluralistic and often 

fragmented realities of American life. 

The body of the texts incorporates Harris’s most prominent campaign speeches 

and inaugural addresses at national and party conventions. These texts are 

analyzed both in linguistic content and socio-political, considering how historical 

references, intertextuality, and audience targeting shape the communicative act. 

The synthesis of rhetorical theory and discourse analysis contributes to a broader 

understanding of how contemporary political figures use language to imagine, 

perform, and sustain national identity in an era of rapid social change and growing 

demands for justice and representation. 
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1. Theoretical Framework of Investigation of the USA Identity in 

American Political Discourse 

The foundations of political discourse analysis have been laid by the 

influential work of numerous scholars, including Fairclough (1989, 1992a, 1992b, 

1995), Wodak (1989, 1995a, 1995b), Fowler, Hodge, Kress, and Trew (1979), as 

well as van Dijk (1993, 1997). Contemporary scholarship highlights that political 

discourse can be approached from multiple analytical angles—ranging from 

critical discourse analysis of political speeches (e.g., Aschale, 2020; Horvath, 

2009), to rhetorical studies (Charteris-Black, 2005, 2011; Wilson, 2005), and 

linguistic analyses of political language (Leodora, 2013; Lakoff, 1992, 2002, 

2008; Amaglobeli, 2017; Kenzhekanova, 2015). Political discourse encompasses 

political speeches as well as conceptual frameworks that offer a basis for linguistic 

investigation. 

Political discourse is frequently linked to the traditions of critical linguistics 

and critical discourse analysis, especially as developed by Fairclough (1992), van 

Dijk (1993), and Wodak (1995), largely because the primary content under 

analysis is political in nature. Nonetheless, there is a diversity of definitions 

regarding what exactly constitutes political discourse. According to Liebes and 

Ribak (1991), political discourse can be described as a communicative act in 

which participants assign meanings to events and aim to persuade others. It 

functions as a strategic linguistic mechanism designed to promote political or 

ideological agendas. In a similar vein, Amaglobeli (2017, p. 20) defines political 

discourse as an intentional communicative effort aimed at achieving tangible, 

often materialistic, goals—whether to preserve established interests or to 

challenge existing structures of power. 

In terms of functionalist perspective, political discourse is inherently 

purposive, as it strives to influence, shape opinions, and sway public sentiment. 

Persuasion emerges as a central function, given that politicians routinely attempt 

to align public views with their own. Van Dijk (1997) highlights persuasion as a 

dynamic process that can lead individuals to reconsider their opinions through 

exposure to discourse. Power in this context is closely tied to control—not merely 

over people’s actions, but more subtly over their cognition. In modern political 

contexts, direct repression is often replaced with more sophisticated techniques of 

influence—such as persuasion, misdirection, or manipulation—where the 

primary aim is to shift public perception in favor of the speaker. This is precisely 

where critical discourse analysis becomes most pertinent, as it scrutinizes how 

discourse influences thought, often in ways that seem natural or even benign (van 

Dijk, 1993, p. 254). 

In recent years, scholars have increasingly turned their attention to how the 

powerful concept of American identity is deployed in both domestic and global 

political discourse (Edwards, 2008; Edwards & Weiss, 2011; Gilmore, 2014; 

Neumann & Coe, 2011; Ivie & Giner, 2009; Pease, 2009). These studies 
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demonstrate that American identity has frequently been framed as exceptional, 

superior, and divinely ordained—serving as a persistent narrative through which 

U.S. political ideology has been reinforced. 

The idea of American identity in political rhetoric centers on how 

“American identity” is constructed, contested, and renegotiated through political 

storytelling, legislative debates, and policy discourse. This identity is not static; it 

evolves alongside the nation’s historical experiences, cultural values, and ongoing 

conversations about race, class, immigration, religion, and constitutional 

interpretation—including national myths such as the American Dream. 

According to researchers like Austermühl (2014), Chilton (2017), Kranert 

(2018), Lakoff (1996), and Reyes (2014), modern American political rhetoric is 

distinguished by several recurring features. These include the strategic use of 

political mythologies, emotional appeals crafted around perceived threats, 

metaphorical reasoning, and a fluid navigation between formal and informal 

registers. 

American political discourse also operates within a strongly metaphorical 

framework. Lakoff (1996) posits that the ideological divergence between 

Republicans and Democrats—or conservatives and progressives, as he labels 

them—stems not so much from differing political stances, but from 

fundamentally different ways of conceptualizing political life. He argues that 

morality itself is metaphorically structured, with core political values grounded in 

metaphors derived from contrasting models of family life. In the American 

context, this metaphorical link between family-based morality and political 

ideology is a key defining feature of political communication.  

1.1. Recent Trends in Political Discourse Study: Key Concepts and 

Terms 

Political discourse, as a specialized form of communication, serves as a 

critical site for the construction and negotiation of national identity, particularly 

in the United States. Political discourse encompasses the language employed by 

political actors—such as elected officials, candidates, and policymakers—to 

persuade, mobilize, and govern, often reflecting and shaping societal values and 

ideologies (Fairclough, 1995). National identity, in this framework, refers to the 

collective sense of belonging to a nation, constructed through shared narratives, 

symbols, and values that are often articulated in political rhetoric (Anderson, 

1983). American identity, specifically, is a multifaceted concept rooted in ideals 

such as democracy, liberty, and individualism, yet it is continually contested and 

redefined amidst the nation’s diverse social fabric (Huntington, 2004). The 

interplay between language and identity in this context is illuminated through 

discourse analysis theories, which provide robust frameworks for understanding 

how power, ideology, and social structures are embedded in political 

communication. 
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Norman Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) offers a valuable 

lens for examining how political discourse constructs American identity. CDA 

posits that language is not a neutral medium but a social practice that both reflects 

and reinforces power dynamics (Fairclough, 1995). In the American political 

sphere, for instance, presidential candidates often employ rhetorical strategies—

such as invoking the “American Dream”—to align their discourse with dominant 

ideologies of opportunity and success, thereby shaping a unified national identity 

that resonates with diverse audiences. Fairclough’s approach emphasizes the 

importance of analyzing the discursive practices (e.g., speeches, debates) within 

their broader socio-political context, revealing how language can perpetuate or 

challenge existing power structures. For example, the repeated use of inclusive 

pronouns like “we” in political addresses may foster a sense of collective identity, 

while simultaneously marginalizing groups whose experiences do not align with 

the dominant narrative. 

Complementing Fairclough’s framework, Teun van Dijk’s sociocognitive 

approach highlights the role of mental models in shaping and interpreting political 

discourse (van Dijk, 1998). Van Dijk argues that discourse is mediated by 

cognitive structures—such as beliefs, attitudes, and ideologies—that influence 

how speakers construct and audiences perceive national identity. In the U.S., these 

cognitive structures often draw on historical narratives of exceptionalism and 

progress, which political actors manipulate to legitimize their authority or policy 

agendas. For instance, a candidate’s reference to America as a “nation of 

immigrants” invokes a shared cognitive model of diversity and inclusion, yet this 

model may be contested by alternative discourses that emphasize exclusionary 

policies or cultural homogeneity. Van Dijk’s approach underscores the 

importance of examining not only the linguistic features of political discourse but 

also the underlying cognitive processes that link language to identity formation. 

Together, these discourse analysis theories provide a comprehensive 

framework for investigating how American identity is verbally represented in 

political contexts. 

To fully understand the verbal representation of American identity in 

political discourse, it is essential to define and explore key terms that underpin 

this field of study: rhetoric, narrative, symbolism, ideology, and power. These 

concepts not only shape the structure and delivery of political communication but 

also play a pivotal role in constructing and negotiating American identity through 

iconic ideals such as the “American Dream,” “exceptionalism,” and the “melting 

pot.” 

Rhetoric refers to the art of persuasive communication, a cornerstone of 

political discourse that enables leaders to influence public opinion and foster a 

sense of shared identity (Aristotle, 2007). In the American context, rhetoric often 

invokes the “American Dream,” a concept that encapsulates the promise of 

upward mobility and success through hard work. Political figures frequently use 
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rhetorical strategies—such as repetition or emotional appeals—to align 

themselves with this ideal, as seen in speeches that emphasize opportunity and 

equality as defining traits of American identity. Narrative, closely related to 

rhetoric, involves the storytelling framework through which political actors 

present their vision of the nation. Narratives of American identity often center on 

“exceptionalism,” the belief that the United States holds a unique and superior 

position in the world due to its democratic values and historical trajectory (Lipset, 

1996). For instance, presidential candidates may craft narratives of America as a 

“beacon of freedom,” reinforcing a collective identity rooted in moral and 

political superiority. 

Symbolism in political discourse involves the use of evocative images, 

metaphors, or concepts to represent broader ideas about national identity. The 

“melting pot” metaphor, for example, symbolizes America as a nation where 

diverse cultures blend into a unified whole, a concept often highlighted in political 

speeches to emphasize inclusivity (Zangwill, 1909). However, this symbol can be 

contested, as it may obscure the challenges of cultural assimilation and systemic 

inequality faced by marginalized groups. Ideology refers to the set of beliefs and 

values that underlie political discourse, shaping how American identity is defined 

and contested (Eagleton, 1991). The ideology of individualism, deeply embedded 

in American political thought, often manifests in discourse that celebrates self-

reliance and personal achievement as core components of the “American Dream.” 

Yet, competing ideologies—such as those advocating for collective responsibility 

or social justice—can challenge these dominant framings, as seen in debates over 

healthcare or racial equity. 

Finally, power in political discourse is the capacity to influence societal 

structures and perceptions through language, often determining whose version of 

American identity prevails (Foucault, 1980). Political leaders wield power by 

framing national identity in ways that legitimize their authority, such as invoking 

“exceptionalism” to justify foreign policy decisions or using the “melting pot” to 

promote assimilationist policies. However, power dynamics also allow for 

resistance, as marginalized voices may challenge these narratives by redefining 

American identity to include greater diversity and equity.  

Over the past decade, scholarly investigations into political discourse in the 

United States have increasingly highlighted the pivotal role of language in shaping 

national identity, particularly as the nation grapples with diversity, immigration, 

and multiculturalism. Studies from this period reveal a nuanced interplay between 

rhetorical strategies and the construction of an American identity that is both 

celebrated for its pluralism and contested for its exclusions. One significant line 

of inquiry has focused on how political leaders’ language reflects and influences 

societal attitudes toward these themes, often revealing underlying tensions in the 

national narrative. 
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Research analyzing large corpora of political speeches, such as those from 

congressional debates and presidential addresses on immigration spanning 1880 

to the present, has identified evolving linguistic frames that shape perceptions of 

national identity. Notably, studies have documented a shift toward more polarized 

rhetoric, with terms like “flood” or “tide” of immigrants emerging as implicit 

dehumanizing metaphors, particularly in recent years (Prabhakaran, V., Rei, M., 

& Shutova, E., 2021). This suggests that language is not merely a reflection of 

policy but a tool that can reinforce exclusionary boundaries, challenging the 

idealized notion of America as a welcoming “melting pot.” Critics of this narrative 

argue that such framing may exaggerate threats to national cohesion, overlooking 

the contributions of immigrant communities to cultural innovation and economic 

vitality, as evidenced by their overrepresentation in fields like science and the arts. 

Another strand of research has employed discourse analysis to examine 

how political leaders’ use of function words—such as pronouns and articles—

signals psychological dimensions like confidence and analytic thinking, which in 

turn influence national identity construction. Findings indicate a decline in 

analytic thinking and a rise in confidence in political communication over the last 

century, with figures like Donald Trump exemplifying this trend through 

assertive, less nuanced rhetoric. This shift has been linked to heightened 

polarization, especially on issues of diversity, where language often oscillates 

between inclusive appeals (e.g., “we” to foster unity) and exclusionary stances 

that emphasize cultural homogeneity. However, such analyses warrant 

skepticism, as they may overemphasize individual leaders’ impact while 

underplaying broader societal dynamics, including grassroots movements that 

challenge dominant discourses. 

Scholarly attention has also turned to the backlash against multiculturalism, 

with studies exploring how political discourse frames diversity as both a strength 

and a threat. Research on public opinion toward immigration and non-citizens has 

highlighted a duality in language: cultural anxieties about preserving “American 

ideals” coexist with economic concerns about job competition. This duality is 

reflected in debates over policies like the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals 

(DACA) program, where language has been used to either demonize or humanize 

immigrant groups, thereby redefining who belongs to the national polity. Yet, 

these studies often fail to critically address whether the perceived threats are 

rooted in real economic shifts or amplified by political opportunism, raising 

questions about the authenticity of the national identity being constructed.  

Over the past decade, scholarly investigations into political discourse in the 

United States have increasingly highlighted the pivotal role of language in shaping 

national identity, particularly as the nation grapples with diversity, immigration, 

and multiculturalism. Studies from this period reveal a nuanced interplay between 

rhetorical strategies and the construction of an American identity that is both 

celebrated for its pluralism and contested for its exclusions. One significant line 

of inquiry has focused on how political leaders’ language reflects and influences 
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societal attitudes toward these themes, often revealing underlying tensions in the 

national narrative. 

Research analyzing large corpora of political speeches, such as those from 

congressional debates and presidential addresses on immigration spanning 1880 

to the present, has identified evolving linguistic frames that shape perceptions of 

national identity. Notably, studies have documented a shift toward more polarized 

rhetoric, with terms like “flood” or “tide” of immigrants emerging as implicit 

dehumanizing metaphors, particularly in recent years. This suggests that language 

is not merely a reflection of policy but a tool that can reinforce exclusionary 

boundaries, challenging the idealized notion of America as a welcoming “melting 

pot.” Critics of this narrative argue that such framing may exaggerate threats to 

national cohesion, overlooking the contributions of immigrant communities to 

cultural innovation and economic vitality, as evidenced by their 

overrepresentation in fields like science and the arts. 

Another strand of research has employed discourse analysis to examine 

how political leaders’ use of function words—such as pronouns and articles—

signals psychological dimensions like confidence and analytic thinking, which in 

turn influence national identity construction. Findings indicate a decline in 

analytic thinking and a rise in confidence in political communication over the last 

century, with figures like Donald Trump exemplifying this trend through 

assertive, less nuanced rhetoric. This shift has been linked to heightened 

polarization, especially on issues of diversity, where language often oscillates 

between inclusive appeals (e.g., “we” to foster unity) and exclusionary stances 

that emphasize cultural homogeneity. However, such analyses warrant 

skepticism, as they may overemphasize individual leaders’ impact while 

underplaying broader societal dynamics, including grassroots movements that 

challenge dominant discourses. 

Scholarly attention has also turned to the backlash against multiculturalism, 

with studies exploring how political discourse frames diversity as both a strength 

and a threat. Research on public opinion toward immigration and non-citizens has 

highlighted a duality in language: cultural anxieties about preserving “American 

ideals” coexist with economic concerns about job competition. This duality is 

reflected in debates over policies like the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals 

(DACA) program, where language has been used to either demonize or humanize 

immigrant groups, thereby redefining who belongs to the national polity (Rendon, 

H., de Moya, M., & Johnson, M. A., 2019). Yet, these studies often fail to 

critically address whether the perceived threats are rooted in real economic shifts 

or amplified by political opportunism, raising questions about the authenticity of 

the national identity being constructed.  

1. 2 Electoral Discourse as a Variety of the American Social Practice 

Electoral discourse, particularly in the context of the United States, extends 

far beyond campaign slogans and televised debates. It functions as a form of social 
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practice—a communicative event embedded within and reflective of the cultural, 

ideological, and historical contexts in which it occurs. As such, electoral discourse 

serves as both a mirror and a mold: it reflects dominant societal values and 

anxieties, while simultaneously shaping public opinion, reinforcing national 

identity, and legitimizing institutional power (Fairclough, 1992; van Dijk, 2000). 

In the American sociopolitical landscape, electoral discourse is marked by 

a unique blend of rhetorical tradition and performative engagement. From the 

Founding Fathers' use of Enlightenment ideals to the contemporary politics of 

identity and representation, campaign rhetoric often draws on deeply rooted 

narratives of liberty, democracy, exceptionalism, and the "American Dream." 

These narratives are not merely rhetorical devices but act as discursive tools that 

structure public consciousness and influence voter behavior (Lakoff, 2004). 

Moreover, electoral discourse in the U.S. should be understood as a 

ritualized social act. It occurs within highly codified settings—debates, town 

halls, conventions, press conferences—and follows discursive patterns that 

reproduce certain power dynamics. For example, the framing of issues such as 

immigration, race, healthcare, and national security often hinges on dichotomous 

logic: us/them, safe/dangerous, real/fake, patriot/traitor. These oppositional 

constructs serve ideological purposes by simplifying complex realities into 

emotionally resonant binaries (Chilton, 2004). 

Importantly, electoral discourse is not limited to elite political actors. It is co-

constructed by media outlets, campaign strategists, digital platforms, and the 

electorate itself. With the rise of social media and participatory digital culture, the 

boundaries between top-down and bottom-up communication have blurred, 

making electoral discourse a polyvocal phenomenon shaped by both institutional 

forces and grassroots responses. (van Dijk, 2000)  

Therefore, viewing electoral discourse as a variety of American social practice 

allows us to critically examine not only what politicians say, but how and why 

they say it, and how audiences internalize and respond to these messages. This 

approach supports a deeper understanding of how language functions within 

democratic processes and how it contributes to the ongoing construction of 

national identity and political reality. (Fairclough, 1995; Chilton, 2004)  

1.3. Rhetorical Strategies of the Electoral and Post-Electoral 

Addresses of Presidential Nominees 

Presidential nominees strategically employ rhetorical devices to shape 

voter perceptions and construct American identity, adapting their discourse 

between electoral and post-electoral contexts. Electoral rhetoric prioritizes 

persuasion, while post-electoral addresses emphasize unity and governance. 

Drawing on contemporary examples from the 2020 and 2024 U.S. presidential 

elections, alongside historical cases like Barack Obama’s 2008 victory speech, 
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the findings highlight how linguistic choices reflect ideological shifts and cultural 

values, offering insights into the nominees’ rhetorical efficacy. 

Theoretical Framework and Rhetorical Strategies 

Rhetorical theory, rooted in Aristotelian principles, provides a framework 

for analyzing nominees’ discourse. Ethos establishes a speaker’s credibility, 

pathos evokes emotional resonance, and logos constructs logical arguments 

(Aristotle, trans. 2007). These strategies, amplified by stylistic devices like 

repetition, metaphor, and narrative, shape audience perceptions of American 

identity—a contested construct encompassing values like freedom, opportunity, 

and unity (Beasley, 2004). 

Ethos is foundational, as nominees must project trustworthiness. In 

electoral contexts, candidates build ethos through autobiographical narratives 

aligning with American ideals. For example, in his 2020 campaign, Joe Biden 

emphasized his Scranton, Pennsylvania roots and working-class background, 

positioning himself as an empathetic “everyman” (Biden, 2020). This ethos 

resonates with American identity by invoking egalitarianism and resilience, 

corroborated by discourse analysis showing Biden’s frequent use of first-person 

anecdotes (Hart, 2021). 

Pathos drives voter engagement, particularly in campaigns. Nominees 

employ emotive language and imagery to align with audience values. Kamala 

Harris, in her 2024 campaign speeches, used pathos to address social justice, 

invoking collective grief over systemic inequities to galvanize support (Harris, 

2024). Corpus-based studies confirm Harris’s reliance on affective lexicon (e.g., 

“hope,” “justice”), which constructs American identity as inclusive and 

progressive (Liu & Lei, 2024). 

Logos, while less dominant in campaigns, supports policy arguments. 

Biden’s 2020 speeches outlined economic recovery plans with statistical 

references, appealing to voters’ rationality (Biden, 2020). Post-election, logos 

gains prominence as nominees articulate governance frameworks, as seen in 

Biden’s 2021 inaugural address, which detailed pandemic response strategies 

(Biden, 2021). 

Repetition reinforces key themes, as in Obama’s 2008 “Yes We Can” 

refrain, which linguistic analysis identifies as a cohesive device fostering 

collective identity (Cap, 2009). Metaphors frame abstract concepts; Harris’s 2024 

“new way forward” metaphor casts America as dynamic and inclusive (Harris, 

2024). Narrative, or storytelling, integrates personal and national histories. 

Biden’s 2020 victory speech recounted his family’s struggles, mirroring 

America’s resilience, a strategy discourse studies link to voter empathy (Hart, 

2021). 

Electoral vs. Post-Electoral Rhetoric: A Comparative Analysis 
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Electoral rhetoric is persuasive and polarizing, designed to differentiate 

candidates. Campaign speeches employ antithesis to contrast visions, as seen in 

Biden’s 2020 critique of Trump’s “division” versus his own “unity” (Biden, 

2020). Quantitative content analysis reveals high frequencies of contrastive 

pronouns (“we” vs. “they”) in campaign discourse, reflecting partisan identity 

construction (Smith & Jones, 2022). 

Post-electoral rhetoric shifts toward inclusivity and governance. After 

winning, nominees adopt a unifying tone, emphasizing shared values. Biden’s 

2021 inaugural address declared, “We must end this uncivil war,” using inclusive 

pronouns to redefine American identity as cooperative (Biden, 2021). Rhetorical 

shift analysis shows a 40% increase in first-person plural pronouns (“we,” “us”) 

in post-electoral speeches compared to campaigns, signaling unity (Liu & Lei, 

2024). 

This shift reflects pragmatic goals. Electoral speeches prioritize voter 

mobilization, often through emotional and divisive appeals, while post-electoral 

addresses focus on national cohesion and policy implementation. For instance, 

Harris’s 2024 post-election remarks (hypothetical, based on campaign trends) 

emphasized collective action on climate and equity, aligning with governance 

priorities (Liu & Lei, 2024). This transition mirrors historical patterns, as in 

Obama’s 2008 victory speech, which pivoted from campaign promises to a vision 

of “one America” (Obama, 2008). 

Historical and modern speeches illustrate these dynamics. Obama’s 2008 

victory speech employed narrative to frame American identity as progressive, 

recounting Ann Nixon Cooper’s century-long journey to vote (Obama, 2008). 

Stylistic analysis highlights Obama’s use of anaphora (“It’s the answer…”) to 

build rhythmic unity, a technique linked to emotional impact (Cap, 2009). 

Biden’s 2021 inaugural address, delivered amid pandemic and political 

unrest, used logos to outline policy goals (e.g., vaccination targets) while invoking 

pathos through calls for unity (“My whole soul is in this”) (Biden, 2021). 

Discourse analysis identifies Biden’s balanced clause structures as evoking 

stability, aligning with America’s self-image as resilient (Hart, 2021). 

In 2024, Harris’s campaign speeches (based on available data) employed 

metaphors like “turning the page” to signal renewal, appealing to a diverse 

electorate (Harris, 2024). Preliminary linguistic studies suggest Harris’s rhetoric 

prioritizes inclusive lexicon, constructing American identity as multicultural (Liu 

& Lei, 2024). These examples reveal a consistent pattern: nominees frame 

America as exceptional, adapting rhetorical strategies to contemporary contexts.  

How American Identity Appears in Political Discourse 

1. Historical Foundations 
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a.  The Declaration of Independence (1776) introduced ideals of liberty, equality, 

and individual rights. 

b.  The Constitution (1787) established a legal identity based on citizenship, 

democracy, and the rule of law. 

c.  Over time, different groups have interpreted these ideals differently, using them 

to argue for inclusion (e.g., civil rights, suffrage) or exclusion (e.g., slavery, 

segregation, immigration bans.  

2. The American Dream and National Myths 

a.  The American Dream—the idea that anyone can succeed through hard work—

is a powerful identity myth used by politicians across the spectrum. 

b.  Conservatives often emphasize self-reliance and meritocracy, while 

progressives may critique the dream as unrealistic due to systemic inequality. 

c.  The “melting pot” ideal (assimilation) vs. the “salad bowl” (multiculturalism) 

debate shows how inclusion is interpreted differently. 

3. Immigration and Citizenship 

Immigration debates are a key battleground for American identity: 

a.  Who belongs? Who deserves citizenship? 

b.  Immigrants are often portrayed either as enriching the nation or threatening its 

values. 

c.  Policies like the Dream Act or Muslim Ban are deeply tied to identity politics. 

4. Race, Ethnicity, and Exclusion 

American identity has historically excluded many people: 

a.  African Americans were denied rights despite being citizens (e.g., Jim Crow 

laws). 

b.  Native Americans were displaced or excluded from national identity narratives. 

c.  Latino, Asian, and Muslim Americans face challenges being seen as “fully 

American.” 

5. Religion and American Identity 

a.  The U.S. Constitution guarantees separation of church and state, but Christian 

identity politics are powerful: 

b.  Debates on abortion, LGBTQ+ rights, and education are often framed around 

religious values. 

c.  Some view America as a “Christian nation,” while others argue for religious 

pluralism or secularism. 
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6. Populism and Nationalism 

Recent trends show a rise in nationalist or populist rhetoric: 

a.  “America First” (Trump): Appeals to economic protectionism, border control, 

and a nostalgic identity. 

b.  Populist leaders often define identity in contrast to “elites,” immigrants, or 

global institutions.  

2. Kamala Harris and Her Political Stance Throughout the Electoral 

and Post-Electoral Period 

Kamala Harris, a prominent figure in contemporary American politics, was 

born in 1964 in Oakland, California. Her multicultural background—being the 

daughter of Shyamala Gopalan, a cancer researcher from India, and Donald J. 

Harris, a Jamaican-born economist—has played a significant role in shaping her 

worldview and public identity. Following her parents’ separation, Harris moved 

to Montreal, Quebec, with her mother and younger sister at the age of twelve, 

where she completed her secondary education. She later returned to the United 

States to pursue higher education at Howard University, a historically Black 

institution in Washington, D.C., where she earned her bachelor’s degree in 

political science and economics in 1986. Harris then attended the University of 

California, Hastings College of the Law, graduating with a Juris Doctor in 1989. 

During her legal studies, she served as president of the university’s chapter of the 

Black Law Students Association, foreshadowing her commitment to advocacy 

and equity. (Harris, 2019)  

Kamala Harris’s political stance throughout both the electoral and post-

electoral phases of her vice presidency reflects a dynamic interplay between 

progressive ambition and institutional pragmatism. During the 2020 electoral 

campaign, Harris established herself as a prominent voice within the Democratic 

Party, advocating for a platform rooted in social justice, racial and gender equity, 

and the revitalization of democratic norms. Her policy positions during the 

primaries placed her within the progressive wing of the party, particularly on 

issues such as healthcare reform, criminal justice transformation, climate action, 

and income inequality (Pew Research Center, 2020). 

However, upon her nomination as Joe Biden’s running mate, Harris 

recalibrated her messaging to align with a broader, more centrist electoral 

strategy. This shift was indicative of a deliberate effort to unify a deeply 

fragmented electorate. Her speeches and public appearances during the general 

election emphasized bipartisanship, civic duty, and the moral imperative of 

restoring institutional trust after the Trump administration (The New York Times, 

2020). Notably, Harris’s personal narrative—as the daughter of immigrants and a 

former prosecutor—was frequently employed as rhetorical grounding for policy 

perspectives that centered both inclusivity and accountability. 
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In the post-electoral period, Vice President Harris has assumed a complex 

and evolving role within the Biden administration. While constrained by the 

traditional limitations of the vice presidency, she has been tasked with leading 

several high-stakes initiatives, including diplomatic efforts to address the root 

causes of migration from Central America, national strategies on voting rights, 

and reproductive health policy in the wake of the Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s 

Health Organization decision (White House, 2021; NPR, 2022). Her leadership 

in these areas has been marked by a consistent rhetorical emphasis on equity, 

democratic participation, and systemic reform, though her impact has sometimes 

been questioned due to structural and political constraints. 

Critics have noted that Harris’s visibility on core domestic policy debates 

has fluctuated, leading to public debates regarding her political influence and 

strategic positioning within the administration (The Washington Post, 2023). 

Nonetheless, her status as a historic figure—the first woman, the first African 

American, and the first South Asian American to serve as Vice President—

continues to carry symbolic and cultural weight, particularly among 

constituencies seeking greater representation in governance. 

3. The Linguistic Parameters of Kamala Harris’s Discourse  

Kamala Harris’s speeches employ distinct verbal strategies to construct an 

inclusive and multifaceted American identity, reflecting her unique biography as 

a Black and Indian American woman from California. Sociolinguist Nicole 

Holliday’s analysis of Harris’s speaking style reveals how her linguistic choices 

embody diversity and challenge traditional notions of national identity (Holliday, 

2024). In her 2019 Democratic primary debate speech, Harris strategically uses 

African American English (AAE) features, such as “gotta” and “I’ma,” to index 

her Black identity while maintaining formal credibility. For instance, her viral 

zinger, “Dude gotta go,” directed at Donald Trump, blends informal AAE with 

political critique, signaling her Oakland roots and resonating with diverse 

audiences (Holliday, 2024, para. 22–23). This deliberate use of culturally specific 

language positions Harris as a bridge between marginalized communities and the 

broader American electorate, framing American identity as inclusive of varied 

histories and struggles. 

Moreover, Harris’s pronunciation reflects her California identity through 

the California vowel shift, pronouncing words like “cool” as “kewl” and “goat” 

as “gewt,” with forward-shifted back vowels (Holliday, 2024, para. 13–14). These 

regional markers, combined with her distinct low back vowels influenced by her 

identity as a Black woman, underscore her authenticity and localize her rhetoric 

within a diverse American context (Holliday, 2024, para. 15–16). Harris further 

adapts her tone based on topic, adopting a charismatic, African American 

preaching style when discussing race or immigration—evoking shared 

struggles—and a standard political style for policy issues like the economy 

(Holliday, 2024, para. 18–19). This adaptability allows Harris to construct an 
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American identity that is both personal and collective, aligning with multicultural 

ideals. 

Holliday (2024) argues that Harris’s ability to embody multiple identities 

simultaneously—Black, Indian, Californian, and female—challenges the cultural 

assumption that individuals can only represent one identity at a time (para. 33). 

By navigating these identities through verbal strategies, Harris redefines 

“American-ness” as a dynamic, pluralistic construct that embraces diversity and 

resilience. Her rhetoric counters exclusionary narratives, such as those implied by 

opponents’ deliberate mispronunciations of her name, which Holliday identifies 

as disrespectful acts signaling political opposition (Holliday, 2024, para. 27–30). 

Through her inclusive language, personal storytelling, and strategic code-

switching, Harris constructs an American identity that reflects a modern, 

multicultural nation, positioning herself as a transformative figure in political 

discourse.  

Here are some features of Kamala Harris’s speeches:  

1. Textual Analysis: Lexical and Syntactic Features 

Textual analysis focuses on the linguistic structure of Harris’s speech, 

revealing how specific word choices and sentence constructions convey her 

ideological values and persuasive intent. 

- Lexicon (Vocabulary): 

Political Vocabulary: Harris employs abstract nouns such as “democracy,” 

“equality,” “justice,” and “racism” to nominalize collective societal values, a 

process described as grammatical metaphor (Ayomi, 2020, 2021). These terms 

are strategically chosen to align with Democratic ideals and evoke shared 

American values, reinforcing her call for fair governance. 

- Identity-Related Terms:  

She frequently uses terms like “Black,” “Latino,” “Indigenous,” and “women” 

to highlight minority and marginalized groups, emphasizing her advocacy for 

inclusivity and her personal connection to these communities (Harris, 2019).  

- Contrastive Language:  

Harris contrasts positive descriptors (e.g., “decency,” “fairness,” “love”) with 

negative critiques of the Trump administration (e.g., “failure,” “loss”), creating a 

dichotomy that positions her and the Democratic Party as solutions to national 

crises (van Dijk, 1997).  

2. Syntax: 

- Active vs. Passive Voice:  

The speech employs predominantly active constructions to assert agency and 

decisiveness (e.g., “I will sign it into law,” “We will create…”). These choices 
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reinforce the speaker’s authority and proactive stance. Passive constructions occur 

in contexts where systemic injustices or shared historical processes are 

emphasized (e.g., “doors of opportunity opened,” or “was found guilty…”), thus 

highlighting collective experiences or institutional forces rather than individual 

agency (Fairclough, 1995).  

Verb tense alternates between the past (to establish biographical credibility and 

shared historical struggle), the present (to situate the current socio-political 

moment), and the future (to articulate vision and promise). The use of imperatives 

is sparing but impactful in rallying calls such as “Let’s fight for it,” “Let’s vote 

for it,” which are rhythmically placed at the end for maximum persuasive effect 

(Charteris-Black, 2011).   

-  Sentence Complexity:  

Harris employs varied syntactic structures, including nominalizations and 

clause embedding, to convey complex ideas accessibly. For example, “A country 

where we may not agree on every detail, but we are united by the fundamental 

belief…” uses passive construction to project a future vision of unity. 

- Pronoun Usage:  

The use of inclusive pronouns like “we” and “us” fosters a sense of collective 

identity, while specific references to “I” highlight her personal experiences, as in 

“I’ve fought for children, and survivors of sexual assault.” (Beasley, 2004).  

3. Rhetorical Devices 

- Alliteration:  

Harris uses alliteration, such as “five feet” when describing her mother, to 

create memorable phrases that emphasize personal significance and engage the 

audience auditorily. 

- Parallelism:  

She employs parallel structures, as in “Without fanfare or recognition, they 

organized, testified, rallied, marched, and fought,” to highlight the sequence of 

actions in the feminist movement, making her message rhythmic and persuasive 

(Cap, 2009).  

- Euphemism:  

To soften sensitive topics, Harris uses euphemisms like “passed away” instead 

of “died” when discussing her mother’s death, maintaining a respectful tone and 

honoring her mother’s legacy. 

- Hyperbole:  
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Exaggerated statements, such as “Let’s fight with conviction. Let’s fight with 

hope. Let’s fight with confidence,” amplify her call to action, infusing the speech 

with emotional intensity and motivational appeal. 

4. Speech Acts and Interaction 

- Speech acts reflect Harris’s pragmatic intent to influence the audience’s 

actions and perceptions, aligning with van Dijk’s (1997) focus on interaction 

in political discourse. 

- Assertive Acts: Harris makes factual claims to critique the status quo, as in 

“Right now, we have a president who turns our tragedies into political 

weapons,” positioning Trump’s leadership as detrimental and urging reflection 

on leadership choices. 

- Directive Acts: She issues commands to mobilize action, such as “We’ve 

gotta do the work to fulfill that promise of equal justice under law,” calling for 

collective effort to achieve justice. 

- Commissive Acts: Harris pledges future actions, as in “I pledge to you that 

we will act boldly and deal with our challenges honestly,” reinforcing her 

commitment to transparent governance. 

- Expressive Acts: Polite greetings, like “It is truly an honor to be speaking 

with you,” create a warm, inclusive tone, fostering audience rapport at the 

speech’s outset. 

5. Local Semantics: Positive Self-Presentation and Negative Other-

Presentation 

- Positive Self-Presentation:  

Harris emphasizes her and her mother’s resilience and achievements, as in 

“She raised us to be proud, strong Black women,” to project strength and align 

with minority groups. Her public service record, such as fighting “transnational 

gangs” and “biggest banks,” reinforces her competence and dedication (Harris, 

2019).  

- Negative Other-Presentation:  

She critiques Trump’s leadership, stating “Donald Trump’s failure of 

leadership has cost lives and livelihoods,” to highlight his incompetence and 

contrast it with her vision of effective governance. This dichotomy amplifies her 

credibility and urgency for change (The Washington Post, 2020).  
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4. Methodological Principles of the Investigation 

4.1. Research Approach 

This research is conducted through a qualitative methodological framework 

that utilizes the tools of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), enriched by the 

classical rhetorical framework of Aristotle’s persuasive appeals: ethos, pathos, 

and logos. The combination of these two theoretical traditions provides a nuanced 

and layered foundation for analyzing Kamala Harris’s political speeches, 

particularly in terms of how they construct, contest, and disseminate notions of 

American identity. 

Critical Discourse Analysis, as developed by scholars such as Norman 

Fairclough and Teun A. van Dijk, views discourse not merely as language in use 

but as a form of social practice that both shapes and is shaped by broader 

ideological structures and social power relations. In political contexts, discourse 

is never neutral; it is strategic, ideological, and consequential. This makes CDA 

especially relevant to the analysis of campaign speeches, ceremonial addresses, 

and official communications, where each utterance serves both to inform and to 

persuade, to reflect societal values and to propose revisions of those values. 

The study aligns with the interpretivist paradigm, which privileges deep 

understanding and context-sensitive interpretation over empirical generalization. 

The aim is not to produce statistically representative conclusions but rather to 

explore how meaning is constructed and how rhetorical strategies function in 

shaping collective identity. 

4.2. Research Questions 

The following research questions guide the investigation: 
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1. What linguistic and rhetorical strategies does Kamala Harris employ to 

construct an inclusive vision of American national identity? 

2. How does her discourse reflect or challenge dominant ideologies in 

American political culture? 

3. In what ways do rhetorical appeals—particularly ethos, pathos, and logos—

contribute to the construction of a unifying national narrative? 

4.3. Data Selection and Corpus Description 

The corpus comprises ten speeches delivered by Kamala Harris between 2019 

and 2025. These were carefully selected to represent a diverse range of rhetorical 

contexts and themes, including campaign addresses, institutional speeches, and 

commemorative statements. This variation allows the study to explore Harris’s 

rhetorical adaptability and consistency across genres. 

The speeches include: 

1. Kamala Harris Campaign Speech in Atlanta (Harris, K. 2020, October 23) 

2. Kamala Harris vs. Trump Presidential Debate (Harris, K. 2024, September 

10)  

3. Kamala Harris Victory Speech (Harris, K. 2020, November 7)  

4. Inauguration Day Speech (Harris, K. 2021, January 20)  

5. Concession Speech (Harris, K. 2024, November 6)  

6. 2024 Democratic National Convention Speech (Harris, K. 2024, August 

22)  

7. Speech Transcript (New York Times, August 23, 2024) 

8. Campaign Speech in Tucson, AZ (Harris, K. 2020, October 28)  

9. Harris Speech in Pittsburgh (Harris, Sept. 25, 2024)  

The selection was guided by three criteria: rhetorical richness (use of 

persuasive and figurative language), thematic relevance (focus on identity, 

democracy, and unity), and public significance (visibility and distribution through 

mainstream media). Speeches were sourced from publicly available transcripts.  

4.4. Analytical Framework 

This study’s analytical model integrates CDA with Aristotelian rhetoric. The 

CDA component facilitates the examination of the ideological work performed by 

language, while Aristotle’s rhetorical triad—ethos, pathos, logos—offers a 

structured means of assessing how Harris appeals to her audience’s emotions, 

values, and reasoning. 

4.4.1. Lexical and Syntactic Analysis 
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One of the primary goals of this level is to identify how Harris uses language 

to create a sense of national cohesion. Frequent use of inclusive pronouns like 

"we" and "our" are tracked, as these foster identification between speaker and 

audience. Special attention is paid to value-laden keywords such as "freedom," 

"justice," and "opportunity," which recur as ideological anchors. 

Syntactic structures such as parallelism and rhetorical questions are also 

studied. Their function is not purely aesthetic; they often serve to build rhythm, 

emphasize urgency, or invite collective reflection. Through these mechanisms, 

Harris constructs an authoritative yet approachable ethos and makes her discourse 

more emotionally resonant. 

4.4.2. Rhetorical Devices and Figurative Language 

The second dimension examines how Harris uses rhetorical and figurative 

devices to intensify emotional connection (pathos) and highlight her ethical 

alignment with American values (ethos). Examples include anaphora (e.g., "We 

are not going back"), metaphors related to light and movement ("the light of 

democracy"), and symbolic references to historic events or cultural icons. 

These elements are examined not only for their aesthetic qualities but for their 

ideological function. For instance, metaphors of light often symbolize hope and 

clarity in moments of political uncertainty, reinforcing Harris’s position as a 

stabilizing figure. Symbolism rooted in African American history or immigrant 

narratives serves to expand the definition of American identity. 

4.4.3. Narrative Structures 

Personal and collective narratives are central to Harris’s rhetorical strategy. 

She frequently tells the information from her own life—her mother’s 

immigration, her upbringing in a multicultural neighborhood, and her career in 

public service. These stories do more than humanize her; they situate her as a 

product of the American Dream, thus reinforcing her credibility (ethos) while 

appealing to the audience’s sense of identification (pathos). 

Historical and national narratives are also important. Harris refers to the civil 

rights movement, the founding fathers, and landmark legislative victories (e.g., 

the Voting Rights Act) to link her platform to a longer American tradition. Such 

interweaving of personal and public memory fosters a multi-dimensional 

portrayal of national identity. 

4.4.4. Interdiscursivity and Intertextuality 

This layer analyzes how Harris draws on existing political discourses to 

reinforce her authority and legitimacy. References to John Lewis, Martin Luther 



23 
 

King Jr., or foundational texts like the Constitution function as acts of alignment 

with respected ideological traditions.   

The study also highlights Harris’s intention to recontextualize these references. 

For example, quoting John Lewis’s phrase “Democracy is not a state. It is an act” 

allows Harris to evoke a shared legacy while also positioning herself and her 

audience as contemporary actors in that tradition. This technique does not only 

enrich her pathetical message but also strengthen her connection with diverse 

audiences.  

4.5. Data Coding and Analysis Procedure 

The analysis is unfolded in two structured stages: 

1. Initial Familiarization: Speeches were read in full and annotated for 

potential themes, emotional appeals, and ideological cues.  

2. Contextual Interpretation: Each speech was interpreted within its 

historical and political setting. Media responses, audience composition, and 

surrounding events (e.g., elections, social movements) were factored into 

the analysis to provide a comprehensive contextual understanding. 

The coding process was primarily inductive, allowing patterns to emerge 

organically, though it was guided by the conceptual lens of CDA and classical 

rhetoric. This hybrid approach allowed for both discovery and structured 

evaluation. 

4.6. Limitations of the Study 

There are several limitations to this research that must be acknowledged. 

Firstly, the corpus is limited to ten speeches, which may not represent the entirety 

of Harris’s rhetorical repertoire. While chosen for their national prominence and 

thematic relevance, these texts cannot capture every nuance of her public 

communication, particularly across less formal platforms such as interviews or 

social media. 

Secondly, the subjective nature of interpretive analysis presents a challenge to 

replicability. Although efforts were made to ensure consistency—such as 

triangulating findings and applying thematic coding—the researcher’s 

interpretation inevitably plays a role in shaping the conclusions. 

Thirdly, this study focuses exclusively on English-language texts. Given 

Harris’s communication with multilingual constituencies, important cultural and 

linguistic dimensions may remain unexamined. Additionally, political speeches 

are often team products, blending the voices of advisors and speechwriters, which 

complicates the attribution of rhetorical decisions to Harris alone. 
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4.7. Justification for Methodological Choices 

The use of CDA as the primary method is justified by the nature of the research 

questions and the ideological dimensions of political language. CDA is 

particularly suited to uncovering how speech acts contribute to the reproduction 

or transformation of social structures, especially when it comes to contested 

concepts such as national identity. 

The integration of Aristotelian rhetoric adds an essential layer of analysis, 

helping to assess the emotional, ethical, and logical dynamics of persuasion. 

Together, these frameworks enable a comprehensive understanding of both the 

mechanics and implications of Harris’s discourse. 

In conclusion, the methodological design of this study reflects a careful 

balance between theoretical grounding and practical flexibility. By combining 

CDA and rhetorical analysis within a structured, interpretivist approach, this 

research provides a comprehensive and context-sensitive examination of Kamala 

Harris’s political discourse and its role in constructing national identity.  

3. Results: 

In this part, we prepared a detailed analysis of the rhetorical strategies used by 

Kamala Harris in her political speeches to construct and communicate a vision of 

American national identity. Building upon the methodological framework 

outlined earlier—specifically the integration of Critical Discourse Analysis 

(CDA) with Aristotle’s rhetorical appeals (ethos, pathos, and logos)—this part of 

the study explores how specific linguistic and persuasive elements function within 

her discourse. Each subsection corresponds to one of the seven primary 

conclusions identified during the research process, which emerged through 

qualitative coding and thematic interpretation of the speech corpus. 

This part of the thesis aims to move from theoretical reflection to applied 

discourse analysis. Rather than offering a general summary, each rhetorical 

theme—such as the appeal to shared American values, inclusive language, 

personal storytelling, structural repetition, emphasis on civil rights, civic 

engagement, and cultural referencing—is examined in context. Each theme is 

supported by a selection of representative examples from the speeches and 

analyzed in light of their rhetorical impact and ideological implications. These 

examples are not considered in isolation but are interpreted through the lens of 

discourse as social practice—reflecting broader narratives of power, identity, and 

participation in American democracy. 

Through this approach, the analysis highlights how Harris’s language choices 

not only communicate her political platform but also construct a national identity 

narrative that is inclusive, historically informed, and aspirational. Attention is 
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given to how her use of emotional resonance (pathos), moral character (ethos), 

and logical reasoning (logos) reinforces this vision. The result is a layered 

exploration of how political language both mirrors and molds public 

consciousness, offering insight into the symbolic and practical power of speech 

in contemporary democratic society.  

Here are the main results that we have found in Kamala Harris’s speeches:  

1. Appeal to Shared American Values  

One of the most prominent and consistent strategies in Kamala Harris’s 

political discourse is her emphasis on foundational American values such as 

democracy, justice, freedom, equality, and unity. Throughout the speeches 

analyzed in this research, these values appear not as abstract concepts, but as 

deeply rooted elements that shape her vision of what it means to be American. 

From a Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) perspective, such appeals function 

ideologically: they serve to reinforce shared cultural narratives and to invite 

audiences into a collective identity grounded in these ideals. 

For instance, during her campaign rally in Atlanta on July 30, 2024, Harris 

stated: "We believe in a future where every person has the opportunity to build a 

business, to own a home, to build intergenerational wealth, a future with 

affordable health care, affordable childcare, paid leave." Here, Harris isn’t just 

listing policy goals—she’s presenting a vision of the American Dream that is 

economically inclusive and morally anchored. The word "believe" signals a 

shared hope, while "opportunity" ties that hope to a longstanding American value. 

Similarly, at the 2024 Democratic National Convention, Harris said: "I see an 

America where we hold fast to the fearless belief that built our nation and inspired 

the world. That here in this country, anything is possible." This statement connects 

present challenges to the founding spirit of the country, and reinforces a message 

of possibility and perseverance. As a master’s student, I find it especially 

significant that Harris not only invokes these values rhetorically, but also links 

them to policy initiatives—giving concrete substance to otherwise broad ideals. 

Her commitment to democratic principles is perhaps most forcefully 

communicated in her 2020 victory speech, where she quoted the late 

Congressman John Lewis: "Democracy is not a state. It is an act." This quote is 

profoundly rhetorical and ideological—it reframes democracy not as something 

guaranteed but as something participatory and active. In doing so, Harris both 

inspires and challenges her audience. In her 2024 concession speech, she returned 

to this theme of democratic accountability by stating: "A fundamental principle of 

American democracy is that when we lose an election, we accept the results." This 

moment stands out as one of integrity and patriotism, affirming her adherence to 
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the rule of law and to peaceful transition—hallmarks of the American democratic 

tradition.  

Examples of Harris invoking values like freedom, opportunity, fairness, 

unity, and democracy: 

“We believe in a future where every person has the opportunity to build a 

business, to own a home, to build intergenerational wealth”. 

“We are fighting for an America where we keep our word, and no one is above 

the law”. 

“We love our country, and we believe in its promise”. 

“I see an America where we hold fast to the fearless belief that built our nation 

and inspired the world”. 

“Here in this country, anything is possible”. 

“We are a nation of people who work hard, dream big, and never give up”. 

“An opportunity economy where everyone, everywhere, has a chance to pursue 

their dreams and aspirations”. 

“We need an economy that works for working people”. 

“We’re fighting for a vision that says we believe in the promise of America”. 

“Joe and I are fighting for an America where every child can breathe clean air 

and drink clean water”. 

“Democracy is not a state. It is an act”. 

“America’s democracy is only as strong as our willingness to fight for it”. 

“We the People have the power to build a better future”. 

“A fundamental principle of American democracy is that when we lose an 

election, we accept the results”. 

“The light of America’s promise will always burn bright”. 

“We believe in a future with affordable health care, affordable childcare, paid 

leave”. 

“A country where every senior can retire with dignity”. 
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“The freedom to make decisions about your own body”. 

“An America where we honor the dignity of work”. 

“We must keep fighting for the ideals that reflect America at its best”. 

2. Inclusive Language and Identity Markers  

Another central dimension of Harris’s discourse is her use of inclusive 

language and identity markers to reflect the multicultural, multiracial nature of 

the United States. Her rhetorical style is characterized by inclusive pronouns such 

as "we," "our," and "us," but also by the explicit acknowledgment of historically 

marginalized communities. 

In her 2020 victory speech, Harris paid tribute to women from multiple 

backgrounds: "Black women. Asian, White, Latina, and Native American 

women... who have paved the way for this moment tonight." This direct naming 

of identity groups is a strategic discursive move—it validates those communities’ 

contributions to American history and current political outcomes. She went 

further by stating, "Black women, who are too often overlooked, but so often prove 

that they are the backbone of our democracy." This assertion is not just 

inclusive—it repositions marginalized individuals as central to the national 

identity. 

Similarly, in her DNC speech, she declared: "I promise to be a president for 

all Americans." The phrase “all Americans” is a recurring feature in her speeches 

and signals a desire to govern beyond partisan or demographic boundaries. In 

Tucson, she emphasized: "We knew we have so much more in common than what 

separates us," offering a message of unity amid diversity. 

Harris also weaves her personal identity into the larger American narrative. 

She often speaks of her mother’s immigration from India: "My mother was 19 

when she crossed the world alone..." This narrative not only humanizes Harris but 

also aligns her own story with the ethos of the American Dream. As a student 

analyzing these speeches, I see this as a deliberate move to universalize her 

personal experience—she’s not just speaking about immigrants; she is of them. 

Her Pittsburgh speech expanded this inclusivity to economic identity: "I want 

Americans and families to be able to not just get by, but be able to get ahead. To 

thrive, be able to thrive." This statement implies that economic inclusion is also 

an element of national unity, and reinforces her commitment to dignity for all 

citizens, not just the privileged.  

Examples of inclusive pronouns and acknowledgment of diverse groups: 

“We all have so much more in common than what separates us”. 
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“All of us together, a beautiful coalition”. 

“I promise to be a president for all Americans”. 

“People of various political views watching tonight”. 

“Black women, Asian, White, Latina, and Native American women”. 

“Americans and families to be able to not just get by, but be able to get ahead”. 

“Everyone, everywhere, has a chance”. 

“Latinos and African-Americans have been three times more likely to contract 

COVID”. 

“Our indigenous brothers and sisters”. 

“Generations of women, Black women, Asian, White, Latina, and Native 

American women”. 

“Black women, who are too often overlooked, but so often prove that they are the 

backbone of our democracy”. 

“All the women who worked to secure and protect the right to vote”. 

“To everyone who is watching, I see you, and I know you are watching with heavy 

hearts”. 

“Our coalition, built from the ground up, of people from every corner of our 

country”. 

“We are a beautiful, diverse group of people”. 

“Immigrants who come here to contribute to our nation”. 

“Working people in every corner of our country”. 

“We would not let anyone divide us as a nation”. 

“Every little girl watching tonight sees that this is a country of possibilities”. 

“Every one of us has a stake in this fight”. 

3. Narratives and Personal Stories 
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Harris’s use of personal narratives is among the most effective rhetorical 

strategies in her speeches. These stories serve to ground political values in lived 

experiences, making abstract ideals more concrete and relatable. 

In her DNC speech, Harris recounts her mother’s journey and her parents’ civil 

rights activism: "She met my father, Donald Harris, a student from Jamaica." This 

is not just a personal anecdote—it’s a narrative that intersects immigration, 

interracial partnership, and political activism. These intersections symbolize the 

ideals of freedom, diversity, and justice that Harris wants to emphasize as 

foundational to American identity. 

Her reflections on her working-class upbringing also contribute to this theme: 

"We lived in the flats; a beautiful working class neighborhood of firefighters, 

nurses, and construction workers." This story links her biography to the 

experiences of many Americans, affirming that she understands everyday 

struggles. As a researcher, I interpret this move as an effort to generate 

identification between the speaker and audience—a hallmark of effective political 

rhetoric. 

In Tucson, Harris told a deeply emotional story about her high school friend 

Wanda, who was sexually abused. Harris’s response—to pursue a career as a 

prosecutor—transforms a personal tragedy into a moral imperative. This story, 

while painful, shows how values such as justice, protection, and service are rooted 

in personal experience. From a qualitative standpoint, this is a strong example of 

how Harris uses micro-narratives to illustrate macro-principles. 

Another poignant moment comes from her Pittsburgh speech: "figuring out 

which clothes were soft enough…"—a detail about caring for her mother during 

cancer treatment. This quiet moment of vulnerability resonates with universal 

human experiences. It connects Harris’s empathy to her policy goals on healthcare 

and family support. These stories are more than persuasive; they are constitutive 

acts that define who Harris is and what she represents.  

Examples of personal or anecdotal stories connecting to American 

identity: 

“My mother was 19 when she crossed the world alone, traveling from India to 

California”. 

“She met my father, Donald Harris, a student from Jamaica”. 

“We lived in the flats; a beautiful working class neighborhood of firefighters, 

nurses, and construction workers”. 

“My early memories of our parents together are very joyful ones, a home filled 

with laughter and music”. 
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“I grew up immersed in the ideals of the civil rights movement”. 

“My best friend, Wanda… confided in me that she was being sexually abused by 

her stepfather”. 

“I decided then and there I wanted to be the kind of prosecutor who protected 

people like Wanda”. 

“I remember being there for my mother when she was diagnosed with cancer”. 

“Cooking meals for her, taking her to her appointments, just trying to make her 

comfortable”. 

“I’m thinking about my mother, Shyamala Gopalan Harris”. 

“When she came here from India at the age of 19… she could not have imagined 

this moment”. 

“My parents had met at a civil rights gathering”. 

“They made sure that we learned about civil rights leaders, including the lawyers 

like Thurgood Marshall”. 

“I was raised to believe that we have a responsibility to help others”. 

“I was raised in a community where we looked out for one another”. 

“As a young girl, going to marches for civil rights with my parents”. 

“My mother taught me to never complain about injustice but to do something 

about it”. 

“I’ve seen firsthand what it means to struggle to make ends meet”. 

“I was bused to school as part of desegregation efforts”. 

“My mother always told me to stand up for what’s right”. 

4. Repetition and Parallelism 

Repetition and parallelism are structural tools that Harris uses to create rhythm, 

emphasize urgency, and reinforce her key points. These devices are deeply 

effective in political speech because they make arguments memorable and 

emotionally charged. 

One of the most resonant examples is her refrain from Atlanta: "We are not 

going back. We’re not going back. We’re not going back." This chant evokes 
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solidarity and collective resistance. As a master’s student studying rhetorical 

structure, I find this particularly powerful because it transforms a political position 

into a shared emotional stance. 

In her DNC speech, Harris employed similar repetition: "We are not going 

back to when Donald Trump tried to cut Social Security... get rid of the Affordable 

Care Act." The repetition is both linguistic and ideological—rejecting regression 

while affirming a progressive agenda. 

Her 2024 concession speech also relied on repetition to sustain morale: "That 

doesn’t mean we won’t win. That doesn’t mean we won’t win." Here, repetition 

functions therapeutically, softening the emotional blow of electoral loss and 

reinforcing collective resilience. 

Parallel structures are used effectively in action-oriented rhetoric: 

- "This is a time to organize, to mobilize, and to stay engaged." 

- "Invest in our workers. Invest in our communities. Invest in our future." 

These sequences provide structural clarity and emotional momentum. From a 

CDA perspective, such rhetorical design contributes to the framing of American 

identity as active, future-oriented, and inclusive.  

Examples of repetition or parallel structures emphasizing American 

identity: 

“We are not going back. We’re not going back. We’re not going back”. 

“Do we believe in freedom? Do we believe in opportunity? Do we believe in the 

promise of America?” 

“We are not going back to when Donald Trump tried to cut Social Security and 

Medicare”. 

“We are not going back to when he tried to get rid of the Affordable Care Act”. 

“Let’s get out there. Let’s fight for it. Let’s get out there. Let’s vote for it”. 

“An economy that works for working people. An economy that lifts everyone up”. 

“We can do this. We can do this together”. 

“Everything is at stake. Everything is at stake”. 

“We are going to tell them how we were hanging out… We are going to tell them 

that we organized folks”. 
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“You chose hope. You chose unity. You chose truth”. 

“We the People. We the People”. 

“That doesn’t mean we won’t win. That doesn’t mean we won’t win”. 

“This is a time to organize, to mobilize, and to stay engaged”. 

“Are you ready to get to work? Are you ready to fight for it?” 

“A country where we look out for one another. A country where we rise together”. 

“Invest in our workers. Invest in our communities. Invest in our future”. 

“We have the power. We have the power”. 

“Protecting our democracy. Protecting our future”. 

“For the sake of freedom and justice. For the sake of the future”. 

“We will fight. We will win”. 

5. Emphasis on Civil Rights and Social Justice 

Civil rights and justice are not peripheral in Harris’s rhetoric—they are central. 

She uses her platform to link American identity to the ongoing struggle for 

equality and representation. 

In her DNC speech, Harris said: "I grew up immersed in the ideals of the civil 

rights movement," and referenced Thurgood Marshall. This explicitly links her 

political identity to America’s civil rights legacy, reinforcing her commitment to 

justice as not only personal but historical. 

In Tucson, she cited racial disparities: "Latinos and African-Americans have 

been three times more likely to contract COVID." By referencing health 

inequities, Harris doesn’t just present facts—she frames them as violations of 

American fairness. 

She also discussed reproductive rights in Atlanta: "The freedom of a woman 

to make decisions about her own body..." Framing reproductive autonomy as a 

freedom underscores the idea that justice is a living, evolving principle. 

Her tribute to suffragists in her 2020 victory speech—"All the women who 

worked to secure and protect the right to vote"—adds intergenerational depth to 

her message. From a critical perspective, these references serve to position justice 
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and civil rights as constitutive of American national identity, not as partisan 

ideals.  

Examples highlighting civil rights and social justice: 

“I grew up immersed in the ideals of the civil rights movement”. 

“They made sure that we learned about civil rights leaders, including… Thurgood 

Marshall”. 

“Latinos and African-Americans have been three times more likely to contract 

COVID”. 

“Our indigenous brothers and sisters have the highest rate of diabetes”. 

“We need to address systemic racism in our health care system”. 

“The freedom of a woman to make decisions about her own body”. 

“We are fighting for fairness and justice”. 

“Black women, who are too often overlooked, but so often prove that they are the 

backbone of our democracy”. 

“All the women who worked to secure and protect the right to vote”.  

“100 years ago with the 19th Amendment, 55 years ago with the Voting Rights 

Act”. 

“The freedom to make decisions about your own body without government 

interference”. 

“A country where no one is above the law”. 

“We’re fighting for justice for all”. 

“We will not let anyone take away our fundamental rights”. 

“Keep fighting for the ideals of justice and equality”. 

“Protecting the right to love who you love”. 

“The fight for a more just and equal America”. 

“We need to ensure every voice is heard and every vote is counted”. 

“Addressing the disparities that hold too many back”. 



34 
 

“A future where every person is treated with dignity and respect”. 

6. Call to Action and Civic Engagement 

Harris’s speeches are characterized by persistent calls to action, underscoring 

the participatory nature of American democracy. In Tucson, she stated: 

"Everything is in each of our hands... the power we possess through our vote." 

This is both a reminder and a charge—it defines American identity through civic 

responsibility. 

In Atlanta, she asked a series of rhetorical questions: "Do we believe in 

freedom? Do we believe in opportunity?... Are we ready to fight for it?" These 

questions work to energize audiences, encouraging internal reflection and external 

action. 

Even in defeat, her rhetoric doesn’t abandon engagement: "This is a time to 

organize, to mobilize, and to stay engaged." From a qualitative analysis 

perspective, these statements transform listeners from passive spectators to 

democratic participants, aligning with CDA’s emphasis on discourse as social 

practice.  

Examples urging voting, organizing, and democratic participation: 

“Are you ready to get to work?” 

“And are we ready to fight for it?” 

“Let’s get out there. Let’s vote for it”. 

“Together, let us write the next great chapter”. 

“We need you to get out there and vote”. 

“Organize in your communities”. 

“Everything is in each of our hands, in terms of the power we possess through 

our vote”. 

“We are going to tell them that we organized folks”. 

“Get out and vote like never before”. 

“You exercised your power. You voted”. 

“You chose to show up and make your voices heard”. 

“This is a time to organize, to mobilize, and to stay engaged”. 



35 
 

“Keep fighting for the sake of freedom and justice”. 

“Let’s make history again, Georgia”. 

“Join us in this fight for our country’s future”. 

“Talk to your neighbors, talk to your friends, get them to vote”. 

“Knock on doors, make phone calls, do whatever it takes”. 

“Continue to fight for the soul of America”. 

“Stay in the fight for our democracy”. 

“Your vote is your voice, and your voice is your power”. 

7. Cultural References  

Harris uses cultural references to connect with diverse audiences and ground 

her rhetoric in shared symbols. In Atlanta, she quoted rapper Quavo: "He does not 

walk it like he talks it." This line is both humorous and accessible, bringing 

contemporary culture into the political realm. 

Historical references are equally common. She invoked John Lewis: 

"Democracy is not a state. It is an act," aligning herself with moral authority and 

historical continuity. 

In Pittsburgh, she linked economic policy to national development through 

references to Alexander Hamilton, Lincoln, and Eisenhower. In her DNC speech, 

she recalled childhood memories of music—"Aretha, Coltrane, and Miles"—

which evoke a rich, inclusive cultural identity. 

These references serve to locate Harris within a broad American tradition that 

is both historical and evolving. They appeal to emotion, memory, and collective 

pride. From a discourse analytic viewpoint, they help shape a national identity 

that is rooted in shared culture, not just shared politics. 

Examples of references to historical figures, events, or popular culture: 

“As my friend Quavo would say, he does not walk it like he talks it”. 

“Congressman John Lewis… wrote: ‘Democracy is not a state. It is an act”.  

“Civil rights leaders, including the lawyers like Thurgood Marshall and 

Constance Baker Motley”. 

“Aretha, Coltrane, and Miles”. 
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“Think of Alexander Hamilton, having the foresight to build the manufacturing 

capabilities”. 

“Think of Lincoln and the transcontinental railroad”. 

“Think of Eisenhower and the interstate highway system”. 

“The 19th Amendment”. 

“The Voting Rights Act”. 

“Rosa Parks and the civil rights movement”. 

“The legacy of those who fought for justice before us”. 

“The Constitution of the United States”. 

“The Declaration of Independence”. 

“The American spirit of innovation”. 

“The shoulders of those who came before us”. 

“The Bay Area, where I was raised”. 

“The spirit of Georgia’s history of progress”. 

“The American tradition of standing up for what’s right”. 

“The legacy of American workers”. 

“The American Dream that inspired my mother”. 

 

Strategy  Example  

1. Appeal to Shared American 

Values  

“We’re fighting for a future where 

every child can grow up safe and 

strong”. 

“A nation where every person has the 

chance to get ahead”. 

“We believe in the power of 

community and coming together”.  

2. Inclusive Language and Identity 

Markers  

“A president who works for every 

single American”. 

“From the cities to the suburbs to 

rural America”. 

“All of us, no matter where we come 

from, share the same dreams”.  
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3. Narratives and Personal Stories “Growing up, I saw how my parents 

worked hard to provide for us”. 

“I remember the neighbors who 

looked out for each other in our 

community”. 

“My mother believed in the promise of 

America”.  

4. Repetition and Parallelism “We will rise. We will fight. We will 

win”.  

“For our children. For our future. For 

our country”. 

“Build back better. Build back 

stronger”.  

5. Emphasis on Civil Rights and 

Social Justice 

“We’re fighting to protect voting 

rights for all”. 

“A country where justice is equal for 

everyone”. 

“We must address systemic inequities 

in our economy”.  

6. Call to Action and Civic 

Engagement 

“Get out there and make your voice 

heard”. 

“Show up at the polls and make 

history”. 

“Your vote can change the course of 

our nation”.  

7. Cultural References  “Martin Luther King Jr.’s dream for 

America”. 

“The legacy of FDR’s New Deal”. 

“The spirit of the civil rights 

marches”.  
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6. Pathos, Ethos, and Logos in Kamala Harris’s Rhetoric: A Qualitative 

Discourse Analysis 

Building upon the methodological foundation presented in the previous 

chapter, this section offers a qualitative discourse analysis of Kamala Harris’s 

strategic deployment of the classical rhetorical appeals—pathos (emotional 

appeal), ethos (ethical credibility), and logos (logical reasoning). Situated within 

the analytical lens of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), this examination seeks 

to elucidate how Harris integrates these appeals to construct a layered and 

ideologically resonant vision of American identity. Rather than operating in 

isolation, these rhetorical dimensions function synergistically, reinforcing 

Harris’s political ethos and her broader communicative project of national unity 

and democratic values.  

Pathos: Emotional Resonance and Collective Identification 

Harris’s rhetoric is characterized by a sustained and nuanced engagement with 

emotional appeal, which she employs not only to foster intimacy with her 

audience but to underscore shared values and experiences. Her use of pathos is 

fundamentally relational, aimed at generating empathy, mobilizing action, and 

bridging ideological divides in a politically fragmented landscape. 

A recurrent strategy in Harris’s emotional appeal is the use of personal and 

familial narratives that serve dual rhetorical functions. Consider the following 

examples: 

“My mother was 19 when she crossed the world alone, traveling from India 

to California.” 

“I remember being there for my mother when she was diagnosed with 

cancer.” 

These narratives function as more than autobiographical moments—they 

are carefully curated to evoke empathy and project authenticity. CDA reveals that 

by invoking the immigrant journey and the emotional labor of caregiving, Harris 

constructs a shared emotional field that humanizes her political persona and aligns 

her with a broader spectrum of American lived experience. These moments reflect 

a discursive strategy in which personal identity is mobilized as a symbol of 

national plurality. 

Harris also invokes aspirational emotion, especially in her appeals to 

underrepresented groups. One emblematic example is: 

“Every little girl watching tonight sees that this is a country of 

possibilities.” 
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This statement serves as a performative articulation of inclusion and 

empowerment. It recontextualizes the American Dream within a framework of 

gender and racial progress, projecting a vision of possibility that is deeply emotive 

and ideologically potent. The emotional charge here is not incidental—it is central 

to Harris’s construction of a political imaginary in which diverse identities are 

celebrated rather than marginalized. 

Moreover, Harris leverages emotional trauma and systemic injustice to justify 

both personal motivation and policy urgency. Her account of a friend’s abuse: 

“My best friend, Wanda… confided in me that she was being sexually 

abused by her stepfather.” 

From a CDA perspective, such narratives do not merely elicit sympathy—they 

serve to anchor policy positions in moral experience, thereby fostering deeper 

audience alignment. 

Her use of emotionally charged statistics related to public health disparities: 

“Latinos and African-Americans have been three times more likely to 

contract COVID.” 

Demonstrates how pathos can extend beyond individual stories to engage 

collective suffering. These appeals position Harris as an advocate for 

marginalized communities and highlight the moral imperative of structural 

reform. 

Ethos: Constructing Credibility through Personal and Institutional 

Identity 

Ethos, as articulated in Harris’s rhetoric, is crafted through a deliberate 

intertwining of personal narrative, professional experience, and moral 

positioning. Her ethos is not presented as innate authority but as earned 

legitimacy, cultivated through perseverance, education, and public service. 

By referencing her upbringing in a working-class neighborhood: 

“We lived in the flats; a beautiful working-class neighborhood of 

firefighters, nurses, and construction workers.” 

Harris aligns herself with the ethos of the American Dream. The implicit 

argument here is that her policy positions are not theoretical abstractions, but 

grounded in lived experience. This class-based identification functions 

discursively to establish trust, particularly among socioeconomically diverse 

constituencies. 
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Harris also consistently invokes maternal influence as a source of moral 

authority: 

“She came here to cure breast cancer, and instead she raised me and my 

sister Maya.” 

This statement functions rhetorically to frame Harris’s values—resilience, 

sacrifice, and dedication—as intergenerationally transmitted. The emphasis on 

her mother’s dual identity as both a scientist and a caregiver allows Harris to 

embody a composite ethos rooted in intellect and empathy. 

Professional credibility is constructed through references to Harris’s 

prosecutorial role, often embedded in emotionally salient contexts: 

“I decided then and there I wanted to be the kind of prosecutor who 

protected people like Wanda.” 

Here, personal memory becomes the basis for ethical professional action. 

Such integration of private and public domains exemplifies a rhetorical ethos 

grounded in responsibility rather than authority—a distinction that CDA 

highlights as essential in constructing political trustworthiness in contemporary 

discourse. 

Finally, Harris aligns her ethical persona with democratic principles, asserting: 

“We are fighting for an America where we keep our word, and no one is 

above the law.” 

This statement invokes constitutional ethos, reinforcing her legitimacy by 

appealing to foundational democratic norms. Through this rhetorical alignment, 

Harris positions herself not just as a credible individual, but as a custodian of 

national integrity. 

Logos: Rational Argumentation and Policy Justification 

Harris’s use of logos is equally central to her rhetorical architecture, 

providing the rational scaffolding upon which her emotional and ethical appeals 

are situated. Her invocation of data, historical precedent, and policy clarity 

demonstrates a commitment to evidence-based persuasion. 

Empirical data is frequently employed to validate her policy concerns: 

“Latinos and African-Americans have been three times more likely to 

contract COVID and twice as likely to die from it.” 
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“Our indigenous brothers and sisters have the highest rate of diabetes of 

any population in America.” 

These statistics not only signal awareness of systemic disparities but also 

introduce a logic of urgency that frames social justice as a rational necessity. CDA 

underscores that such references to public health data are designed to shift 

discourse from opinion to evidence, thereby enhancing political accountability. 

Harris’s articulation of policy goals further reflects logical coherence: 

“We need an economy that works for working people.” 

“A future with affordable health care, affordable childcare, paid leave.” 

These policy statements are discursively framed as pragmatic solutions to 

structural challenges. The simplicity and directness of language reinforce the 

perception that these reforms are both reasonable and attainable—thus enhancing 

the logos appeal. 

Historical allusions serve to situate Harris’s vision within a longer national 

narrative: 

“Think of Alexander Hamilton… Think of Lincoln and the transcontinental 

railroad… Think of Eisenhower and the interstate highway system.” 

These references construct continuity between past achievements and 

present proposals. Through this rhetorical move, Harris appeals to bipartisan 

ideals of progress, innovation, and infrastructure, positioning her ideas within a 

lineage of American excellence. 

Moreover, her use of parallelism and repetition—e.g., 

“Invest in our workers. Invest in our communities. Invest in our future.” 

“This is a time to organize, to mobilize, and to stay engaged.” 

This creates rhythmic logic that reinforces memorability and cohesion. From a 

qualitative standpoint, such linguistic structures aid in organizing abstract ideas 

into digestible and persuasive units of thought. 

Integrative Rhetorical Strategy: Ideology and Discourse 

What distinguishes Harris’s rhetorical style is her ability to synthesize 

pathos, ethos, and logos into a cohesive and context-sensitive communicative 

strategy. Rather than functioning as discrete elements, these appeals operate in 

dialogue with one another to construct a multidimensional political identity. 
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Emotion (pathos) enhances the credibility of personal experience (ethos), 

which in turn provides moral context for logical arguments (logos). CDA reveals 

that this triadic interplay is ideologically generative: Harris invites audiences not 

merely to support her policies but to imagine themselves as co-authors of a more 

inclusive American story. 

In sum, Harris’s rhetoric exemplifies how classical rhetorical appeals, when 

filtered through contemporary discourse practices, can function as powerful 

instruments of persuasion and identity formation. Her speeches demonstrate a 

refined capacity to weave emotion, ethical grounding, and rationality into a 

compelling narrative of national renewal. This qualitative analysis highlights the 

ways in which rhetorical strategy and ideological positioning coalesce to produce 

political resonance in 21st-century American public discourse.  

.  

Rhetoric  Example  Meaning  

Pathos – Emotional 

Engagement and 

National Sentiment  

“We love our country, 

and we believe in its 

promise”  

This emotionally 

resonant statement 

evokes a patriotic affect, 

strategically appealing to 

a collective emotional 

attachment to national 

values and democratic 

ideals. The repeated use 

of the pronoun "we" 

functions rhetorically to 

foster a sense of unity 

and shared purpose, 

constructing an inclusive 

civic identity grounded 

in solidarity.  

 “Everything is at stake. 

Everything is at stake” 

The use of repetition 

intensifies the emotional 

urgency of the message, 

mobilizing both fear and 

determination to frame a 

moment of political or 

social crisis. In doing so, 

Harris creates an 

affective landscape in 

which collective action 

emerges as both 

necessary and 

empowering.  
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 You chose hope. You 

chose unity. You chose 

truth” 

By employing a triadic 

rhetorical structure, the 

statement invokes moral 

optimism and emotional 

clarity. It offers a 

cathartic and redemptive 

interpretation of 

democratic participation, 

positioning civic 

engagement not simply 

as duty, but as a hopeful 

and transformative 

national act.  

Ethos – Building 

Credibility Through 

Identity and Legacy  

“My mother was 19 

when she crossed the 

world alone…”  

Harris’s narrative 

construction of her own 

identity emphasizes 

immigrant resilience and 

maternal influence. Her 

personal ethos is 

grounded not in elite 

privilege but in the 

values of sacrifice, 

perseverance, and 

intergenerational 

struggle, thereby 

reinforcing authenticity 

and relatability.  

 “I decided then and 

there I wanted to be the 

kind of prosecutor…”  

This rhetorical move can 

be seen as a form of 

experience-informed 

morality, where 

professional authority—

particularly in matters of 

justice and 

governance—is 

legitimized through a 

demonstrated ethical 

commitment. From a 

critical discourse 

analysis (CDA) 

perspective, this 

narrative may be 

understood as 

constructing a model of 
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“moral professionalism,” 

blending personal 

experience with public 

responsibility.  

 “Black women, who are 

too often overlooked, but 

so often prove…”  

Moreover, Harris 

extends her ethos beyond 

the individual by 

embedding herself 

within a broader tradition 

of Black women’s 

leadership. In doing so, 

she draws upon a 

communal reservoir of 

credibility and historical 

significance, effectively 

amplifying her moral and 

representational 

authority.  

Logos – Logic, Policy, 

and Historical Precedent  

“Latinos and African-

Americans have been 

three times more likely to 

contract COVID.”  

In moments where Harris 

invokes empirical data, 

she frames systemic 

inequality as a structural 

issue requiring evidence-

based solutions. This 

discourse positions 

reform as not only 

ethically justified but 

also logically necessary, 

appealing to rationality 

and pragmatism.  

 “We need an economy 

that works for working 

people.”  

Certain statements 

reflect what may be 

termed economic 

rationality, aligning with 

Aristotelian logos 

through their concise, 

outcome-oriented 

articulation. These 

appeals rely on structural 

clarity and measurable 

goals, reinforcing the 

impression of policy-

driven intent rather than 

rhetorical abstraction.  
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 “We believe in a future 

with affordable health 

care, affordable 

childcare, paid leave.”  

Collectively, these 

statements demonstrate 

logical coherence and 

thematic consistency. 

They present 

sociopolitical problems 

alongside corresponding 

solutions in a format that 

aligns with institutional 

discourse, reinforcing 

Harris’s credibility as a 

policy-oriented leader 

rather than merely a 

symbolic figure.  
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7. Conclusion  

Kamala Harris’s rhetorical strategies construct a nuanced and ideologically 

layered vision of American identity that is both historically conscious and 

forward-looking. Through speeches delivered in varying political contexts—from 

campaign rallies to nationally televised addresses—Harris employs a consistent 

and deliberate rhetorical framework that underscores shared democratic values, 

advocates for inclusivity, and foregrounds civic responsibility. Her oratory, 

situated at the intersection of personal narrative and national discourse, does not 

merely persuade; it participates in a larger project of redefining what it means to 

be American in the 21st century. 

A central thread in Harris’s rhetoric is her invocation of core American 

principles such as democracy, equality, opportunity, and unity. These ideals are 

not presented as static or self-evident truths but as living concepts that require 

active participation and continual reaffirmation. Her frequent reference to 

Congressman John Lewis’s assertion that "democracy is an act" encapsulates this 

ethos. In presenting democracy as a participatory and dynamic process, Harris 

aligns national identity with civic engagement, suggesting that American-ness is 

expressed not just through citizenship but through deliberate action in public life. 

This rhetorical move positions every citizen as an agent of democratic renewal 

and national progress. 

Inclusivity, another recurring theme, is articulated through both content and 

form. Harris’s use of inclusive language—particularly collective pronouns like 

"we" and "us"—as well as her direct acknowledgment of various ethnic, gender, 

and cultural identities, reflects her vision of a diverse and pluralistic nation. Her 

2020 victory speech, in which she celebrated the contributions of “Black women. 

Asian, White, Latina, and Native American women,” not only honors the labor of 

historically marginalized groups but symbolically incorporates them into the 

central narrative of the American political tradition. This rhetorical strategy 

transcends mere representation; it actively reconstructs the boundaries of national 

belonging, positioning diversity not as an exception to American identity, but as 

its very foundation. 

Personal narrative plays a pivotal role in Harris’s rhetorical repertoire. Her 

recounting of her mother’s immigration from India, her father’s Jamaican 

heritage, and her own upbringing in a working-class neighborhood serves 

multiple functions. These biographical details offer authenticity and relatability, 

but more importantly, they are used to exemplify the ideals of perseverance, 

resilience, and upward mobility—hallmarks of the American Dream. By aligning 

her life story with national values, Harris transforms personal history into a 

metaphor for collective possibility. This strategy resonates especially with 

immigrant communities and historically excluded populations, who may see in 

her story a reflection of their own aspirations and struggles. 
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Harris’s rhetorical delivery is also marked by the effective use of stylistic 

devices. Repetition, parallelism, and anaphora are regularly employed to build 

emotional momentum and reinforce key themes. Phrases like “We’re not going 

back” serve a dual function: they work as both motivational mantras and 

declarations of political intention. These linguistic patterns contribute to the 

rhythm and cadence of her speeches, amplifying their emotional and persuasive 

power. By coupling such techniques with substantive policy content, Harris 

bridges the gap between inspiration and pragmatism, making her appeals not only 

affective but actionable. 

Ethos, pathos, and logos—classical rhetorical appeals—are seamlessly 

integrated into her discourse. Ethically, Harris positions herself as a credible and 

morally grounded figure, drawing on both her professional experience and her 

personal integrity. Emotionally, she connects with audiences through empathetic 

storytelling and inclusive vision. Logically, she structures arguments in support 

of democratic participation and policy reform, particularly around civil rights, 

healthcare, and reproductive freedom. This triangulated rhetorical approach 

enables her to speak across a spectrum of ideological and demographic lines, 

crafting a message that is at once personal and broadly resonant. 

From a discourse-analytic perspective, Harris’s rhetoric exemplifies a 

performative model of national identity. Her speeches do not merely describe 

America—they enact it. By speaking from the vantage point of intersecting 

identities—as a Black and South Asian woman, a daughter of immigrants, and the 

first female Vice President—Harris symbolically challenges traditional norms of 

political representation. Her very presence at the podium subverts long-standing 

narratives about who is authorized to speak for the nation. This intersectional 

positioning contributes to what theorists like Fairclough (1995) and Hall (1996) 

describe as the socially constructed and rhetorically mediated nature of identity. 

In Harris’s case, identity is not just reflected in language; it is produced through 

it. 

Furthermore, Harris’s frequent alignment of her personal journey with 

collective movements for justice (e.g., the civil rights movement, women's rights, 

immigrant rights) reinforces a vision of American identity as an ongoing project—

one that aspires toward greater equity and inclusivity. Her appeals to historical 

memory, combined with cultural references to both iconic figures like Abraham 

Lincoln and contemporary artists such as Quavo, underscore her ability to bridge 

generational and cultural divides. These references serve not only to situate her 

within a broader historical and cultural lineage but also to make her message 

accessible and relatable to a wide-ranging audience. 

However, while Harris’s rhetorical strategies are designed to unify and inspire, 

it is important to acknowledge that their reception may vary across political and 

ideological contexts. Her emphasis on inclusion, progressive values, and civic 
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duty aligns closely with liberal democratic ideals but may be perceived as partisan 

or exclusionary by audiences who hold differing views of American identity. This 

complexity highlights the contested nature of national identity and underscores 

the importance of future research that incorporates audience analysis, media 

framing, and reception studies to gain a fuller understanding of rhetorical impact. 

It is also worth noting that this study focuses primarily on the verbal content 

of Harris’s speeches, leaving non-verbal communication—tone, gesture, body 

language—largely unexamined. These elements are integral to rhetorical 

performance and would offer further insight into how identity is communicated 

and interpreted. 

In conclusion, Kamala Harris’s rhetorical strategies provide a compelling 

contribution to contemporary debates about American identity. Her speeches offer 

not just a reflection but a reimagination of national belonging—one grounded in 

democratic values, enriched by cultural diversity, and sustained by active 

participation. Through a carefully orchestrated blend of personal narrative, moral 

appeal, and stylistic finesse, Harris constructs a dynamic, inclusive, and 

aspirational vision of the nation. Her rhetoric suggests that American identity is 

neither monolithic nor fixed, but a living, evolving construct co-authored by its 

citizens. In this way, Harris's voice becomes not just representative of change but 

constitutive of it—advancing a version of America that invites all its people to 

participate in writing its next chapter.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



50 
 

8. References:  

1. Amaglobeli, M. (2017). Political discourse: Theoretical and 

methodological approaches. Tbilisi: Tbilisi State University Press. 

2. Anderson, B. (1983). Imagined communities: Reflections on the origin and 

spread of nationalism. London: Verso. 

3. Aristotle. (2007). On rhetoric: A theory of civic discourse (G. A. Kennedy, 

Trans.). Oxford University Press. (Original work published ca. 4th century 

BCE) 

4. Aschale, B. (2020). Critical discourse analysis of political speeches: The 

case of Barack Obama. International Journal of Research in English 

Education, 5(1), 19–33. 

5. Ayomi, R. (2020). Grammatical metaphor in political discourse. 

International Journal of Linguistics, Literature and Culture, 6(2), 45–56. 

6. Ayomi, R. (2021). Ideological representation in political speeches: A CDA 

perspective. Journal of Language and Politics, 20(1), 102–118. 

7. Austermühl, F. (2014). The great American scaffold: Intertextuality and 

identity in American presidential discourse. Amsterdam: John Benjamins 

Publishing. 

8. Beasley, V. (2004). You, the people: American national identity in 

presidential rhetoric. Texas A&M University Press. 

9. Biden, J. (2020). Campaign speeches. Retrieved from 

https://www.rev.com/blog/transcripts 

10. Biden, J. (2021). Inaugural address. Retrieved from 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks 

11. Cap, P. (2009). Legitimisation in political discourse: A cross-disciplinary 

perspective on the modern US war rhetoric. Newcastle: Cambridge 

Scholars Publishing. 

12. Charteris-Black, J. (2005). Politicians and rhetoric: The persuasive power 

of metaphor. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

13. Charteris-Black, J. (2011). Politicians and rhetoric: The persuasive power 

of metaphor (2nd ed.). Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.\ 

14. Chilton, P. (2004). Analysing political discourse: Theory and practice. 

London: Routledge. 

15. Chilton, P. (2017). Language in the new realities of politics. In R. Wodak 

& V. Koller (Eds.), Handbook of language and politics (pp. 141–162). 

London: Routledge. 

16. Eagleton, T. (1991). Ideology: An introduction. London: Verso. 

17. Edwards, J. (2008). Language and identity: An introduction. Cambridge 

University Press. 

18. Edwards, J., & Weiss, D. (2011). American identity and the politics of 

multiculturalism. Cambridge University Press. 

19. Fairclough, N. (1989). Language and power. London: Longman. 

20. Fairclough, N. (1992). Discourse and social change. Cambridge: Polity 

Press. 

https://www.rev.com/blog/transcripts
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks


51 
 

21. Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical discourse analysis: The critical study of 

language. London: Longman. 

22. Foucault, M. (1980). Power/knowledge: Selected interviews and other 

writings, 1972–1977 (C. Gordon, Ed.). New York: Pantheon 

Books.Fowler, R., Hodge, B., Kress, G., & Trew, T. (1979). Language and 

control. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 

23. Gilmore, J. (2014). Exceptionalism and the American presidency: A 

discourse analysis of President Obama’s State of the Union addresses. 

Politics, 34(3), 203–215. 

24. Harris, K. (2020, October 23). Campaign speech in Atlanta, Georgia 

[Speech transcript]. Rev. https://www.rev.com/transcripts/kamala-harris-

campaign-speech-transcript-atlanta-georgia-october-23 

25. Harris, K. (2020, October 28). Campaign speech in Tucson, Arizona 

[Speech transcript]. Rev. https://www.rev.com/transcripts/kamala-harris-

campaign-speech-transcript-tuscon-az-october-28 

26. Harris, K. (2020, November 7). Victory speech in Wilmington, Delaware 

[Speech transcript]. The Washington Post. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/11/07/kamala-harris-

victory-speech-transcript 

27. Harris, K. (2021, January 20). Inauguration Day speech [Speech 

transcript]. Rev. https://www.rev.com/transcripts/vp-kamala-harris-

inauguration-day-speech-transcript 

28. Harris, K. (2024, August 22). Speech at the 2024 Democratic National 

Convention [Speech transcript]. PBS. 

https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/read-kamala-harris-full-speech-at-

the-democratic-national-convention-2 

29. Harris, K. (2024, September 10). Presidential debate with Donald Trump 

in Philadelphia [Transcript]. ABC News. 

https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/harris-trump-presidential-debate-

transcript/story?id=113560542 

30. Harris, K. (2024, November 6). Concession speech at Howard University 

[Speech transcript]. Time. https://time.com/7173617/kamala-harris-

concession-speech-full-transcript 

31. Hart, R. P. (2021). Trump and us: What he says and why people listen. 

Cambridge University Press. 

32. Holliday, N. (2024). Kamala Harris and the linguistics of identity 

[Manuscript in preparation]. University of Pennsylvania. 

33. Huntington, S. P. (2004). Who are we? The challenges to America's 

national identity. New York: Simon & Schuster. 

34. Ivie, R. L., & Giner, O. (2009). American exceptionalism in a democratic 

idiom. Communication Studies, 60(4), 369–385. 

35. Kenzhekanova, S. (2015). Linguistic and rhetorical features of political 

speeches. Procedia – Social and Behavioral Sciences, 197, 547–553. 

https://www.rev.com/transcripts/kamala-harris-campaign-speech-transcript-atlanta-georgia-october-23
https://www.rev.com/transcripts/kamala-harris-campaign-speech-transcript-atlanta-georgia-october-23
https://www.rev.com/transcripts/kamala-harris-campaign-speech-transcript-tuscon-az-october-28
https://www.rev.com/transcripts/kamala-harris-campaign-speech-transcript-tuscon-az-october-28
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/11/07/kamala-harris-victory-speech-transcript
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/11/07/kamala-harris-victory-speech-transcript
https://www.rev.com/transcripts/vp-kamala-harris-inauguration-day-speech-transcript
https://www.rev.com/transcripts/vp-kamala-harris-inauguration-day-speech-transcript
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/read-kamala-harris-full-speech-at-the-democratic-national-convention-2
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/read-kamala-harris-full-speech-at-the-democratic-national-convention-2
https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/harris-trump-presidential-debate-transcript/story?id=113560542
https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/harris-trump-presidential-debate-transcript/story?id=113560542
https://time.com/7173617/kamala-harris-concession-speech-full-transcript
https://time.com/7173617/kamala-harris-concession-speech-full-transcript


52 
 

36. Kranert, M. (2018). Discursive construction of national identity through 

politicised language: The case of the Brexit debate. In M. Krzyżanowski & 

R. Wodak (Eds.), Right-wing populism in Europe and discourse. London: 

Routledge. 

37. Lakoff, G. (1992). Metaphor and war: The metaphor system used to justify 

war in the Gulf. Peace Research, 23(2/3), 25–32. 

38. Lakoff, G. (1996). Moral politics: How liberals and conservatives think. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

39. Lakoff, G. (2002). Moral politics: How liberals and conservatives think 

(2nd ed.). Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

40. Lakoff, G. (2004). Don’t think of an elephant: Know your values and 

frame the debate. Chelsea Green Publishing. 

41. Lakoff, G. (2008). The political mind: A cognitive scientist’s guide to your 

brain and its politics. New York: Penguin Books. 

42. Leodora, M. (2013). Linguistic strategies in political communication. 

Linguistics and Literature Studies, 1(1), 1–8. 

43. Liebes, T., & Ribak, R. (1991). The politics of belonging: Cultural 

narratives of ‘us’ and ‘them’. In P. Dahlgren & C. Sparks (Eds.), 

Communication and citizenship (pp. 235–250). London: Routledge. 

44. Lipset, S. M. (1996). American exceptionalism: A double-edged sword. 

New York: W. W. Norton & Company. 

45. Liu, Y., & Lei, X. (2024). A corpus-assisted discourse study of Kamala 

Harris's rhetoric  

46. Neumann, R. F., & Coe, K. (2011). The rhetoric of American 

exceptionalism: Critical essays. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books. 

47. NPR. (2022). Kamala Harris’ role in reproductive rights policy. 

https://www.npr.org 

48. Obama, B. (2008). Victory speech in Chicago. Retrieved from 

https://obamaspeeches.com 

49. Pease, D. (2009). The new American exceptionalism. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press. 

50. Prabhakaran, V., Rei, M., & Shutova, E. (2021). Detecting pragmatic 

types of rhetorical questions. Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting of 

the Association for Computational Linguistics. 

51. Rendon, H., de Moya, M., & Johnson, M. A. (2019). Framing diversity: 

Multiculturalism and immigration in U.S. media. Journal of Intercultural 

Communication Research, 48(2), 97–115. 

52. Reyes, A. (2014). Introduction: Framing the president in American 

political discourse. Journal of Language and Politics, 13(4), 523–533. 

53. Smith, A., & Jones, B. (2022). Political pronouns and partisanship in U.S. 

campaign rhetoric. American Journal of Political Communication, 14(2), 

67–85. 

54. The New York Times. (2020). Kamala Harris’ campaign and policy 

evolution. https://www.nytimes.com 

https://www.npr.org/
https://obamaspeeches.com/
https://www.nytimes.com/


53 
 

55. The Washington Post. (2023). The evolving public role of Vice President 

Kamala Harris. https://www.washingtonpost.com 

56. The White House. (2021). Fact Sheet: The Vice President's leadership on 

migration, voting rights, and equity. https://www.whitehouse.gov 

57. van Dijk, T. A. (1993). Principles of critical discourse analysis. Discourse 

& Society, 4(2), 249–283. 

58. van Dijk, T. A. (1997). Discourse as interaction in society. In T. A. van 

Dijk (Ed.), Discourse as social interaction (pp. 1–37). London: Sage. 

59. van Dijk, T. A. (1998). Ideology: A multidisciplinary approach. London: 

Sage. 

60. van Dijk, T. A. (2000). Parliamentary debates. In R. Wodak & T. A. van 

Dijk (Eds.), Racism at the top: Parliamentary discourses on ethnic issues 

in six European states (pp. 45–78). Drava Verlag. 

61. Wilson, J. (2005). Political discourse. In D. Schiffrin, D. Tannen, & H. 

Hamilton (Eds.), The handbook of discourse analysis (pp. 398–415). 

Oxford: Blackwell. 

62. Wodak, R. (1989). Language, power and ideology: Studies in political 

discourse. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

63. Wodak, R. (1995a). Critical linguistics and critical discourse analysis. In J. 

Verschueren, J.-O. Östman, & J. Blommaert (Eds.), Handbook of 

pragmatics (pp. 204–210). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

64. Wodak, R. (1995b). Power and ideology in discourse: Towards an 

investigation of the political discourse of racism and anti-Semitism. 

Discourse & Society, 6(1), 65–84. 

65. Zangwill, I. (1909). The melting-pot: A drama in four acts. New York: 

Macmillan.  

https://www.washingtonpost.com/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/

	Abstract:
	Introduction:
	1. Theoretical Framework of Investigation of the USA Identity in American Political Discourse
	1.1. Recent Trends in Political Discourse Study: Key Concepts and Terms
	1. 2 Electoral Discourse as a Variety of the American Social Practice
	1.3. Rhetorical Strategies of the Electoral and Post-Electoral Addresses of Presidential Nominees

	2. Kamala Harris and Her Political Stance Throughout the Electoral and Post-Electoral Period
	3. The Linguistic Parameters of Kamala Harris’s Discourse
	4. Methodological Principles of the Investigation
	4.1. Research Approach
	4.2. Research Questions
	4.3. Data Selection and Corpus Description
	4.4. Analytical Framework
	4.4.1. Lexical and Syntactic Analysis
	4.4.2. Rhetorical Devices and Figurative Language
	4.4.3. Narrative Structures
	4.4.4. Interdiscursivity and Intertextuality

	4.5. Data Coding and Analysis Procedure
	4.6. Limitations of the Study
	4.7. Justification for Methodological Choices

	3. Results:
	6. Pathos, Ethos, and Logos in Kamala Harris’s Rhetoric: A Qualitative Discourse Analysis
	Building upon the methodological foundation presented in the previous chapter, this section offers a qualitative discourse analysis of Kamala Harris’s strategic deployment of the classical rhetorical appeals—pathos (emotional appeal), ethos (ethical c...
	Pathos: Emotional Resonance and Collective Identification
	Ethos: Constructing Credibility through Personal and Institutional Identity
	Logos: Rational Argumentation and Policy Justification
	Integrative Rhetorical Strategy: Ideology and Discourse

	7. Conclusion
	8. References:

