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Abstract

To understand the presidential arguments for the two Gulf Wars, the rhetorical situations which called them to speak, and the rhetorical strategies employed, an examination of the two Bushes’ addresses to the United Nations and their Eve-of-War addresses is invaluable.  Through an analysis of the early and later pre-war presidential rhetoric, one can begin to understand the role of diplomacy in war.  Several questions are addressed in this thesis: (1) How did the differing rhetorical situations prior to the 1991 Gulf War and the 2003 Gulf War influence the rhetorical choices used by Presidents George Herbert Walker Bush and George Walker Bush?  (2) What role does religious rhetoric play in the speeches? (3) What is the role of regime in George W. Bush’s speeches?  (4) To what extent do the speeches seek to build consensus among the audiences?  The critical methodology of this study is loosely Neo-Aristotelian, and is influenced by the constraints of Lloyd Bitzer’s rhetorical situation.  Additionally, the author addresses the concept of regime as it arises from political theory, in particular from its conception by Aristotle.  Of particular interest to the rhetorical scholar is the argument that religious rhetoric is best invoked by the president-rhetor who is not perceived as religious by his audience.  Further, the analysis of regime, as it arises from political theory, and becomes an addressed term of rhetoric, is illustrative of the interaction of rhetorical constructs.
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The Rhetoric of The Gulf Wars: 

A Rhetorical Analysis of Pre-War Addresses by George Herbert Walker Bush and George Walker Bush


Twice in the last two decades, world events have dramatically reshaped America’s view of international relations.  The first of those events occurred on November 9, 1989 when the Germans tore down the Berlin Wall.  For three decades, the Berlin Wall had symbolized the world’s division between the communist East and democratic West.  Its collapse marked the beginning of the end of the Soviet Union, the Soviet Communist Empire, and the Cold War.  Consequently, America suddenly found itself the sole superpower, without a rival anywhere in the world.  The second recent event to reshape American foreign policy occurred on September 11, 2001 when nineteen middle-eastern men hijacked four U.S. commercial airplanes and killed 5,000 American citizens.  Suddenly, Americans realized they were not invincible and that the 21st Century would not be one of peace; America’s enemy was terrorist organizations – an unpredictable enemy that would attack anyone at anytime.  The fall of the Berlin Wall just prior to the presidency of George Herbert Walker Bush and the terrorist attack during the presidency of George Walker Bush
 provide the backdrop for understanding each of these presidents’ rhetorical responses to the contemporaneous hostilities in Iraq.  


For G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush, Iraq represented a threat to continued peace at home and abroad.  This threat eventually led both men to engage in war against Iraq.  Before engaging in war, however, both men responded to the situation rhetorically.  The reaction of other nations to the Iraqi threat played a role in shaping each president’s rhetorical response.  This thesis addresses four of those rhetorical messages: G.H.W. Bush’s “Address Before the 45th Session of the United Nations General Assembly in New York” on October 1, 1990; G.H.W. Bush’s “Message to the Allied Nations on the Persian Gulf Crisis” on January 8, 1991; G.W. Bush’s “President’s Remarks at the United Nations General Assembly” on September 12, 2002; and G.W. Bush’s “President Says Saddam Hussein Must Leave Iraq Within 48 Hours” on March 17, 2003.  An analysis of these speeches provides insight into the relationship between the exigencies for speaking and the rhetoric designed to meet them.

Introduction: 1991 Gulf War’s Historical Background


On August 2, 1990, Iraq invaded Kuwait, and G.H.W. Bush almost immediately perceived America’s role “as setting a precedent for the approaching post-Cold War world.”  He believed America “should attempt to pursue our national interests, wherever possible, within a framework of concert with our friends in the international community” (Bush and Scowcroft 400).  The international community responded rapidly, and in unison, to Iraq’s aggression by passing United Nations Security Council Resolution 660 on the same day the invasion began.  This resolution “Condemns the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait” and “Demands that Iraq withdraw immediately and unconditionally all its forces to the positions in which they were located on 1 August 1990” (156).  Yemen, the only member of the Security Council not to vote for the Resolution, abstained because its ambassador lacked direction from its government (Hiro 104).


Saddam Hussein did not respond positively to the United Nations
 directive; instead, he annexed Kuwait on August 8.  The U.N., in turn, adopted more resolutions condemning Iraq and imposing economic sanctions on the nation.  Saddam then proposed on August 12 that he would withdraw his troops, but only if Syria withdrew from Lebanon and Israel withdrew from its occupied territories, a plan that Bush promptly rejected.  On August 16, the United States began its naval blockade of Iraq (Yetiv xix).  A month and a half later, French President Francois Mitterand proposed a peace plan in his U.N. address.  Mitterand proposed a conference – provided that Iraq first withdraw from Kuwait – “that would link resolution of the Gulf conflict with the settlement of other pressing regional issues, including the Lebanese civil war, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and Israeli security problems” (Ingwerson and Moffett).
  Bush did not agree with such quid pro quo, so he offered his own message in his address to the U.N. on October 1, 1990.  He called for continued resolve and unity among the nations in their efforts to stop Iraq’s unprovoked aggression.


Three and a half months after Bush’s U.N. Speech, war was looming closer, for Saddam still had not withdrawn his troops from Kuwait.  The U.N. Security Council had passed Resolution 678 on November 29, 1990.  This resolution set January 15, 1991 as the last day that Saddam could withdraw from Kuwait without facing war.  His failure to do so would authorize “Member States cooperating with the Government of Kuwait...to use all necessary means...to restore international peace and security in the area” (175).  In early January, the international community engaged in final diplomacy efforts.  Some states proposed extending the January 15th deadline, but British and American statesmen strongly rejected this suggestion.  The French, with German and Italian support, proposed an international conference to settle Middle Eastern issues provided that Iraq withdraw from Kuwait, another plan that Bush disliked (Gailey).  In expectation that diplomacy probably would fail, American troops and the forces of twenty-six other nations were stationed on the border of Iraq ready to wage war (Murphy).  American diplomats in Baghdad, in preparation for war, began destroying the last of their files on January 7 (Curtius).  On January 8, 1991, Bush gave his last public address before war began.  In his seven-minute “Message to the Allied Nations on the Persian Gulf Crisis,” Bush presented a final warning to Saddam and called upon the allies to maintain their resolve (Gailey).  Nine days later, on January 17, the American-led forces launched their attack on Iraq.


In March 1991, President G.H.W. Bush ended Operation Desert Storm without sending troops into Baghdad; Bush forced Saddam to withdraw from Kuwait, but he stopped short of dismantling Saddam’s regime.  He chose this course of action in compliance with U.N. Resolution 678 that only authorized U.N. forces to expel Saddam from Kuwait.  Additionally, he desired to avoid unnecessary deaths: “We need to have an end.  People want that.  They are going to want to know we won and the kids can come home.  We do not want to screw this up with a sloppy, muddled ending” (qtd. in Parmet 483).  This policy of ending the war also was consistent with his rhetoric; as John Robert Greene noted, Bush never publicly endorsed the overthrow of Saddam’s regime (137).  


To formalize the war’s conclusion, the U.N. passed Resolution 687, the “Mother of all Resolutions,” 
 which imposed various punitive economic and military provisions on Iraq (Yetiv xxi).  The Resolution prevented “flights of combat aircraft,” a provision that led to the establishment of no-fly zones in Northern and Southern Iraq (Kagan and Kagan 370).  Bush announced the establishment of the no-fly zones policy in response to Saddam’s use of airpower to suppress Northern Kurdish and Southern Shiite rebellions (373, 379).  Additionally, to enforce the Mother of all Resolutions, the U.N. sent weapons inspectors to Iraq, which sparked a diplomatic battle between the weapons inspectors and Iraqi officials.  The conflict culminated in the expulsion of the weapons inspectors on November 13, 1997 (Katzman 2).  

Introduction: 2003 Gulf War’s Historical Background


Although the no-fly zones continued to be maintained after the expulsion of the weapons inspectors, significant pressure upon Iraq did not resume until shortly after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.  Following this attack, G.W. Bush viewed America’s role as ending global terrorism.  In his 2002 State of the Union Address, Bush identified Iraq as part of an “axis of evil”
 that sponsored and aided terrorist organizations.  Bush then began building a case that serious actions needed to be taken against Iraq.  As part of Bush’s argument, he gave a speech to the U.N. on September 12, 2002.  This speech provided “evidence [that] now seems irrefutable that Iraq has an active nuclear weapons program” as well as that Saddam had systematically violated sixteen U.N. resolutions (“Bush Moves Closer”).  Throughout the speech, Bush sought to bolster Congressional and U.N. support for a more forceful response to Saddam (“Bush to U.N.”).  British Prime Minister Tony Blair gave a similar address to the U.N. on September 9 (Deans).  In contrast, German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder harshly criticized Bush, partially to assist his chances of re-election on September 22 (“Roundup”).  France also criticized Bush’s policy, urging him to moderate his position and to work through the U.N. (Deans).  Despite criticisms, Bush’s tough-line policy appeared somewhat successful because after his address Saddam allowed U.N. weapons inspectors to return to the country.


Over the next few months, tensions continued to mount as statesmen engaged in heated debate concerning how to resolve the Iraqi crisis.  As other states resisted a tough stance against Iraq, Bush consistently maintained a firm policy, implying that if necessary America would act unilaterally to end Saddam’s threat to American security.  On October 16, 2002, he signed into law a bill authorizing the use of American Armed Forces against Iraq, if necessary.  On November 8, 2002, the U.N. Security Council adopted Resolution 1441, the seventeenth attempt to force Iraqi submission to the 1991 post-Gulf War agreements (Katzman 3).  Saddam did allow the return of weapons inspectors; however, in three separate monthly reports, the U.N. inspectors asserted that Saddam still failed to comply fully with Resolution 1441.  Consequently, Bush, Blair, and Spanish President Jose Maria Aznar concluded Saddam never would comply fully (4).  In mid-March, they proposed a second U.N. resolution that would set a firm, short deadline for full cooperation before force would be used.  This effort failed though, largely because France stated that it would block any additional U.N. resolution, no matter what it contained.  Thus, on March 17, 2003, Bush, Blair, and Aznar withdrew the proposed resolution without a vote.  That evening, on national television, Bush gave one last warning to Saddam in his speech “President Says Saddam Hussein Must Leave Iraq Within 48 Hours.”  This speech, similar to his father’s speech on January 7, 1991, presented one last opportunity for a peaceful resolution of the conflict.  On March 19, 2003, Operation Iraqi Freedom began.  

Introduction: Rhetorical Analysis


To understand the pre-war arguments supporting military intervention, international views of the war, and the presidents who led the nation into war, rhetorical analysis of the two Bushes’ addresses to the U.N. and their addresses on the eve of war is invaluable.  These four speeches are the bookends for the pre-war international diplomacy debate.  The U.N. addresses occurred early in the pre-war debate, whereas the Eve-of-War speeches occurred at the conclusion of the diplomacy efforts, only days prior to direct military action.  By comparing the beginning and the concluding rhetoric, one can begin to formulate a picture of the arguments that led America into war.
  One can also begin to analyze the role of pre-war rhetoric in diplomacy.  Furthermore, such study is valuable because it is nearly impossible to understand the present debates about Iraq if one does not understand the historical developments leading up to the current discussions and problems.  


An analysis and evaluation the U.N. addresses and the Eve-of-War speeches leads to several questions.  How did the different rhetorical situations prior to the 1991 Gulf War and the 2003 Gulf War influence the rhetoric?  What role does religious rhetoric play in the speeches?  What role does the concept of regimes play in G.W. Bush's speeches?  To what extent do the speeches seek to build consensus among the audiences?  The answers to these questions should provide some insight into the relationships existing between situation, speaker, message, and audience.  Such an understanding may lead to better rhetorical management in future situations.


Defining Rhetoric and its Criticisms


To answer these questions, the rhetorical critic must integrate several disciplines, for rhetorical criticism has no subject matter of its own; it would be non-existent in practice apart from the other disciplines whose works it examines.  Rhetorical critics have studied such far-ranging topics as the rhetoric of computer science and the rhetoric of a dead skunk on the side of the road.  This paper engages in a study of paradigmatic rhetoric, public address.  Aristotle provided the paradigmatic definition for rhetoric: “The art of discovering all the available means of persuasion in any given situation.”  Rhetoric is a process of “discovery” and “persuasion”; it is not based upon Platonic Ideas, but instead, it delves into the realm of probabilities.  Rhetoric deals with phronesi, practical wisdom, not theoria, theoretical wisdom.
  The Bush speeches clearly illustrate this as the two Bush presidents had only limited information with which to navigate the Iraqi crises and to persuade the public.  


In the last half century, rhetorical critics have sought to expand Aristotle’s definition, but none have sought to exclude public address from rhetoric.  As rhetorical critic Herbert A. Wichelns stated,

The conditions of democracy necessitate both the making of speeches and the study of the art....Human nature being what it is, there is no likelihood that face to face persuasion will cease to be a principal mode of exerting influence....It follows that the critical study of oratorical method is the study, not of a mode outworn, but of a permanent and important human activity. (41)

This study inevitably incorporates other disciplines.  Examining and evaluating the public addresses by G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush requires an integration of political science and history with rhetorical analysis.  


Aristotle developed his definition of rhetoric as part of his rhetorical theory.  Plato’s idealism seemed impractical to Aristotle who keenly observed the world and recognized the necessity of acting without complete information.  Thus, Aristotle systematically set out to codify the art of speaking.  Aristotle articulated his rhetorical theory in Rhetoric and spent twelve years teaching his ideas to students (Smith 72).  Aristotle viewed rhetoric as instructive and as a means for justice to win arguments, but he also recognized that improperly used, rhetoric could defend injustice.  Aristotle believed that rhetors must choose their words carefully to fit the situation and that “rhetoric is as important to self-defense as physical prowess” (75).  Although the Bush presidents probably were not trying to follow the dictates of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, their speeches do show a natural Aristotelian focus on using argument in the pursuit of justice and in a manner appropriate for the situation.


Because Aristotle engaged in no rhetorical criticism himself, “Even [in] the most faithful executions, neo-Aristotelian criticism cannot be certain of serving the purposes of Aristotle’s Rhetoric.”  Thus, according to Edwin Black, modern neo-Aristotelian critics do not claim that Aristotle would necessarily follow their method, but they do seek to focus on elements of discourse important to Aristotle.  The first element of importance “is the comprehension of the rhetorical discourse as tactically designed to achieve certain results with a specific audience on a specific occasion” (33).  Two other assumptions of neo-Aristotelian critics are “the close relationship between rhetoric and logic” and “the tendency to assume the rationality of audiences” (34).  Lastly, neo-Aristotelian critics generally ignore how the rhetorical act influences the speaker, instead focusing on how “the background, training, interests, and aims of the rhetor influence his discourse, which in turn influences the audience” (35).


This paper must do more, however, than fit the speeches into a cookie-cutter model of the neo-Aristotelian perspective; it must make a reasoned argument, a judgment.  According to Wayne Brockriede, effective arguments have five components: (1) an inferential leap from a given idea to a new one; (2) a rational justification for the leap; (3) a choice between multiple possible assertions; (4) a degree of uncertainty in regards to the chosen assertion; and (5) a willingness to confront criticism of the assertion (166).  If this paper fails to make such a judgment, it will be liable to Stephen E. Lucas’s criticisms: “One of the major weaknesses of traditional scholarship in public address has been its inclination to get so caught up in the minutiae of a speaker’s background, education, personality, and career as to all but ignore his discourse” (“Renaissance” 245).  While Lucas would admit the importance of these elements, he placed the subject matter of the rhetorical critic centrally in the artifact itself.  Lucas also criticized Aristotelian analysis for tending to place excessive focus on “recreating the historical milieu.”  If, however, the critic goes beyond merely a historical recount of the speaker and the times, Aristotelian rhetorical criticism can be an effective means of analysis (246).  This is something the historiographer must be wary of too; he must seek to do more than simply list events (Lucas, “Schism” 17-18).  Although any analysis of the Bush speeches requires a discussion of the times and the speaker, this analysis aims for more than a historical recounting of the facts.  By analyzing the rhetorical situations calling the addresses into existence, this paper aims to prove that G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush chose appropriate, but differing, genres in which to frame their addresses, genres that arose necessarily from the events that called each president to speak, and later, to act.  The U.N. and Eve-of-War addresses by G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush also show the limitations of rhetoric; although a speech can build upon existing attitudes, it is very difficult to change opinions radically through one or two speeches. 

Neo-Aristotelian Categories: Genres


Neo-Aristotelian categories cannot serve as the sole basis for analysis, but it is still important to understand many of the neo-Aristotelian terms and their relationship to the U.N. and Eve-of-War addresses by G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush.  These terms lay a foundation for a fruitful discussion of the artifacts, moving the reader beyond a surface-level examination and providing criteria for understanding and evaluating rhetorical choices.  One such classification divides rhetoric into three main genres: forensic, deliberative, and epideictic.  Forensic rhetoric focuses on defending past accusations for the sake of justice; deliberative rhetoric focuses on persuading people of the rightness of a particular future course of action, and epideictic rhetoric focuses on assigning praise or blame, usually in a ceremonial setting (Smith 98).  Epideictic rhetoric generally fills the function of “defining/understanding, displaying/entertaining, and creating/sharing of community” (Condit 294).  Because of the entertaining aspect of epideictic, it is often more highly stylized and literary than the other genres.  


As Aristotle observed, rhetors often subtly intermingle multiple styles of speaking within one speech (Smith 100).  Each of the four speeches this paper analyzes intertwined epideictic and deliberative elements.  The U.N. addresses clearly served, in part, as formal, ceremonial addresses that occur yearly as part of the president’s routine.  The president has little control over the subject matter of the speech, the audience, and the time of the address.  He must address the issue at hand and, if appropriate, respond to other recent speeches.  Additionally, he knows he will face formal responses from other statesmen in their later addresses.  An analysis of G.H.W. Bush’s 1990 U.N. Address and G.W. Bush’s 2002 U.N. Address in separation and through comparison may elucidate some shared rhetorical choices.  Such similarity may be illustrative of a rhetorical strategy differing from those used in typical U.N. addresses.


The Eve-of-War speeches combined epideictic and deliberative rhetoric, too.  These speeches served the epideictic function of assigning praise to those prepared for war and blame on Iraq for making war necessary.  They were somewhat ceremonial, for the president does periodically address the American people and other nations in public addresses.  The speeches, however, were less ceremonial than the U.N. Address.  There were fewer constraints on the president, for he could choose whom to address and when to speak.  He also did not have to face formal criticism by others in similar addresses.  Thus, it would appear that G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush used the less ceremonial setting to give a more deliberative address.  Now, that Aristotelian terms for genre description have been defined and a general understanding of the situations’ encompassing G.H.W. Bush’s and G.W. Bush’s prewar rhetoric has been provided, it is possible to criticize each of the speeches more deeply.  This criticism begins with the speech itself, placing each artifact within its representative genres in order to identify the traditional and inventive use of rhetorical strategy.  


Genre: G.H.W. Bush’s U.N. Address


G.H.W. Bush’s U.N. Address with its strong epideictic focus had an epic-like literary quality to it.  Great epics of the past, such as Homer’s Odyssey and Virgil’s Aeneid, sought to give a history to a nation or empire and build unity amongst its citizens through an extended narrative that described deeds of tremendous valor and triumphs over enormous difficulties.  This fills the epideictic function of creating community: In epideictic rhetoric, “[t]he audience gains understanding of its shared self as community is created, experienced and performed” (Condit 291).  Although G.H.W. Bush’s U.N. Address was not an epic per se, his speech contained several of the epic characteristics.  He even used the word “epic” in the second paragraph of his U.N. address, referring to World War II as an “epic war.”  In paragraph nine, he also used the term “epic,” asserting “The cold war’s battle of ideas is not the last epic battle of the century.”  For Bush, World War II, the Cold War, and the current conflict with Iraq were epic-like struggles that required the world community to perform courageous deeds to defend the ideal of freedom against dictators such as Saddam Hussein.  His use of world-wide conflicts engaged all nations within the constraints of his narrative.  Bush sought to ennoble the present conflict and to give his audience a sense of their role in history by linking the present struggle with those of the past.  His audience largely agreed with him that Saddam Hussein was wrong, so Bush saw his role as further defining this community in preparation for joint action in the future.  To help do this, he created a sense of “shared self” between himself and the audience in the first paragraph of his U.N. Address: “On a personal note, I want to say that, having witnessed the unprecedented unity and cooperation of the past 2 months, that I have never been prouder to have once served within your ranks and never been prouder that the United States is the host country for the United Nations.”  Bush identified himself and America as part of the U.N. community in the present.  Thus, he was one of them, creating a history and building a community with them into the future.


One salient characteristic of an epic story is that it usually begins in medias res – in the midst of things, and as the tale progresses, the speaker gradually unfolds the background situation (Holman 230).  This occurred in G. H.W. Bush’s U.N. Address.  Bush began in the present: “It is really a great privilege to greet you today as we begin what marks a new and historic session of the General Assembly.”  As Bush elaborated upon the current historic situation, like an epic bard, he periodically flashed back in time.  One such flashback occurred in the second paragraph when Bush reminded his audience of the high ideals of freedom and peace that led to the U.N.’s founding: “Forty-five years ago...a small group of men and women...intensely idealistic and yet tempered by war...sought to build a new kind of bridge: a bridge between nations.”  Similarly, in paragraphs ten and eleven, Bush reverted to the past.  This time he described Iraq’s unprovoked aggression against Kuwait: “Two months ago, in the waning weeks of one of history’s most hopeful summers, the vast, still beauty of the peaceful Kuwaiti desert was fouled by the stench of diesel and the roar of steel tanks.”  The personification of summer as “hopeful” and the desert as “peaceful” served to highlight further the literary nature of the speech.  The description also provided a stark sensory contrast to the “stench” and “roar” created by the invasion.  In paragraph eleven, Bush flashed back again to explain the U.N.’s response: “Since the invasion on August 2nd, the Council has passed eight major resolutions setting the terms for a solution to the crisis.”  In paragraph seventeen, Bush reverted to the past to tell of Iraq’s crimes: “Thousands of Iraqis have been executed on political and religious grounds, and even more through a genocidal poison gas war waged against Iraq’s own Kurdish villagers.”  G.H.W. Bush carefully chose the word “genocidal” to call to mind the atrocities of Hitler during World War II.  Bush wanted his audience to associate the World War II necessity of stopping Hitler’s aggression with the present necessity of stopping Saddam’s aggression.


Like an epic bard, after explaining the present situation and the past, Bush became more future oriented.  In paragraph twenty-one, Bush stated, “We have a vision of a new partnership of nations that transcends the Cold War.”  According to Bush, the ideals of the U.N. founders transcended and triumphed in the Cold War, and now they could triumph again against Iraq and be implemented worldwide.  In paragraph twenty-five, Bush set a time frame for implementing the U.N. ideals: “There are 10 more years until this century is out, 10 more years to put the struggles of the 20th century permanently behind us, 10 more years to help launch a new partnership of nations.”  Bush hoped the turn of the century would not only be a new era in time, but also an era of new and unsurpassed freedom.  Bush recognized the difficulties ahead, concluding his speech, “And I wish you Godspeed in the challenges ahead.”


In addition to beginning in medias res, traditionally, epics usually have extended metaphors (Holman 161).  In paragraph four of the U.N. Address, G.H.W. Bush used this technique.  He elaborately described freedom as a breeze:

The Revolution of ’89 swept the world almost with a life of its own, carried by a new breeze of freedom.  It transformed the political climate from Central Europe to Central America and touched almost every corner of the globe.  That breeze has been sustained by a now almost universal recognition of a simple, fundamental truth: The human spirit cannot be locked up forever.  The truth is, people everywhere are motivated in much the same ways.

This metaphor is powerful.  Just as a blowing breeze and changing climate are harmless, so the 1989 Revolution was peaceful and non-violent.  Additionally, as a breeze unexpectedly may stir the leaves of the trees, the 1989 Revolution suddenly emerged from the Cold War deadlock.  The breeze revealed the truth that “The human spirit cannot be locked up forever.”  Bush probably chose to link the breeze to the “human spirit” rather than “Holy Spirit” because the “human spirit” is less controversial and more universally accepted.  Thus, the “human spirit” would serve better in his effort to build community and a common identity amidst his audience.  The pervasive presence of a breeze serves as a vital reminder of the pervasive desire that men have for freedom.  This freedom is the ideal upon which the U.N. was founded and the ideal that transcended the long Cold War.  Another metaphor Bush repeated was that of building a bridge.  He spoke of the founders of the U.N. “build[ing] a new kind of bridge: a bridge between nations, a bridge that might help carry humankind from its darkest hour to its brightest day.”  Later on, he spoke of “build[ing] new bridges and tear[ing] down old walls” in the wake of the fall of the Berlin Wall.  On one side of the bridge were tyranny and oppression; on the other side were the ideals of democracy and freedom.  Just as building a bridge is possible but requires effort, so Bush believed it was possible, but not easy, for the world to construct a bridge that crossed over to a land of freedom.  The bridge and breeze metaphors assisted Bush in conveying his message and contributed to the literary sense of his U.N. Address.


Epics also have settings “vast in scope, covering great nations, the world, or the universe” and heroes that face challenges requiring “deeds of great valor or...superhuman courage” (Holman 161).  The U.N. Address on October 1, 1990 clearly contained these characteristics as well.  The setting was the world: “Iraq’s leaders should listen: It is Iraq against the world.”  Bush asserted that the nations of the world have judged Iraq “fairly” and that “Today, the regime stands isolated and out of step with the times, separated from the civilized world not by space but by centuries.”  The heroes of Bush’s address were those nations who united to meet the challenge of stopping Iraq’s aggression: “But the world’s key task – now, first and always – must be to demonstrate that aggression will not be tolerated or rewarded.”  As is common in epideictic addresses, Bush assigned blame – to Iraq – and gave praise – to the other nations for recognizing Iraq’s guilt, but like deliberative rhetoric, Bush called his audience to take future action, action to stop Iraq’s aggression.  Similar to the epic hero’s challenge, the heroes of Bush’s address faced a challenge that was not easy: “We stand together, prepared to swim upstream, to march uphill, to tackle the tough challenges as they come.”
  Bush used asyndeton, omission of conjunctions in a closely related series, to show the rapid series of trials that the hero – the world – must be willing to face, even if the trials come in quick succession.  Despite the difficulties, the hero must persist to victory: “This challenge is a test that we cannot afford to fail.”  Through epideictic rhetoric, Bush broadly defined those in the community as the world and only excluded Iraq.  Bush sought to create for his community, his heroes, an epic-like history that would provide them with a common bond and enable them to face the struggles ahead without faltering.


Genre: G.H.W. Bush’s Eve-of-War Address


G.H.W. Bush’s Eve-of-War speech was far less literary.  It placed a stronger emphasis on the deliberative.  It was a short, simple speech that served as a quick reminder of why war might be necessary.  There was less need for epideictic elements because the community had been defined and created already.  Additionally, the setting was less ceremonial, so it required less epideictic rhetoric.  The January 8, 1991 Address proceeded through time chronologically, not wasting time on a roundabout revealing of events.  The speech paralleled the systematic, logical structure of a lawyer’s argument.  Bush began by describing events of the recent past: “More than five months ago, in the early morning hours of August 2d, Iraqi forces rolled sound and the rape of Kuwait began.”  Then Bush transitioned to the present and future: “We’re now entering the most critical period of this crisis....In the next few days, Iraq arrives at a deadline that spells the limit of the civilized world’s patience.”  Bush concluded with a strong call to action: “The key now in meeting this challenge is for this remarkable coalition to remain steadfast and strong.  If we remain in the days ahead nations united against aggression, we will turn back not only the actions of an ambitious dictator; we will, as partners, step forward toward a world of peace.”  Like a lawyer, before the call to action, Bush addressed some potential criticisms.  He warned, “Saddam may seek to split the coalition, to exploit our sincere desire for peace.”  The coalition, however, could not break, for if the coalition lost resolve and settled for peace the consequences would be far worse: “Saddam’s power will only grow, along with his appetite for more conquest.  The next conflict will find him stronger still – perhaps in possession even of nuclear weapons – and far more difficult to defeat.”  


Despite the more legalistic style of speaking, G.H.W. Bush did not completely abandon literary and epideictic elements in his January 8, 1991 Address.  For example, he described the actions of Iraqi forces as “the rape of Kuwait” and as “an assault on the very notion of international order.”  These metaphors gave the audience a searing mental image, branding the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait as a total violation of all moral order.  It increased the sense of Kuwaiti innocence and Iraqi guilt and continued to the theme of assigning blame to Iraq.  Bush also spoke of the “chorus of condemnations in 12 resolutions” against Iraq.  Bush appropriately compared the resolutions, which declared Iraq’s guilt, to a “chorus.”  In a song, the chorus is the refrain which repeats over and over; it is the part of the song that nearly everyone knows.  Similarly, everyone knows and the resolutions have stated over and over that Iraq is guilty.  The word “chorus” also contained a second apt reference.  In Greek plays, the chorus elaborated upon the drama at hand and revealed the attitude of the audience.  Likewise, the resolutions expressed the condemnation felt by the audience – the world – that watched Saddam’s behavior.  The classical theatrical chorus allusion called to mind the classical epic structure of Bush’s U.N. Address.
  The epideictic technique of metaphor strengthened Bush’s deliberative message.  Often images are more memorable and more effective at calling men to action than a dry recounting of facts and events.  Thus, the metaphors of rape, assault, and a chorus assisted Bush in accomplishing his primary aim, explaining why it would be justified to invade Iraq in the near future.  


Genre: G.W. Bush’s U.N. Address


Although G.W. Bush’s U.N. Address occurred in a ceremonial setting, Bush placed most of his emphasis on deliberative rhetoric.  There was very little consensus regarding policy towards Iraq in 2002, so Bush had to persuade his audience to take action against Iraq.  This deliberative emphasis gave the address the feel of a lawyer’s brief.  G.W. Bush began his address by reminding his audience of the recent crime against the United States: “We meet one year and one day after a terrorist attack brought grief to my country....Yesterday, we remembered the innocent lives taken that terrible morning.”  This statement parallels a lawyer’s initial address to the jury, reminding the jury of the crime that necessitated the trial.  It also personalized the issue, for Bush called America “my country.”  The reference to “my country” separated America from the U.N., but at the same time, Bush sought to fulfill his epideictic responsibility of building community with the U.N.  Bush created a community of grief; all shared in the grief felt in America following the terrorist attacks.  In contrast to G.W. Bush’s community of grief, G.H.W. Bush had created community in his opening statement to the U.N by establishing himself as a proud and former member of the U.N.  


Following this introduction, Bush reminded his audience of its responsibility, as a lawyer reminds a jury of its duty to meet out justice.  Bush said, “Today, we turn to the urgent duty of protecting other lives, without illusion and without fear.”  Bush then explained the current danger created by Saddam’s regime in Iraq:  

Above all, our principles and our security are challenged today by outlaw groups and regimes that accept no law of morality and have no limit to their violent ambitions.  In the attacks on America a year ago, we saw the destructive intentions of our enemies.  This threat hides within many nations, including my own.  In cells and camps, terrorists are plotting further destruction, and building new bases for their war against civilization.  And our greatest fear is that terrorists will find a short cut to their mad ambitions when an outlaw regime supplies them with the technologies to kill on a massive scale.

In one place – in one regime [Iraq’s regime] – we find all these dangers, in their most lethal and aggressive forms.

Having brought this charge against Saddam’s regime, Bush proceeded to outline systematically all the crimes committed by Saddam.  For example, Bush stated: “In 1991, Security Council Resolution 688 demanded that the Iraqi regime cease at once the repression of its own people, including the systematic repression of minorities – which the Council said, threatened international peace and security in the region.  This demand goes ignored.”  He also pointed out, “And in 1995, after four years of deception, Iraq finally admitted it had a crash nuclear weapons program prior to the Gulf War.”  The use of the term “admitted” further contributed the lawyer-like nature of the speech by calling to mind a defendant’s guilty plea.  Bush wanted his audience to recognize that Saddam had confessed his guilt in the past.  Thus, it would be logical for Saddam to be guilty of crimes again.  By allowing the audience to make this connection for itself, Bush employed the rhetorical device called enthymeme – the incomplete syllogism.  This strengthened the argument, for it allowed the audience to engage in self-discovery.  Bush wanted his audience to agree with him that “Saddam Hussein has made the case against himself.”  By using the use of word “case,” Bush again wove legal vernacular into his address.


After explaining the history of the present crisis and indicting Saddam’s regime on nine accounts, Bush explained the present situation: 

The conduct of the Iraqi regime is a threat to the authority of the United Nations, and a threat to peace.  Iraq has answered a decade of U.N. demands with a decade of defiance.  All the world now faces a test, and the United Nations a difficult and defining moment.  Are Security Council resolutions to be honored and enforced, or cast aside without consequence?  Will the United Nations serve the purpose of its founding, or will it be irrelevant? 

Like his father, G.W. Bush referred to the U.N.’s founding and the “test” to the U.N. authority.  For both men, standing up to Iraq was a matter of the international organization’s integrity and of the utmost importance.  Nevertheless, depsite the necessity of stopping Iraq’s threat, G.W. Bush explained that the result of the crimes of the Iraqi regime was not automatically war.  Bush outlined a method by which Iraq could rectify the situation.  Bush stated five conditions with which the Iraqi regime must comply “if the Iraq regime wishes peace.”  The repetition of this phrase – a literary technique called enaphora – reinforced the idea that it is the responsibility of Iraq to take actions to prevent war.  Having laid out the terms of peace, Bush then called the U.N. to pass a judgment regarding Iraq: 

We must choose between a world of fear and a world of progress.  We cannot stand by and do nothing while dangers gather.  We must stand up for our security, and for the permanent rights and the hopes of mankind. By heritage and by choice, the United States of America will make that stand. And, delegates to the United Nations, you have the power to make that stand, as well.

In accordance with the American and U.N. ideal of freedom, Bush explained the situation but allowed each nation the freedom to choose its course of action.  Bush used “we” in an effort to connect with the audience, to show the common position of all the nations.  Then he suddenly switched to the second person, “you,” to show the separation that currently existed regarding the world’s versus America’s view of Iraq.  “You have the power to stand” allowed for no middle ground; either you stood or you did not.  The logical, persuasive, and systematic structure of this speech reflected the strong role that deliberative rhetoric played in the speech’s composition.


Nevertheless, the speech still had a epideictic elements.  To build and define community, Bush used the first person plural more often than is normal.  In the forty-one paragraph address, Bush used the word “we” seventy-nine times and “our” twenty-seven times.  This inclusive language revealed Bush’s desire to build a cohesive community amongst all the nations of the U.N. and America.  Bush switched to the third person only when he was speaking of Iraq, which he defined as outside of the community of civilized nations.  In thirteen paragraphs, Bush listed Iraq’s deceptions in the third person, and in seven other paragraphs, Bush spoke in third person to describe the actions of reform that the Iraqi regime should make to prevent war.  Bush described Iraq in the third person to define the problem as external to the community, not internal.  In an epideictic manner, he blamed Iraq in his address.  


In the other twenty-one paragraphs, Bush consistently used the first person plural.  Occasionally, Bush singled out America, but this was only a means of then incorporating America into the world community.  For example, Bush stated, “My nation will work with the U.N. Security Council to meet our common challenge.  America will work with the U.N. to meet the threat shared by all.”  The unity-building, first-person tone continued until the next to the last sentence of the address.  Here, Bush suddenly switched to the second person: “And, delegates to the United Nations, you have the power to make that stand as well.”  This was the punch line of the speech.  Bush defined the community broadly and isolated Iraq to move the audience to a point of consensus.  Then, he sought to use this consensus to force common action, action that must be taken by each nation and by the U.N. as a whole.  America had decided to “stand up for our security, and for the permanent rights and the hopes of mankind.”  Consequently, Bush desired the rest of the world community, a community to which America belonged, to follow America’s example and to join America in this stand.


Another epideictic element in the address appeared in G.W. Bush’s use of comparisons.  G.W. Bush used a metaphor to reveal the necessity of action against Iraq: “To assume this regime’s good faith is to bet the lives of millions and the peace of the world in a reckless gamble.”  Bush compared trusting Iraq to a bad hand of gambling cards, and he compared the “lives million of people” to the money that is usually at stake in a gambling match.  Bush desired his audience to understand how foolish it would be to trust Saddam again.  Bush used another metaphor to evoke sympathy for the Iraqi people.  He compared the existence under Saddam to “silent captivity.”  Bush furthered this analogy by later stating, “The people of Iraq can shake off their captivity.”  These statements called to mind the captivity of Israelites in Egypt during the days of the Old Testament.  After ten plagues, the Jews shook the Egyptian soil from their feet and left their captivity.  The metaphor also is reminiscent of the bondage of slaves in America and elsewhere.  Just as the world fought to free oppressed people in the past, Bush desired the world to continue fight for freedom.  These metaphors assisted Bush in blaming Iraq and in praising others, such as the Iraqi people.


Genre: G.W. Bush’s Eve-of-War Address

 
In a manner similar to his U.N. Address and G.H.W. Bush’s Eve-of-War Address, G.W. Bush’s speech on March 17, 2003 followed a logical format.  He used the occasion to present to the world one final argument for the use of force against Iraq.  Bush began by briefly reiterating the case against Iraq.  This contrasted the introduction to Bush’s U.N. Address.  The U.N. speech began with a humane appeal to the U.N.’s duty to protect life and its grief at the loss of life, whereas the Eve-of-War Address began with a reference to the weapons of mass destruction and Saddam’s failure to destroy them.  The difference in emphasis reflected the differences in the purpose of the speeches.  The U.N Address was calling the world to unify against Iraq; the Eve-of-War Message was more focused on rallying the audience to face war with courage.  There was little time for persuading those uninterested in war, but there was time to instill further courage in the hearts of the supports.  After restating Iraq’s crimes, Bush explained the danger: “The danger is clear: using chemical, biological or, one day, nuclear weapons, obtained with the help of Iraq, the terrorists could fulfill their stated ambitions and kill thousands or hundreds of thousands of innocent people in our country or any other.”  Bush used the term “clear” to emphasize that the evidence was solid and undeniable, and he again personalized the situation, referring to “our country.”  This time, however, Bush used the first person plural to connect on a personal level with the American citizens, not to show America’s desire to work with and be a part of the U.N.  Next, Bush outlined American attempts to address the threat and its efforts to work through the U.N.: “Recognizing the threat to our country, the United States Congress voted overwhlemingly last year to support the use of force against Iraq.  America tried to work with the United Nations to address this threat because we wanted to resolve the issue peacefully.”  As before, Bush personalized the conflict using “our country” and “we” in an effort to be viewed as part of the American people  Subsequently, he asserted that the use of force against Iraq was legal under U.N. Resolution 678 and 687.  Thus, “This is not a question of authority, it is a question of will.”  This thesis-antithesis construction provided a memorable account of the choice at hand.  The authority existed for nations to act against Iraq; the question was would they or would they not act on this authority.  Bush allowed no room for middle ground.   Bush then gave Saddam one last opportunity to avoid war: “Saddam Husssein and his sons must leave Iraq within 48 hours.  Their refusal to do so will result in military conflict, commenced at a time of our choosing.”  Like his father, G.W. Bush showed that those fighting against Saddam would remain in control of the situation; they – not Saddam – would control when hostilities commenced.   America would be an actor, not a passive reactor to the unfolding situation.


Having explained to the world his reasoning for planning hostilities against Iraq soon, Bush tried to gain support of the Iraqi people in a more epideictic and less deliberative fashion.  Bush told the Iraqi people, “If we must begin a military campaign, it will be directed against the lawless men who rule your country and not against you.”  Bush chose the word “must” to shift responsibility from America to the Iraqi regime, and carefully chose the word “lawless men” to give the Iraqis a negative image of their rulers.  Bush engaged in the epideictic strategy of assigning blame – to the Iraqi rulers – and doling praise – on the Iraqi people.  As rhetorical scholar Denise M. Bosterdorff observed, “War rhetoric, although it deals with deliberative matters, also involves epideictic appeals because presidents perform the role of a war leader in their discourse, blaming the enemy and praising national precepts that “argue war is the only honorable course of action” (300).  Additionally, Bush sought to instill hope in the Iraqis: “We will tear down the apparatus of terror and we will help you build a new Iraq that is prosperous and free.”  This statement used a subtle metaphor, comparing “terror” to a machine – an “apparatus” – that can be destroyed.  This mechanized the Iraqi regime, further distancing the people from their “lawless” rulers.  It also called to mind Ronald Reagan’s statement at the Brandenburg Gate in West Berlin, Germany on June 12, 1987.  Reagan remarked, “Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall!”  Just as Reagan instilled hope within the East Germans, Bush sought to instill hope in the Iraqis.  In this case, however, rather than asking someone else to remove the wall, Bush promised that America and the allies would remove the wall of terror that others had constructed.  Bush probably used epideictic strategies, which rely more on emotion of praise and blame than on logic, to address the Iraqi people because Saddam had addressed these people through emotional appeals of fear.  Thus, Bush’s evoking of emotions, such as hope, served as a stronger counterbalance than logic would have.

To elicit the support of Americans, Bush combined deliberative and epideictic elements.  He began by reassuring Americans that “every measure has been taken to avoid war, and every measure will be taken to win it.”  The statement that “every measure will be taken to win [the war]” was an allusion to the Vietnam War.  Bush sought to define the situation – an epideictic technique – as different from the war of thirty years ago and  to reassure Americans that he would not repeat the mistakes of his predecessors.  Simultaneously, Bush sought to prepare Americans for the worst: “If Saddam Hussein attempts to cling to power, he will remain a deadly foe until the end.  In desperation, he and terrorist groups might try to conduct terrorist operations against the Amerian people and our friends.”  Bush demonized the enemy, using the impersonal  third person and collective nouns: “Saddam Hussein...deadly foe...and terrorist groups.”  In contrast, Bush personalized and individualized America and its supporters: “American people and our friends.”  Bush did this because it is easier to attack something that is non-human; men quickly squash spiders without a second thought, but they risk going to jail for merely spanking a child.  Bush also pre-emptively blamed Saddam for any terrorist attacks that might occur in the near future: “In desperation, he and terrorists groups [sic] might try to conduct terrorist operations against the American people and our friends.”  Bush contrasted this desperation with his praise for the resolve of the American people: “No act of theirs can alter the course or shake the resolve of this country.”  Although America could withstand such a terrorist attack, Bush sought to alleviate fears of such a crisis even occurring by explaining measures that “we are taking ...to protect our homeland.”   By calling it “our homeland,” Bush sought to show that he cared as much about the safety of America as any other citizen.  In a deliberative fashion, Bush sought to preempt the arguments of his critics – a persuasive technique called inoculation; his critics supported more negotiations rather than war.  Bush logically explained that such a policy would be foolish – “We are now acting because the risks of inaction would be far greater” – and he reaffirmed, “We are a peaceful people.”  Bush was trying to convey to his opponents that he, too, supported peace but that true peace was not just the absence of war.  Sometimes peace requires war to end a threat and restore justice to the world.  Bush believed that war probably would occur, so he concluded his address by appealing to principle to help unify Americans behind the cause.  This served the epideictic purpose of defining the situation and creating community while also serving the deliberative purpose of providing a logical justification for action against Iraq: “The United States, with other countries, will work to advance liberty and peace in that region....That is the future we choose.  Free nations have a duty to defend our people by uniting against the violent.  And tonight, as we have done before, America and our allies accept that responsibility.”  Bush’s appeal for American support intertwined deliberative and epideitic rhetorical elements.  Logic butressed by emotional appeals served as a forceful argument.

The Rhetorical Situation: The Exigence


The combination of, and emphasis on, epideictic and deliberative elements not only influenced the structure of the speeches by G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush, but it also reflected differences in the rhetorical situations.  The speeches emerged from the situations developing around the speakers.  As communications scholar Lloyd F. Bitzer stated, “We [should not] assume that a rhetorical address gives existence to the situation; on the contrary, it is the situation which calls the discourse into existence” (2).  Bitzer defined the rhetorical situation as “a complex of persons, events, objects, and relations presenting an actual or potential exigence which can be completely or partially removed if discourse, introduced into the situation, can so constrain human decision or action as to bring about the significant modification of the exigence.”  Rhetorical situations have three components: an exigence – “an imperfection marked by urgency,” an audience, and constraints (6).  To be rhetorical, the exigence – the problem that deserves immediate attention – must be capable of positive modification through rhetorical discourse.  Often multiple exigencies exist in any given rhetorical situation, but usually one predominates, defining the audience and the desired change (7).  In the case of the four speeches this paper analyzes, G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush were seeking to positively modify the situation in Iraq, which contained multiple exigencies.  G.H.W. Bush’s U.N. Address contained more epideictic rhetoric than any of the other speeches this paper analyzes because the rhetorical situation surrounding the October 1, 1990 Address, contained a much higher degree of unity than the situations surrounding any of the other speeches.  


The Exigence: G.H.W. Bush’s Addresses


One important exigence affecting and revealed in both of G.H.W. Bush’s speeches was the rapid change in international relations as the Soviet Union was crumbling.  In his U.N. Address, Bush used a metaphor to refer to these events: “The Revolution of ’89 swept the world almost with a life of its own, carried by a new breeze of freedom.”  Bush desired to use the rapidly changing situation in Eastern Europe as a starting point of consensus for then building greater unity amidst his audience.  Thus, he asked, “Can we [in the U.N.] work together in a new partnership of nations?  Can the collective strength of the world community, expressed by the United Nations, unite to deter and defeat aggression?”  He believed the situation was right for answering these questions positively: “This is a new and different world.  Not since 1945 have we seen the real possibility of using the United Nations as it was designed: as a center for international collective security.”  Bush expressed similar sentiments in his January 8, 1991 Address:

Iraq's action was more than an attack on one nation -- it is an assault on us all, on the international order we all share.  We who have witnessed in this past year an end to the long years of cold war and conflict, we who have seen so much positive change, stand now at a critical moment, one that will shape the world we live in for years, even decades, to come. 

Bush viewed the Iraq conflict as a defining moment of history, and he believed if used correctly, the world could enter a new era of unprecedented peace.  


Although the Revolution of 1989 was of vital importance, it was not the predominating exigence for either of G.H.W. Bush’s speeches.  In his U.N. Address, the dominant exigence was the Iraqi military invasion of Kuwait.  Bush poignantly captured the crisis: “Two months ago, in the waning weeks of one of history’s most hopeful summers, the vast, still beauty of the peaceful Kuwaiti desert was fouled by the stench of diesel and the roar of steel tanks.”  The stench and roar served as a stark sensory contrast to the fresh, quiet “breeze of freedom.”  The contrast intensified the sense of horror at Saddam’s actions.  Then Bush boldly asserted the response the situation demanded of the world: “But the world’s key task – now, first and always – must be to demonstrate that aggression will not be tolerated or rewarded.”  As of October 1, 1990, the world largely agreed with G.H.W. Bush on this point.  As Bush expressed it, there has been “the unprecedented unity and cooperation of the past 2 months.”  Later he again pointed this out: “The United Nations Security Council’s resolute response to Iraq’s unprovoked aggression has been without precedent.”  In the past, the Communist Soviet Union had prevented common action against aggressors, but in the wake of its crumbling empire, it chose to support the U.N. resolutions against Iraq.  Because of the high degree of existing unity, Bush did not need to present a logical and deliberative argument.  Instead, he could use the address as an opportunity to be more ceremonial as well as to strengthen, define, and create the community.


A subset of this predominant exigence was the necessity for G.H.W. Bush to respond to the recent comments by French President Francois Mitterrand.  On September 24, 1990 – one week prior to Bush’s address to the U.N., Mitterrand proposed a four-step plan for restoring peace to the Middle East.  First, Saddam would have to issue an official statement of “intent to withdraw from Kuwait.”  Second, the U.N. would supervise the withdrawal from Kuwait, the release of all hostages, and “the restoration of Kuwait’s sovereignty and of the democratic will of the Kuwaiti people.”  Third, Middle Eastern countries would engage in dialogue regarding controversial issues, such as “Lebanon, the Palestinian conflict, and the full security for Israel” (“War or Peace”).  Finally, Mitterrand stated, “We can begin to think of a reduction of arms in the Middle East from Iran to Morocco” (qtd. in “War or Peace”).  


Mitterrand’s speech concerned American statesmen.  France often has pursued its own interests in opposition to those of the international community, such as in 1966 when de Gaulle withdrew France from NATO (Gertz).  Mitterrand’s reference to the “democratic will of the Kuwaiti people” appeared to contradict the U.N. Resolution, which called for a restoration of Kuwait’s legitimate government.  Mitterrand’s third stage aroused some concern as well, for American statesmen have always viewed with skepticism the value of international conferences to resolve Middle Eastern conflicts.  Furthermore, American politicians did not view Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait as being equivalent to Israel’s occupation of the Gaza Strip (“War or Peace”).  


As a result of the exigence Mitterrand created, President Bush sought in his U.N. Address to walk the fine line of responding to Mitterrand without alienating France while at the same time remaining firm in the necessity of a full Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait.  Bush affirmed that he was not desirous of war: “Let me also emphasize that all of us here at the U.N. hope that military force will never be used.  We seek a peaceful outcome, a diplomatic outcome.”  He then alluded to some sort of settlement of other Middle Eastern controversies, as Mitterrand had stated more clearly the previous week.  Bush made certain, however, to point out that such settlements could only take place after a complete withdrawal from Kuwait: 

And one more thing: in the aftermath of Iraq's unconditional departure from Kuwait, I truly believe there may be opportunities for Iraq and Kuwait to settle their differences permanently, for the states of the Gulf themselves to build new arrangements for stability, and for all the states and the peoples of the region to settle the conflicts that divide the Arabs from Israel.

This comment alluded to Mitterrand’s statement without committing Bush to Mitterrand’s proposal.


Some have asserted that this discussion of peace settlements was a new turn in policy towards Iraq: “The two appeals [by Mitterrand and Bush], similar in outline to various privately floated peace plans, create the first serious diplomatic opening since the Gulf crisis began” (Ingwerson and Moffett).  Others refuted such assertions.  Peter Pringle pointed out that although this was the first time Bush explicitly linked the Gulf crisis and the Arab-Israeli conflict, the administration’s policy towards Saddam remained unchanged: “Iraq’s unconditional withdrawal from Kuwait, and opportunities for peace in the Middle East remain separate and apart.”  Furthermore, by stating “And one more thing” before mentioning the “opportunities,” it becomes clearer that the statement was probably an afterthought added to the speech to address Mitterrand’s comments (Pringle).  When speaking to reporters after the U.N. Address, President Bush gave a response that comports with Pringle’s analysis: “There is not any nuance to this that you think you might be missing....there is no flexibility here...you’ve got to make Kuwait the way it was” (qtd. in Pringle).


G.H.W. Bush addressed Mitterrand’s proposal and maintained unity within the coalition through his October 1, 1990 Address, but threats of divisions within the coalition reemerged in January.  U.N. Resolution 678 asserted that if Saddam did not withdraw from Kuwait before January 16, 1991 he risked facing war.  As the 15th of January approached, some members of the coalition suggested giving Saddam another chance.  In early January 1991, “Italy, Spain, Germany and France are very much opposed to a military operation that would hit Iraqi territory, and that view is influencing the American position,” noted Bassma Kodmani Darwish, a Middle East policy expert (qtd. in Fisher).  According to Lily Sprangers, director of a Dutch think tank, this difference in opinion partially reflected Europe’s more battered war history: “The Americans would really like to see Saddam Hussein go and are willing to pay the price.  That view is too optimistic for Europeans, who feel that with the end of the Cold War a peaceful world is within reach” (qtd. in Fisher).  Unlike the Americans, the Europeans were unwilling to force regime change in Iraq.  Another reason for Europe’s greater reluctance to face war might have reflected the larger Arab population within Europe and its closer proximity to the Arab states (Fisher).  Nevertheless, irregardless of the reason behind the weakening of the coalition’s resolve, Bush viewed this as unconscionable.  Consequently, he used his January 8, 1991 Speech to address this exigence through calling for unity within the coalition and warning of the dangers of division.  The necessity of rebuilding unity amidst the audience reflected itself in the speech’s more persuasive and less literary style that was aforementioned and described.  


In his Eve-of-War Speech, G.H.W. Bush sought to remind his audience of the reason for unity as well as its necessity.  Bush began his speech by telling his audience, “We're now entering the most critical period of this crisis.  For the past 5 months, Saddam has held the world and the norms of civilized conduct in contempt.  In the next few days, Iraq arrives at a deadline that spells the limit of the civilized world's patience.”  The phrase “most critical period” sought to instill a sense of urgency in his hearers.  Bush explained to his audience that it was their duty, not their fault if war should come.  Bush pointed out that if war should come, Saddam Hussein alone was responsible: “January 15...is a deadline for Saddam Hussein to choose, to choose peace over war.  The purpose of the declaring deadline was to give Saddam fair warning.”  The use of the term “fair” reinforced the notion that the any action against Saddam would be just.  Bush further emphasized this point by reminding his audience of the repeated efforts to resolve the crisis peacefully:

Every one of us, each day of this crisis, has held out hope for a peaceful solution.  Even now, as the deadline draws near, we continue to seek a way to end this crisis without further conflict.  And that is why, back on November 30, I offered to have Secretary Baker travel to Baghdad to meet with Saddam Hussein.  And that is why, even after Saddam failed to respond, failed to find time to meet on any of the 15 days we put forward, I invited Iraq's Foreign Minister to meet with Secretary Baker in Geneva on January 9th.

By reminding the nations of the common desire for peace, Bush sought to gain their support for hostilities if diplomacy did fail.  Bush also wanted to indicate that the coalition would remain in control of the situation, regardless of Iraq’s actions.  Consequently, he stated, “January 15 is not a ‘date certain’ for the onset of armed conflict.”  By continually emphasizing Saddam’s culpability and the coalition’s peace efforts, Bush aimed to maintain unity within the coalition.  He desired the allied nations to view war as a necessity, as the only option that Saddam Hussein had left open to the civilized world.  Thus, war was not a choice, but an obligation.  Bush concluded by calling the coalition to remain firm and face this challenge with him: “The key now in meeting this challenge is for this remarkable coalition to remain steadfast and strong.  If we remain in the days ahead nations united against aggression, we will turn back not only the actions of an ambitious dictator; we will, as partners, step forward toward a world of peace.”  This call to “step forward towards a world of peace” recalled to the audience’s mind the bridge metaphor.  Through unity and “as partners,” the nations could walk across the bridge to a different world, “a world of peace.”


In the midst of this call for unity, Bush addressed the issue of a division within the coalition through the rhetorical technique of inoculation, whereby the rhetor attempts to preempt the arguments of his critics.  Bush acknowledged the potential for division: “I know that pressures are now building to provide Saddam some means of saving face, or to accept a withdrawal that is less than unconditional.”  Bush believed it was wrong and dangerous to continue giving Saddam more chances.  Thus, he next remarked: “The danger in this course should be clear to all.”  By mixing this admission of division within a long discussion related to unity, Bush sought to minimize his opponents’ arguments for backing down on the January 15th deadline.  The necessity of unity dominated Bush’s address. 


The Exigence: G.W. Bush’s Addresses


In contrast to the exigencies surrounding G.H.W. Bush’s address to the U.N., there was almost no consensus regarding the necessity for action against Iraq when G.W. Bush addressed the U.N.  There was widespread disagreement regarding the level of threat posed by Iraq in September 2001.  Consequently, G.W. Bush had to build the case for an aggressive policy against Saddam’s regime.  Nine months before, Bush had claimed Iraq was a part of an “axis of evil,” but by the time of his September 12, 2002 U.N. Address, there was no consensus concerning the veracity of this claim or concerning the actions necessary to contain the threat, presuming it were true.  In stark contrast to the situation in 1990, Iraq had committed no act of aggression against another country, so there was no clear causus belli for war.  Consequently, Bush sought to build the case for action against Iraq by showing the numerous ways in which “Iraq has answered a decade of U.N. demands with a decade of defiance.”  As Senator Tom Daschle noted of Bush’s speech, “Every time the president continues to speak out and speak to each of us, he strengthens his case,” but Daschle was not yet convinced that war was necessary (qtd. in Mason and Lee).  


Recognizing the complexities of the situation and the diverse opinions on the Iraq situation, Bush did not lock himself into a policy of war.  He listed five steps that the Iraqi regime could take if it wanted peace, and then he stated, “If all these steps are taken, it will signal a new openness and accountability in Iraq.  And it could open the prospect of the United Nations helping to build a government that represents all Iraqis – a government based on respect for human rights, economic liberty, and internationally supervised elections.”  On September 20, 2003, General Tommy Franks informed reporters, “Our president has not made a decision to go to war” (qtd. in Yacoub).  Allowing for options besides war allowed Bush to show support for French President Jacques Chirac’s U.N. Address the previous week.  Chirac had proposed giving Saddam three weeks to comply with a new round of stricter weapons inspections or else face the potential for military intervention (Deans).  Bush, however, did not rule out the possibility of war.  He hinted that there might not be any other choice: 

If Iraq’s regime defies us again, the world must move deliberately, decisively to hold Iraq to account....[T]he purposes of the United States should not be doubted.  The Security Council resolutions will be enforced – the just demands of peace and security will be met – or action will be unavoidable.  And a regime that has lost its legitimacy will also lose its power. 

This comment accords well with the remarks of British Prime Minister Tony Blair.  Blair had informed English labor unions that “There can be no more conditions, no more games, no more prevaricating, no more undermining of U.N.’s authority.  And let it be clear that, should the will of the U.N. be ignored, action will follow” (qtd. in Deans).  Given the divided world opinion, Bush’s statements remained flexible and allowed for various courses of future action.


Despite the similar remarks by the English head-of-state, Bush faced criticism from many who disliked Bush’s apparent willingness to act unilaterally against Iraq.  By speaking to the U.N., Bush sought to allay such fears and show that if he had his choice, he would not act alone.  He clearly stated, “My nation will work with the U.N. Security Council to meet our common challenge.”  Furthermore, he showed his commitment to working with the U.N. by promising that the United States would return to UNESCO and “will participate fully in its mission to advance human rights and tolerance and learning.”  Senator John Kerry, a Democrat from Massachusetts, stated that, to some degree, Bush did address the concern regarding unilateral action: “I think the president began the first step of rehabilitating, if you will, or undoing some of the damage done already within the international community by the saber-rattling that suggested we would simply proceed unilaterally” (qtd. in Mason and Lee).


Another exigence facing Bush was the criticism that the U.S. should not engage in another war since it was already involved in restoring stability to Afghanistan.  One such critic was Afghan President Hamid Karzai who was concerned that “shifting the focus to Iraq would divert resources from the war on terror and allow al-Qaida to re-establish itself in Afghanistan” (“Bush Moves Closer”).  Recognizing this exigence, Bush reaffirmed his commitment to Afghanistan while simultaneously expressing the necessity of addressing concerns elsewhere in the world: “We’ve accomplished much in the last year – in Afghanistan and beyond.  We have much yet to do – in Afghanistan and beyond.”  


After making the case for aggressive action against Iraq before the U.N., Bush spent the next six months trying to work with the U.N. and other heads-of-state to resolve the situation peacefully.  On March 17, 2003, the situation suddenly changed drastically, however, because France stated its intention to veto any new U.N. resolution against Iraq regardless of its content (“Hawks’”).  Similarly, German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder opposed any additional U.N. resolutions.  He stated, “We believe peaceful disarmament of Iraq is possible on the basis of the existing resolution, 1441” (qtd in “France, Germany”).  Russian President Fladimir Putin also expressed opposition to using force against Iraq: “We are for solving the problem exclusively by peaceful means.  Any other development is fraught with the toughest consequences and could destabilise [sic] the international situation” (qtd. in Wallace).  These statements revealed the impossibility of the U.N. agreeing to more stringent action against Iraq.


This exigence prompted Bush to abandon U.N. diplomacy and to address his nation on March 18, 2003.  In this address, Bush explained to Americans why the United States would act against Iraq without the support of the U.N.: “Some permanent members of the Security Council have publicly announced they will veto any resolution that compels the disarmament of Iraq.  These governments share our assessment of the danger, but not our resolve to meet it.....The United Nations Security Council has not lived up to its responsibilities, so we will rise to ours.”  This statement also served as a final, indirect appeal to the rest of the world to join America and the other allied nations in a firm stand against Iraq’s defiance.  Despite the lack of official U.N. support, Bush explained that America’s actions were justified, nonetheless, by previous U.N. resolutions: “Under Resolutions 678 and 687 – both still in effect – the United States and our allies are authorized to use force in ridding Iraq of weapons of mass destruction.  This is not a question of authority, it is a question of will.”  Blair supported Bush’s actions to act without U.N. approval stating, “My concern is that if countries talk about using a veto in all sets of circumstances, the message that sends to Saddam is ‘you are off the hook’ and that would be very unfortunate” (qtd. in Jones).  Bush also explained that America’s actions were just because America’s security overpowers any claims by the U.N.: “The United States of America has the sovereign authority to use force in assuring its own national security.  That duty falls to me, as Commander-in-Chief, by the oath I have sworn, by the oath I will keep.”
  Moreover, even though America lacked U.N. support, America did have many allies who were supporting its actions: “Many nations, however, do have the resolve and fortitude to act against this threat to peace, and a broad coalition is now gathering to enforce the just demands of the world.”  At the time of the address, America had thirty nations who had joined it to form an international coalition to disarm Iraq (Espo).  England and Spain were Bush’s strongest allies.  These three nations organized the final effort to gain U.N. support for more forceful action against Iraq, an effort that abruptly ended on March 17th following statements by other members of the Security Council (“Hawks’”).  

The Rhetorical Situation: The Audience


In addition to the exigence, the audience is another vital component of the rhetorical situation for the critic to analyze.  According to Bitzer the audience must be capable of mediating change as a result of the discourse (8).  Additionally, it is important to recognize that a rhetor may address multiple audiences and express different messages to each one.  G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush did this in their addresses.  In the October 1, 1990 Address, G.H.W. Bush addressed the U.N. diplomats, Saddam, other Iraqi leaders, and the Iraqi citizens.  The U.N. diplomats, acting in accordance with their nation’s government, were the most obvious audience, for Bush opened his speech stating: “Mr. President [of the U.N.], thank you very much.  Mr. Secretary-General, distinguished delegates to the United Nations, it is really a privilege to greet you today.”  He desired these leaders to coalesce and work together: “We need serious international cooperative efforts to make headway on the threats to the environment, on terrorism, on managing the debt burden, on fighting the scourge of international drug trafficking, and on refugees, and peacekeeping efforts around the world.”  To the leaders of the Iraqi regime, Bush warned them that they must stop their aggressive actions or else face war.  He also reminded them that there was still a potential for a peaceful resolution if they unconditionally withdrew from Kuwait: “We seek a peaceful outcome, a diplomatic outcome.”  To the Iraqi citizens, Bush gave reassurances so that they would not be angry with, or fear, the international community.  He stated, “Our quarrel is not with the people of Iraq.  We do not wish for them to suffer.”


In the January 8, 1991 Address, G.H.W. Bush addressed fewer distinct audiences.  He primarily addressed the coalition: 

My purpose in speaking to you, the people of countries united against this assault, is to share with you my view of the aims and objectives that must guide us in the challenging days ahead.  From the center of the crisis in the Middle East, to people and countries on every continent, to the families with loved ones held hostage, to the many millions sure to suffer at the hands of one man with a stranglehold on the world's economic lifeline, Iraq's aggression has caused untold suffering, hardship, and uncertainty.  

Bush subdivided the “people of the countries united against this assault” not to divide the coalition but rather to show the diversity of the group that composed the coalition; despite the diversity of the group, they had coalesced around Saddam, the common threat.  Additionally, Bush called the coalition the “people of the countries” to personalize the allies and to give them a sense of unity as common members of the human race.  Bush contrasted this personal reference with the impersonal aggressor – “Iraq” – to emphasize the difference between the two groups.  Bush desired to remind the allies of the call to action: “We who have witnessed in this past year an end to the long years of cold war and conflict, we who have seen so much positive change, stand now at a critical moment, one that will shape the world we live in for years, even decades, to come.”  Bush also indirectly spoke a message to Saddam: “This meeting [at Geneva on January 9] offers Saddam Hussein a chance – possibly the final chance – before the U.N. deadline to resolve by peaceful means the crisis that he has created.”  By informing the coalition of this additional – and possibly final – diplomacy effort, Bush was able to warn Saddam that he was running out of options.  Bush’s decision to address primarily one audience reflected the general consensus against Iraq and Bush’s desire to build unity within that coalition.  Additionally, there was little need to address states not a part of the coalition, for it was past the point of persuasion; it was time to act decisively against Iraq.


When G.W. Bush spoke before the U.N., he addressed a diverse group of audiences, similar to that which G.H.W. Bush addressed.  G.W. Bush addressed the members of the U.N.: “Mr. Secretary General, Mr. President, distinguished delegates, and ladies and gentlemen: We meet one year and one day after a terrorist attack brought grief to my country.”  He desired the nations of the U.N. to join America in facing the threat posed by Saddam: “In one place -- in one regime -- we find all these dangers, in their most lethal and aggressive forms, exactly the kind of aggressive threat the United Nations was born to confront.”  Bush addressed the Iraqi regime, informing it of the conditions that it must follow “if the Iraqi regime wishes peace.”  Bush spoke to the Iraqi people, reassuring them that America was not their enemy: “The United States has no quarrel with the Iraqi people; they've suffered too long in silent captivity.  Liberty for the Iraqi people is a great moral cause, and a great strategic goal.  The people of Iraq deserve it; the security of all nations requires it.”  The phrase “no quarrel with the Iraqi people” paralleled similar language in his father’s address.  G.W. Bush probably desired for the Iraqis to associate his intentions of a limited war against the regime with the 1991 Gulf War, which had been a limited war against the rulers of the Iraqi regime – not the Iraqi people.  In the U.N. setting, a divergent group is listening to the speech and the president has time to make a lengthy address.  Thus, G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush used the forum to address a wide range of audiences.


In March 2003, the world was not unified regarding the situation in Iraq, so G.W. Bush addressed several audiences in his Eve-of-War speech.  This contrasted the consensus in January 1991 that led G.H.W. Bush to address primarily one audience.  G.W. Bush addressed American citizens: “My fellow citizens, events in Iraq have now reached the final days of decision.”  By calling the Americans “fellow citizens,” Bush sought to put himself on the same level as the other Americans and to make the address more personal.  He desired to reassure his fellow countrymen of America’s innocence and the government’s resolve to meet the situation: “The United States and other nations did nothing to deserve or invite this threat.  But we will do everything to defeat it.  Instead of drifting along toward tragedy, we will set a course toward safety.  Before the day of horror can come, before it is too late to act, this danger will be removed.”  Bush gave a stern ultimatum to Saddam and his sons: “Saddam Hussein and his sons must leave Iraq within 48 hours.  Their refusal to do so will result in military conflict, commenced at a time of our choosing.”  Bush, however, sought to befriend and reassure the Iraqi people: “Many Iraqis can hear me tonight in a translated radio broadcast, and I have a message for them.  If we must begin a military campaign...it will not [be] against you.”  Bush addressed the military of Iraq in an effort to minimize the brutality of the war: “It is not too late for the Iraqi military to act with honor and protect your country by permitting the peaceful entry of coalition forces to eliminate weapons of mass destruction.”  Bush informed the military that America’s only intention was “to eliminate weapons of mass destruction” to minimize the sense of America as a hostile overtaker.  Similarly, Bush used the phrase “your country” to emphasize that America’s intentions were not imperialistic.  Bush warned the Iraqi troops of the importance of their actions: “In any conflict, your fate will depend on your action. Do not destroy oil wells, a source of wealth that belongs to the Iraqi people. Do not obey any command to use weapons of mass destruction against anyone, including the Iraqi people. War crimes will be prosecuted. War criminals will be punished. And it will be no defense to say, ‘I was just following orders.’”  Bush also issued one final appeal to the world at-large, seeking to remind them of their responsibility to act against Saddam: 

The cause of peace requires all free nations to recognize new and undeniable realities. In the 20th century, some chose to appease murderous dictators, whose threats were allowed to grow into genocide and global war. In this century, when evil men plot chemical, biological and nuclear terror, a policy of appeasement could bring destruction of a kind never before seen on this earth.

Bush called upon “all free nations” in one last attempt to unify the world against Iraq.  Although Bush spoke to many audiences at once, he succeeded in giving a cohesive message that conveyed America’s determination to face the threat posed by Saddam.  Additionally, despite the diversity of the audiences, the primary audiences were all directly involved in the upcoming hostilities.  Bush desired America citizens, the Iraqi citizens, and the Iraqi military to all work with and support American troops.  Bush desired his other audience, Saddam, to leave the situation and end the necessity of war.

The Rhetorical Situation: Constraints

The rhetorical situation, which includes the components of exigence and audience, has one final component that Bitzer discussed.  This third element is the set of constraints, which is “made up of persons, events, objects, and relations which are parts of the situation because they have to power to constrain decision and action needed to modify the exigence.”  Following Aristotle’s categories for “proofs” or “means of persuasion,” Bitzer subdivided constraints into two categories: artistic and inartistic (8).  Inartistic proofs are facts surrounding a situation about which the speaker has no control but which the speaker may incorporate into his speech as needed (Smith 78).  G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush used numerous inartistic proofs in their speeches, including calling forth the U.N. Resolutions as evidence as well as citing specific atrocities committed by the Iraqi regime.  In the October 1, 1990 U.N. Address, G.H.W. Bush reminded the world, “[Iraq] has plundered Kuwait.  It has terrorized innocent civilians.  It has held even diplomats hostage.”  Similarly, in G.W. Bush’s U.N. Address, he made such inartistic claims as “In 1991, Iraq promised U.N. inspectors immediate and unrestricted access to verify Iraq's commitment to rid itself of weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles.  Iraq broke this promise.”  G.W. Bush used more inartistic proofs than his father because his rhetorical situation required more persuasion.  Thus, G.W. Bush coherently threaded throughout his speeches numerous references to facts, laws, and U.N. resolutions to gain the respect of his audience and to make his case more powerful.  


In contrast to inartistic proofs, artistic proofs are “those [constraints] originated or managed by the rhetor and his method” (Bitzer 8).  It is the examination of artistic proofs that are most useful in rhetorical criticism.  According to Aristotle, there are three types of artistic proofs; proofs based upon logos – reason, pathos – emotion, and ethos – character.  These three proofs work together to enable the audience to make judgments.  As Craig Smith observed: “If we trust (ethos) a speaker, we are more likely to accept his or her arguments (logos).  If the speaker can create dramatic imagery (style), we are more likely to be moved (pathos) by his or her appeals” (78).  These three elements of argument work together in the speeches by G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush. 


In the October 1, 1990 U.N. Address, G.H.W. Bush wove together all three proofs.  In his introduction, he used logos, which also means “logic/reason” and “word,” to acknowledge that the member nations have shown “unprecedented unity and cooperation of the past two months.”  To justify this, he outlined the United Nations’ history and the recent positive changes that have taken place regarding U.S.-Soviet relations.  Bush simultaneously appealed to his audience’s emotion, trying to elicit anger from them in regards to Saddam’s actions: “Two months ago...the vast, still beauty of the peaceful Kuwaiti desert was fouled by the stench of diesel and the roar of tanks.”  This imagery allowed the audience to see, smell, and hear the scene, giving them a sense of being there and increasing their outrage over Iraq’s actions.  Bush also attempted to generate hope in his audience: “We are hopeful that the machinery of the United Nations will no longer be frozen by the divisions that plagued us during the cold war...that at long last we will be able to build a new world based on an event for which we have all hoped: an end to the cold war.”  In conjunction with relying on logos and pathos, Bush sought to establish his character, his ethos, as an ethical one and one worthy of respect.  Thus, he reminded the world that “We seek a peaceful outcome, a diplomatic outcome.”  Furthermore he pointed out his faithfulness to commitments in the past: “I promised that the United States would destroy 98 percent of its stockpile in the first 8 years of a chemical weapons ban treaty, and 100 percent – all of them – in 10 years if all nations with chemical capabilities, chemical weapons, signed the treaty.  We’ve stood by those promises.  Today U.S. chemical weapons are being destroyed.”  Bush wanted the world to trust his leadership in the campaign against Iraq, just as he had proved trustworthy in relation to the chemical weapons treaty.


Similarly, G.H.W. Bush used all three elements in his January 9, 1991 Address.  He used the logos technique of argument by example to demonstrate that Saddam would not divide the coalition: “Saddam may seek to split the coalition, to exploit our sincere desire for peace, to secure for himself the spoils of war.  He will fail – just as he has failed for more than 5 months.”  As Saddam had failed to divide the coalition in the past, so he would fail again in the future.  Bush invoked pathos to describe Iraq’s actions as “the rape of Kuwait,” “unprovoked invasion,” “brutal occupation of a tiny country,” and “a systematic campaign of terror.”  These expressions seek to conjure up emotions of anger towards Saddam for his brutality in stark contrast to that of the innocence and vulnerability of the Kuwaiti people.  Bush also developed his ethos to persuade his audience of his character.  At length, Bush described his efforts to achieve peace diplomatically:

Every one of us, each day of this crisis, has held out hope for a peaceful solution.  Even now, as the deadline draws near, we continue to seek a way to end this crisis without further conflict.  And that is why, back on November 30, I offered to have Secretary Baker travel to Baghdad to meet with Saddam Hussein.  And that is why, even after Saddam failed to respond, failed to find time to meet on any of the 15 days we put forward, I invited Iraq's Foreign Minister to meet with Secretary Baker in Geneva on January 9th.

In this manner, Bush sought to dispel any accusations that he was a war monger.  Bush made his arguments through the interplay of logos, pathos, and ethos.


Likewise, G.W. Bush intertwined logical, emotional, and character-based arguments in his speeches.  In his U.N. Address, G.W. Bush used logic to portray the two choices facing the world:

Events can turn in one of two ways: If we fail to act in the face of danger, the people of Iraq will continue to live in brutal submission. The regime will have new power to bully and dominate and conquer its neighbors, condemning the Middle East to more years of bloodshed and fear. The regime will remain unstable -- the region will remain unstable, with little hope of freedom, and isolated from the progress of our times..... 

If we meet our responsibilities, if we overcome this danger, we can arrive at a very different future. The people of Iraq can shake off their captivity. They can one day join a democratic Afghanistan and a democratic Palestine, inspiring reforms throughout the Muslim world.  These nations can show by their example that honest government, and respect for women, and the great Islamic tradition of learning can triumph in the Middle East and beyond. And we will show that the promise of the United Nations can be fulfilled in our time. 

For Bush, there was no middle ground.  The logic of the situation was that the nations of the world had one of two choices: fight for freedom or allow the continuance of tyranny.  Bush used pathos to reinforce this point.  The phrases “bully and dominate” and “bloodshed and fear” sought to arouse feelings of righteous anger against Iraq.  The consonance in these phrases, as well in such phrases as “Iraq has answered a decade of demands with a decade of defiance,” created a military cadence, allowing one to hear the defiant beat of Saddam’s footsteps and the rapid gunfire against the innocents.  The negative image of the Iraqi regime contrasted starkly with phrases such as “democratic Palestine,” “honest government,” and “the promise of the United Nations” that were designed to arouse a sense of greatness and duty; because of these high ideals, man is compelled to act.  The assonance, repetition of long vowel sounds, in “honest government” and “promise” gave this section a much calmer, more peaceful sensation.  


In addition to logos and pathos, Bush used ethos to make his argument.  He sought to develop his character not as a unilateralist war-monger but as a proponent of a greater peace.  Bush periodically reinforced his commitment to the U.N.  He promised to restore America’s commitment to UNESCO, and he reminded the world of America’s role in the founding of the U.N.: “The United States helped found the United Nations.  We want the United Nations to be effective, and respectful, and successful.  We want the resolutions of the world’s most important multilateral body to be enforced.”  Bush used polysyndeton – more conjunctions than necessary – to lengthen the phrase “effective, and respectful, and successful.”  This enabled him to place more emphasis on each adjective that reinforced America’s commitment to the U.N.  Lastly, Bush promised, “My nation will work with the U.N. Security Council to meet our common challenge.”  The use of the word “common” illustrated Bush’s desire to work with the U.N., not to divide it.


Just as in his U.N. address, on March 17, 2003, G.W. Bush again used the three types of artistic proofs.  As discussed earlier in this paper, Bush logically explained why it was necessary to go to war in this address.  He artistically wove together various inartistic proofs to demonstrate the justification for America’s use of force against Iraq as well its necessity.  

His mastery of a wide range of logical arguments and facts, in this address and in his U.N. Address, helped bolster his ethos and undermine the claims that he was “dumb.”  Within his logical argument, Bush interspersed appeals to emotion, pathos.  He desired to evoke steadfast determination from his audience, so he asserted, “This is not a question of authority, it is a question of will.”  He also desired to isolate and arouse anger against those who opposed the war: “In the 20th century, some chose to appease murderous dictators, whose threats were allowed to grow into genocide and global war.  In this century, when evil men plot chemical, biological and nuclear terror, a policy of appeasement could bring destruction of a kind never before seen on earth.”  This reference to the 20th century sought to cause the audience to link the necessity of this struggle with the necessity of the struggle during World War II.  As rhetorical critic Denise M. Bostdorff noted, “Bush’s World War II analogies...encouraged Americans to perceive the war on terror in the same black and white fashion in which they thought about World War II” (305).


In the Eve-of-War Address, Bush also ought to strengthen his character as a supporter of peace.  As in the previous speech, he aimed to demonstrate that he was not a war monger.  Thus, he made such statements as “We are a peaceful people” and “The United States, with other countries, will work to advance liberty and peace in that region.”  To prove the validity of this claim, Bush pointed out, “Last September I went to the U.N. General Assembly and urged the nations of the world to unite and bring an end to this danger.”  He also explained, “For the last four-and-a-half months, the United States and our allies have worked within the Security Council to enforce the Council’s long-standing demands.”  It was only after the failure of such diplomacy, that G.W. Bush considered war, and he was pursuing war because Saddam had given the world no other option: “Peaceful efforts to disarm the Iraqi regime have failed again and again – because we are not dealing with peaceful men.”  The repetition of “again” sought to reinforce further Bush’s determination to exhaust all peaceful options before pursuing war.  The phrase “not...peaceful men” exemplified the literary device litotes, the understatement of a claim.  Bush did this to reinforce the word “peace,” which he had used in the previous phrase, as well as to allow his audience to draw their own conclusions – a technique called enthymeme – about the cruelty of Iraq.

Imagery: The Iraqi Regime


Although G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush used all three types of artistic proofs, they differed in how they used imagery to describe Saddam’s regime.  They described the regime in a manner to evoke emotion, pathos, as well as to compare and contrast America’s and their character, ethos, with that of Saddam’s and his regime’s.  G.H.W. Bush generally spoke in terms of light and dark imagery, whereas G.W. Bush invoked religious rhetoric of good and evil.  G.H.W. Bush used light and dark because it is a universal symbol for good and evil.  This universalism assisted him in appealing to his world community.  This literary image also fit well with the literary and epideictic focus of his addresses.  In contrast, G.W. Bush, whose audience was divided already, did not shy away from the religious rhetoric of good and evil.  Bush understood his limited ability to persuade his audience, so he sought to appeal to those who agreed with his interpretation of Saddam and Saddam’s regime.


G.H.W. Bush: Light and Dark Imagery


G.H.W. Bush used the archetypal metaphor of light and dark.  Michael Osborn, a communications scholar, explained the five important characteristics of such metaphors.  They are widely used in rhetorical discourse, and they seem to maintain consistent meanings throughout time.  Additionally, the “prominent features of experience, in objects, actions, or conditions which are inescapably salient in human consciousness” provide the foundation for the metaphors, and their powerful appeal results from their association with some basic human motivation.  Lastly, these metaphors are persuasive: 

Because of a certain universalism of appeal provided by their attachment to basic, commonly shared motives, the speaker can expect such metaphors to touch the greater part of his audience.  Arising from fundamental interests of men, they in turn activate basic motivational energies within an audience, and if successful turn such energies into a powerful current running in favor of the speaker’s recommendation. (116)

Osborne also pointed out the special importance of light, which “relates to the fundamental struggle for survival and development,” in addition to the concept of goodness.  In contrast to light, man associates darkness with the unknown, fear, death, blindness, helplessness, evil, and vulnerability (117).  This universal understanding of light and dark provided a powerful rhetorical image that G.H.W. Bush used to appeal to his widespread audience.  Although Americans probably would have understood Biblical imagery equally well, Bush chose the archetypal metaphor because of its ability to appeal across cultures and nations.

G.W. Bush used light and dark to show this contrast of growth and life versus death and destruction.  In his U.N. Address, he remarked, “Let it be said of the final decade of the 20th Century: This was a time when humankind came into its own, when we emerged from the grit and the smoke of the industrial age to bring about a revolution of the spirit and the mind and began a journey into a new day, a new age, and a new partnership.”  The expression “came into its own” calls to mind an adolescence growing into adulthood and finding its place in the world.  A “new day” reminds the audience of the hope for the future.  However, emerging to such a “new day” is not easy.  It requires walking along “a new kind of bridge…that might carry humankind from its darkest hour to its brightest day.”  The founders of the U.N. tried to create this “new bridge” forty-five years ago, but the nations of the world are still in the process of crossing it.  This showed the challenge that the world must face in the days ahead.  Bush tried to encourage his audience by acknowledging that one stage of the bridge had been completed: The world has completed “the long twilight struggle”
 that lasted throughout the Cold War.  “Twilight,” a gray time of dim lighting between the waning hour of day and night or night and day, reflected the uncertainty felt throughout the Cold War.  It was often uncertain which side would triumph.  Nevertheless, the “new breeze of freedom” proved victorious.

In addition to creating a hopeful image and calling for “a new day,” Bush also created a very dark image of Saddam and his regime.  He called “Iraq’s unprovoked aggression…a dark relic from a dark time.”  Bush warned that Saddam’s actions “[threaten] to turn the dream of a new international order into a grim nightmare of anarchy in which the law of the jungle supplants the law of nations.”  The use of “nightmare” calls to mind the childhood boogieman that one could not escape and who was always ready to pounce.  Bush used this image to allude to the character of Saddam: if Saddam is not stopped, he will be an inescapable evil – the boogieman – bringing his terror all over the world.  

Bush utilized less light and dark imagery in his Eve-of-War speech, but this probably reflected the less epideictic nature of the address.  Nevertheless, he still called to mind the light dark imagery in minor ways.  He remarked, “More than 5 months ago, in the early morning hours of August 2d, Iraqi forces rolled south and the rape of Kuwait began.”  The reference to “early morning” was partially a simple, factual description of the events that occurred.  It also served, however, to continue the light/dark metaphor.  The end of the Cold War seemed a “new day.”  The freedom and peace had yet to fully reign in the world.  While this new day was still young, Saddam destroyed the peace and hope by his invasion.  The hope for a new day had not ceased, though.  It was now “the most critical period” and “a critical moment.”  The world stood at a juncture of time.  If it choose to act it might “turn back the actions of an ambitious dictator” and return the world to the early morning of a new and peaceful era.  Additionally, the world might “step forward toward a world of peace” and cross the bridge to “the brightest day.”  However, the world could choose not to act, and then the opposite would occur.  The light and dark, day and night imagery appropriately captured the two-fold nature of the choice: action or inaction.  Bush allowed for no middle ground.  As Osborne noted, “When light and dark images are used together in a speech, they indicate and perpetuate the simplistic, two-valued, black-white attitudes which rhetoricians and their audiences seem so often to prefer” (116).


G.W. Bush: Religious Rhetoric


In contrast, G.W. Bush was far more willing to invoke religious rhetoric.  He spoke of the U.N. founders’ intentions to prevent “the will and the wickedness of any man” destroying “the peace of the world.”  For Bush, wickedness was an innate human characteristic, a cause, not an effect (Bostdorff 303).  This paralleled the Biblical concept of original sin and human depravity.  Wickedness is an idea frequently condemned in the Bible.  As Proverbs 16:12 states, “It is an abomination to kings to commit wickedness: for the throne is established by righteousness” (Holy Bible KJV 683).
  Job 4:8 also condemns the wicked: “They that plow iniquity, and sow wickedness, reap the same” (571).  Bush specifically criticized Saddam for bearing “the full guilt for the hunger and misery of innocent Iraqi citizens.”  This called to mind Biblical passages such as, “Show him no pity.  You must purge from Israel the guilt of shedding innocent blood, so that it may go well with you” (Holy Bible NIV 175).
  Bush described the U.N. efforts to solve the Iraqi threat as actions out of “our good faith,” faith being another common theme of the Christian tradition.  Bush also invoked the Christian concept of morality as well.  He remarked, “[L]iberty for the Iraqi people is a great moral cause,” and “Our principles and our security are challenged by outlaw groups and regimes that accept no law of morality.”  


More than just invoking Biblical language, however, Bush sought to use religiously inclusive terminology in his rhetoric to gain support from a wider audience.  For example, “morality” is more than just a Christian concept; it is a human concept.  In this manner, Bush sought to avert accusations that he viewed the current war as a “crusade.”  He had used the term “crusade” to describe the war against terrorism five days after September 11, 2001.  This provoked extensive controversy, for it evoked the negative image of the wars Christians waged against the Muslims during the Middle Ages.  Consequently, Bush never used the term again (“Impressions”).  Bush sought to appeal to his Muslim audience by expressing a desire for the cessation of religious wars: “Religious strife...is ancient but not inevitable.”  Additionally, Bush praised the greatness of the “Islamic tradition: “A democratic Afghanistan and a democratic Palestine, inspiring reforms through the Muslim world...can show by their example that honest government, and respect for women, and the great Islamic tradition of learning can triumph in the Middle East beyond.”  However, it is interesting that Bush spoke of the Islamic “tradition” and not “faith.”  This subtly enabled Bush not to alienate his Christian audience that viewed Islam as a false religion.  


The difference in the use of religious language reflected the more vocal and evangelical faith of G.W. Bush: “‘His father wasn’t comfortable dealing with religious types,’ recalled Doug Wead, who worked with him on evangelical outreach.  ‘George [W. Bush] knew exactly what to do’” (Fineman 27).  This use of religious rhetoric helped G.W. Bush establish an ethos of trust.  As 2000 Republican primary candidate Gary Bauer noted, “Bush talked about his faith...and people just believed him – and believed in him” (qtd. in Fineman 28).  In foreign policy, G.W. Bush “naturally” invoked the use of the Biblical term “evildoers” to describe the September 11, 2001 terrorists and to counteract some media claims that America deserved the attack.  As David Frum, a former Bush speech writer explained: “He wanted to cut that off right away...and make it clear that he saw no moral equivalence.  So he reached right into the Psalms for that word” (30).  As it states in Psalm 37, “Fret not thyself because of evildoers...For evildoers shall be cut off” (Holy Bible KJV 616).
  Although G.W. Bush used religious rhetoric more often than G.H.W. Bush, G.W. Bush’s use of religious language is not outside the American presidential tradition: 

It was a tradition of American presidents who, regardless of the relative strength of their private faith, freely employed the rhetorical imagery of the Bible, generally the New Testament, in invoking God’s aid and blessings for the nation – but not in a way that chose sides among denominations – or among Americans themselves....George W. Bush operates very much in this tradition. (Cannon)


Bush probably began invoking God and religious rhetoric more often following the terrorist attack because the American attitude had shifted.  As Peggy Noonan noted, following the brutal terrorist attack, one did not hear “The Star Spangled Banner” playing throughout American schools, neighborhoods, and memorial ceremonies.  Instead, “Our country...[chose] unconsciously but quite clearly, a new anthem.  It is ‘God Bless America.’”  In the wake of the tragedy, “People [felt] a little less self-conscious about integrating their actual thoughts about faith into the actual statements they [made] to friends and family, to coworkers and colleagues.”  Recognizing this shift in public sentiment, G.W. Bush probably felt more freedom to regularly incorporate religious imagery and language in his public addresses than did his father.


Nevertheless, despite the general perception of G.W. Bush’s rhetoric as more religious, his closings were less personal and religious than those of his father’s.  At the U.N., Bush did not invoke any direct references to God.  He simply concluded his speech, “Thank you very much.”  In his Eve-of-War Message, Bush ended his remarks with an impersonal reference to God: “Good night, and may God continue to bless America.”  In contrast, G.H.W. Bush did conclude his U.N. Address with a reference to the divine powers: “I wish you Godspeed in the challenges ahead.  Thank you very, very much.”  “Godspeed” comes from the sermonic rhetoric of Puritans, such as Jonathan Edwards.  It is personal reference to God, for it is a shortening of the phrase “God spede you,” an Old English phrase which meant “God prosper you” in your journey.  The concept of a journey recalled to mind G.H.W. Bush’s metaphor of walking cross a bridge, a journey to a more peaceful world.  This overtly religious comment evoked no controversy or comment in the news.  In his Eve-of-War Speech, G.H.W. Bush again concluded with a personal reference to God: “Thank you, and may God bless all of you.”  The use of the world “all of you” gave the sense of the Christian God that cares for each individual.  Perhaps, G.W. Bush chose more impersonal language to avoid accusations of being over religious; whereas G.H.W. Bush, who was not perceived as excessively religious, could more easily invoke religious language without stirring up controversy.

Defining the Situation: Regime Rhetoric


In addition to the distinction in the topos – rhetorical theme – of religion, another topical difference is to whom, or what, G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush attributed blame for the situation in Iraq.  G.H.W. Bush focused most of the blame on various people in Iraq, whereas G.W. Bush tended to place most of the blame on the Iraqi regime.  The concept of regime harkens back to Aristotle’s definition of a regime as having three basics components.  First, a regime is a structure, a politeia: “The regime is an arrangement of a city with respect to its offices, particularly the one that has authority over all [matters].”  Second, a regime consists of the rulers who fill the offices, the ruling body or politeuma: “The government body is the regime” (Aristotle, Politics 94).  Third, a regime cultivates a distinct ethos – habits and customs – among its citizenry: “The regime is the way of life of a city” (133).  G.W. Bush chose to blame an impersonal evil – the “Iraqi regime” – because it is easier to attack something non-human.  G.H.W. Bush blamed people, but he kept his list specific and limited.  G.H.W. Bush’s focus on people within Iraq captured one component of the Aristotelian regime theory, the politeuma, but it neglected the other components.


G.H.W. Bush focused blame primarily on people in Iraq, not the regime as a whole.  In his January 8, 1991 Address, G.H.W. Bush stated, “Iraqi forces rolled south” and “Iraqi troops have carried out a systematic campaign of terror.”  He then asserted, “Saddam Hussein...[can] choose peace over war.”  In the October 1, 1990 Address, G.H.W. Bush did occasionally refer to the “Iraqi regime,” but far more often he referred to Saddam and “Iraq’s leaders.”  On the occasions where he used “regime,” he appeared to use it in the Aristotelian sense of the politeuma – the ruling leaders.  He stated, “The Iraqi regime has yet to face the facts.”  Only people, neither institutions nor habits and customs can recognize facts.  Later he remarked, “Today, the Iraqi regime stands isolated and out of step with the times, separated from the civilized world not by space but by centuries.”  This other reference to regime is slightly broader than the first, but the reference to the “civilized world” and “being isolated” seem to still point to a politeuma  understanding of the regime.  For Bush, rather than defining the conflict as a question of regimes – tyrannies versus democracies – he defined the conflict as one of peoples – civilization versus barbarity.  Bush probably chose to define the enemy not as a system, but as specific people because the world could agree to demonize Saddam as a villain.  


Although Bush did not advocate regime change openly, he still preferred democratic governments.  He stated, “The United States is committed to...promoting democracy and prosperity.”  He alluded to his preference for democratic governments by positively describing the 1989 democratic revolution as a “breeze of freedom.”  As a breeze gently moves through the land, so Bush desired democracies to develop slowly, calmly, and progressively across the world.  G.H.W. Bush was optimistic that such change could happen.  He cast a rhetorical vision of the future, a vision that illustrated his desire for more democratic governments:

I see a world of open borders, open trade and, most importantly, open minds; a world that celebrates the common heritage that belongs to all the world's people, taking pride not just in hometown or homeland but in humanity itself.  I see a world touched by a spirit like that of the Olympics, based not on competition that's driven by fear but sought out of joy and exhilaration and a true quest for excellence.  And I see a world where democracy continues to win new friends and convert
 old foes and where the Americas -- North, Central, and South -- can provide a model for the future of all humankind: the world's first completely democratic hemisphere.  And I see a world building on the emerging new model of European unity, not just Europe but the whole world whole and free.

The repetition of the phrase “I see a world” – a literary device called anaphora – gave this section of the speech a rhythm and parallelism that draws the listener into the address.  It also called to mind the hopeful “I have a dream” speech by Martin Luther King Jr.  Bush had a vision for the “world,” not just for America or the U.N., because he desired universal unity.  The repetition of the word “open” reinforced the concept of universality; the visionary world would have no barriers to divide mankind.  The Bush revealed his preference for democracy by declaring that his “model” for the world would be a completely democratic hemisphere.  The idea of a hemisphere as a unit illustrated G.H.W. Bush’s desire to build consensus.  G.H.W. Bush did not desire, however, to force such change.  This belief was reflected in his attitude towards the participation of Korea in the U.N.: “We also believe that universal U.N. membership for all states is central to the future....[T]he United States fully supports U.N. membership for the Republic of Korea.  We do so without prejudice for the ultimate objective of reunification of the Korean Peninsula and without opposition to simultaneous membership for the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.”  Although Bush desired democracy everywhere, he was a consensus builder and people pleaser.  Thus, he avoided any language that would alienate a section of his audience.


G.W. Bush had a more comprehensive view of the “regime” than did his father, and he seemed to place greater emphasis on the role regime structure plays in guaranteeing peace.  In both of his speeches, Bush continually referred to the “Iraqi regime,” with very few references to the leaders involved.  Bush used the term regime thirty-four times in his U.N. Address and eight times in his shorter Eve-of-War Address.  Sometimes Bush utilized “regime” in the sense of politeuma, the rulers, but he also referred to it in the sense of the regime as an institution, politeia: “The regime will have new power to bully and dominate and conquer its neighbors....The regime will remain unstable.”  Only people – rulers – can actually bully others, but it is the institutional structure that gives them this power.  Additionally, Bush used “regime” in the sense of character, ethos: “To assume this regime’s good faith is to bet the lives of millions and the peace of the world in a reckless gamble” (“President’s Remarks”).  In the March 17, 2003 Address, when Bush referred to the Iraqi military, it was to separate the military men from the regime’s leaders, institution, and character.  Bush stated, “It is not too late for the Iraqi military to act with honor and protect your country by permitting the peaceful entry of coalition forces to eliminate weapons of mass destruction.”  Additionally, Bush outlined his plans to set up a new regime after dismantling Saddam’s: “When the dictator has departed, they [the Iraqi people] can set an example to all the Middle East of a vital and peaceful and self-governing nation.”  Bush’s “model” for the world, unlike his father’s, was not a unified democratic hemisphere, but rather one democracy amidst tyrannies.  This difference reflected the lesser focus G.W. Bush placed on unity; G.W. Bush recognized that unity was not likely under the circumstances, and he did not try to force it.  Interestingly, Bush seemed not to refer to this new democratic government in Iraq as a “regime,” but rather a “government.”  This distinction between the Iraqi “regime” as a negative and a new “government” as a positive served as a rhetorical device, for Aristotle’s classical definition of “regime” is value neutral.  This distinction between “regime” and government” also might reflect common parlance, which seems typically to view “regime” in a negative light.


G.W. Bush’s focus on types of regimes reflected an understanding of the political science theory that democratic, commercial republics do not fight one another.  As Kant argued, this resulted because in democratic states, it is harder to persuade the public to engage in a war, and in commercial republics, trade between nations makes it economically unprofitable to engage in war (Doyle 1160-61).  Nevertheless, democratic, commercial republics do fight other types of regimes: “Because nonliberal governments are in a state of aggression with their own people, their foreign relations become for liberal governments deeply suspect” (1161).  As of 1986, Michael W. Doyle argued that over forty liberal states bore out the truth of Kant’s predictions.  Consequently, “It...offers the promise of a continuing peace among liberal states, and as the number of liberal states increases, it announces the possibility of global peace this side of the grave or world” (1156).  In contrast, tyrannical regimes have a warlike character.  A tyrant can relatively easily order a war for any reason that might please him, and he can do so without “mak[ing] the slightest sacrifice so far as his banquets, hunts, pleasure palaces and court festivals are concerned” (qtd. in Doyle 1160).


The difference in the focus upon regimes by G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush is partially a reflection of the differences in rhetorical situations.  In the early 1990s, the Soviet Union’s Communist Empire was crumbling.  Thus, democracy seemed victorious, and it probably appeared unnecessarily aggressive and divisive to focus on the question of regimes.  In contrast, the future of democracy did not seem as secure in the early part of the 21st Century.  Russian democracy was looking increasingly fragile and questionable.  Communist China was gaining in strength and power, and terrorists – who were not even a part of a regime – were attempting to undermine the Westphalian system of the nation-state and national sovereignty.
  As G.W. Bush pointed out, in his Eve-of-War Address, the enemy no longer played by the old rules of the war game: “Terrorists and terror stated do not reveal these threats with fair notice, in formal declarations – and responding to such enemies only after they have struck first is not self-defense, it is suicide.”  Consequently, it was much more urgent for G.W. Bush to reassert the power and strength of democracy.

Consensus Rhetoric: G.H.W. Bush’s Addresses


G.H.W. Bush’s avoidance of the regime question paralleled his focus on unity and international cooperation.  He continually appealed to the “community of nations,” “the world community,” and “a new partnership.”  In his U.N. Address, he used the word “partnership” nine times, “community” five times, “together” four times, “unity” three times, and “cooperation” three times.  In his shorter January 8, 1991 Address, Bush referred to “coalition” four times, “united” twice, “world community” once, and “partners” once.  In light of the end of the Cold War, G.H.W. Bush wanted to seize the opportunity to build consensus among the nations: “We are hopeful that the machinery of the United Nations will no longer be frozen by the divisions that plagued us during the cold war.”  He viewed the situation as an opportunity “to press forward to cap a historic movement towards a new world order and a long era of peace.”  He desired it to be remembered as a time “when we emerged from the grit and smoke of the industrial age to bring about a revolution of the spirit and the mind and began a journey into a new day, a new age, and a new partnership of nations.”  Because of this goal for unity, Bush avoided any controversial issues, such as the form of a state’s regime.  This non-controversial tone fits well with the more epideictic focus of G.H.W. Bush’s addresses.  Celeste Condit observed that epideictic rhetoric usually avoids division: “In order to create a reassuring communal definition that can be shared by all active members, the speaker must avoid dividing the community as far as possible.  Therefore, the content of epideictic speeches tends to be relatively non-controversial and to focus on universal...values” (292).  

Consensus Rhetoric: G.W. Bush’s Addresses


G.W. Bush had no such qualms about dividing his audience, just as he openly addressed the issue of bad regimes.  In his September 12, 2002 United Address, G.W. Bush boldly asserted America’s willingness to end the threat of the Iraqi regime unilaterally if necessary: 

My nation will work with the U.N. Security Council to meet our common challenge....But the purposes of the United States should not be doubted.  The Security Council resolutions will be enforced....We must stand up for our security and for the permanent rights and hopes of mankind.  By heritage and by choice, the United States of America will make that stand.  And, delegates to the United Nations, you have the power to make that stand, as well.

Similarly, in his March 17, 2003 Address, he did not speak politely in euphemisms when criticizing France, Germany, and Russia for blocking further U.N. Security Council resolutions against Iraq: “These governments share our assessment of the danger, but not our resolve to meet it....The United Nations Security Council has not lived up to its responsibilities, so we will rise to ours.”  This unwavering stance that divided friend and foe partially reflected Bush’s strong religious convictions.  G.W. Bush’s former speech writer David Frum noted, “If you are confident that there is a God that rules the world...you do your best, and things work out” (qtd. in Fineman 29).  It also revealed his confidence in the rightness of his actions.  Howard Fineman noted, “He decided that Saddam was evil, and everything flowed from that” (30).  Moreover, Bush’s division of the world reflected the new understanding of world realities following September 11, 2001.  After the terrorist attack on America, American citizens and politicians could no longer convincingly promote the optimism that G.H.W. Bush displayed in 1990; no longer did they have faith that the world was entering “a new world order and a long era of peace.”

Conclusions and Limitations


This paper aims to be architectonic – building one idea upon another in an effort to generate increased understanding and to approach knowledge.  The knowledge it provides is incomplete; one diplomacy interchange can never provide the perfect cookie-cutter model for the next war.  Nevertheless, lessons still can be learned from this rhetorical analysis of G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush and their role in the pre-war diplomacy debate.  This paper strives to provide insight into the relationship between the exigencies for speaking and the rhetoric designed to meet them and to provide a foundation for rhetorical study in the future.


G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush chose wisely when placing a stronger emphasis on the epideictic and deliberative genre, respectively.  G.H.W. Bush’s audience generally agreed with one another.  Consequently, it was appropriate, for G.H.W. Bush to spend less time outlining persuasive reasons for war against Iraq and to spend more time creating a rhetorical vision of the present and future situation.  By using epideictic strategies to build a picture of the future, G.H.W. Bush sought to build upon the present consensus and carry it into the future.  In contrast, G.W. Bush did not have the support of his audience.  Thus, it was imperative for him to argue logically the reasons that were necessitating action against Iraq.  If G.W. Bush had failed to use inartistic proofs and to provide a reasoned, deliberative argument for war, he would have had an even harder time garnering support for his March 2003 invasion of Iraq.  G.W. Bush could not begin building a picture of the future until he had effectively defined the situation of today.  To further test this, additional research should be done regarding the reactions of foreign statesmen and American citizens.


The U.N. addresses by G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush reveal that there is no standard genre for the yearly addresses to the U.N.  A speaker may freely choose to emphasize epideictic or deliberative, whichever is most appropriate to the current situation.  This paper’s limited research seems to suggest that in U.N. addresses, the rhetorical situation, more so than the type of speech, determines the rhetorical strategies that the speaker employs.  The speaker, however, must show at least some deference to the epideictic style, for the address is in a ceremonial setting.  This epideictic focus limits the president’s ability to move the audience to action.  A further investigation of a greater selection of U.N. addresses would be necessary to confirm these hypotheses.


Several factors do emerge as consistent characteristics and constraints upon presidential U.N. addresses.  The question before the U.N constrains what topics the president can address; he must address the issue at hand.  This gives the president the opportunity, however, to define the situation as America sees it and to state America’s perspective on the issue.  Similar to the limitations on subject matter, the audience also constrains the president’s rhetoric.  The president’s primary audience is always the U.N. delegates who represent the highest officials of most of the nations of the world.  The delegates themselves do not have power, but those they represent have tremendous power.  Consequently, the president must speak on matters relevant to the world-at-large, and he must seek to gain consensus for his perspective.  Furthermore, the president is constrained when speaking before the U.N. because he is an outsider.  Thus, he must develop his ethos and, thereby, gain a right to be heard.  In developing his character, G.H.W. Bush sought to disprove the widespread criticism that he lacked vision.  Thus, he used his U.N. Address to cast a strong rhetorical vision for a future of peace and freedom and democracy.  In contrast, G.W. Bush had to overcome the common perception that he was a dumb warmonger, so in developing his ethos, he used numerous facts and a cohesive deliberative argument to demonstrate his intelligence and to prove his love of peace.  Although traditionally epideictic rhetoric relies upon pathos, G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush’s positional authority derived outside of the U.N. body required them to work from the constraints of ethos.


The more closely related style of the Eve-of-War speeches reflects the common exigence that serves as a constraint: A war is about to begin.  The president may have defined the time table that is leading the nation quickly towards war, yet in an Eve-of-War speech, the president feels bound to obey this time constraint.  Thus, the choices for possible courses of action are limited severely.  Unless the enemy is willing to change his posture, war will be unavoidable.


Other traits also contribute to the similarities in the Eve-of-War addresses by American presidents.  In such speeches, the primary audience is those who will go to war with the president.  In G.H.W. Bush’s address, the audience was the Allied Nations and the American people.  In G.W. Bush’s address, the American people were the primary audience as well as the Iraqi army and military with whom G.W. Bush desired to work.  Great Britain and other countries who were members of the coalition of the willing also listened to the address and served as secondary audiences.  The speeches primarily focus on the supporters because there is no longer time for persuading those uninterested in fighting; war is imminent.  The judgment has been made; now the audience needs to be moved to act upon that judgment.  In this manner, the speech is deliberative.  G.H.W. Bush moved his audience to action after describing the historical progression; G.W. Bush called his audience to action after defining and separating friend from foe.  The Eve-of-War speech is also epideictic, however, because the audience is not removed the situation at hand.  Thus, emotions – pathos – are high as people consider their friends, family, and neighbors facing gunfire.  The speech functions as a rally to call and motivate the supporters to action.  As a secondary effect, the speech may lead to support from fence-sitters, especially those within the president’s country.  Although against the reasons for the war, the undecided may resolve to support the troops now that the president has stated clearly his unmovable intentions commence war if the enemy does not change his behavior in the next few days.  Another component of Eve-of-War speeches is that lack of opportunity for the audience to give a formal rebuttal.  Consequently, it serves the perfect opportunity for each president to extensively outline his arguments without the fear of widespread deliberative criticism.  G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush took advantage of this to give one last argument for war against Iraq.


Defining terms and the situation proved a powerful way for G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush to turn the rhetorical situations to their advantages.  G.H.W. Bush narrowly defined the enemy as Saddam and few of the other Iraqi leaders, yet he broadly defined the rest of the world as a “world community.”  He vilified a few men because his audience could and would coalesce around that vision.  To have defined the enemy more broadly would have risked undermining the precious unity that existed.  Bush chose to overlook differences in regime, religion, ethnicity, locality, and prosperity for similar reasons.  He sought to capture the sense of world unity that was emerging from the Soviet Empire’s collapse, and he understood realized that if he reached too far, he would risk destroying the existing opportunity to show U.N. unity against Iraq.  By resolving the present situation through cooperation, Bush would have built stronger unity for in the future, and there would be another day to address the other concerns.  


G.W. Bush did not have the luxury of a consensus amidst his audience; there was not even agreement upon who the enemy was.  Thus, G.W. Bush defined the enemy as “the Iraqi regime,” and then he defined the options for response: “[to] stand by and do nothing while dangers gather” or “[to] stand up for our security, and for the permanent rights and the hopes of mankind.”  Bush chose to define the adversary as a system of government to illustrate that merely an assassination of Saddam would not solve the issue.  Furthermore, by defining the foe as a system of government, he provided the Iraqi people and military men an opportunity to escape blame and join his coalition against the problem.  Additionally, an impersonal system is easier to attack than people.  Bush divided the world outside of Iraq into two categories, those who would act against the threat and those who would not.  This definition prevented nations from passively avoiding the conflict, for he defined no choice as a choice to let the Iraqi threat continue.  In this way, Bush served as the aggressor, pointing out the existence of an enemy and defining possible responses to it.  Conversely, however, Bush defined himself in a defensive posture by arguing that Saddam’s regime threatened America and the world, so he had no alternative but to react defensively and stop this danger.  Bush chose to be the aggressor so that he could show control over the situation, yet he also created a defensive posture so that he would not appear a war-monger.


The way each Bush defined the situation provides a framework for understanding his conduct of the war and his attitude towards the situation after the war.  Their definitions of the situation did not stop with these two speeches.  In fact, the speeches would have been ineffective if they had proved to be anomalies rather than a part of a consistent policy.  Thus, it would be good to study further how the ideas of these speeches carry through in later policies and public addresses.  Presidential rhetoric, especially in key public addresses, seems to define situations and provide a framework for analysis of subsequent events.


G.H.W. Bush’s personality was more conciliatory and his religious convictions seemed less overt than G.W. Bush’s.  This reflects itself in G.H.W. Bush’s desire for consensus and pleasing people.  He generally avoided any issue that would divide his audience.  Perhaps, this reflected a desire to define himself as different from his predecessor, the strong leader, Ronald Reagan, who did not shy away from divisive language.  G.W. Bush’s strong rhetoric more closely reflected Ronald Reagan’s than it did the language of his father.  G.W. Bush, who found his identity in his Christianity, strove for the praise of God, not man.  Thus, he was more comfortable with division.  He did not seek to please people but rather to determine on which side of the issue others stood, regardless of their position.  This might reflect G.W. Bush’s desire to not be perceived in the same light as his predecessor, Clinton, whom many thought chose all of his stances based upon opinion polls.  It would be interesting to do further study comparing these speeches to addresses by Reagan and Clinton.


Surprisingly, G.H.W. Bush could use religious rhetoric more freely than G.W. Bush.  G.H.W. Bush used direct, personal references to God more often than his son did.  Because no one feared his religiosity as excessive, no one paid attention to these comments any abnormal attention.  Nevertheless, because of America’s religious heritage, it served as an effective unifier and conclusion to his addresses.  In contrast, G.W. Bush had to be far more careful about his use of religious language.  He generally avoided direct and personal references to God, instead using allusions to religious texts and impersonal, more deistic references to God.  Bush also periodically inserted universalizing references to religion.  These universalisms might have upset his religious base of supporters, but they helped placate his critics.  Additionally, the Biblical allusions that some of his critics would have missed may have assisted in counteracting any frustration that his religious supports felt regarding the universal and deistic comments.  Nevertheless, G.W. Bush had more freedom to use religious rhetoric directly following September 11, 2001 because he was speaking directly to an American public that was shocked and grieved.  In this period, the American audience was not only receptive to religious rhetoric but also expecting it.  To understand more fully this interplay of religion, a more comprehensive analysis of specifically religious rhetoric in all of G.H.W. Bush’s and G.W. Bush’s speeches would be appropriate.  


Biblical allusions are a consistent theme in American public address.  As America becomes more diverse religiously, however, religious rhetoric seems to be sparking more controversy.  Evangelicals, especially, seem to face consistent criticism in the media.  Consequently, evangelical statesmen, such as G.W. Bush, must use religious rhetoric with care so as not to alienate the American public.  They must recognize and repeatedly express support for the pervasive diversity of religion.  In contrast, more mainline traditional Protestantism, such as that of G.H.W. Bush, is perceived publicly as less threatening.  Mainline Protestantism tends to be highly personal, individual, and private.  The public seems to feel less threatened by such faith, and consequently, it is less skeptical and critical of religious rhetoric from statesmen of such a tradition.  This difference in G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush’s faith is partially a generational difference.  Thus, as time progresses, religious rhetoric probably will become even more controversial.  


The research in this paper provided a preliminary answer to the rhetorical questions:  How did the different rhetorical situations prior to the 1991 Gulf War and the 2003 Gulf War influence the rhetoric?  What role does religious rhetoric play in the speeches?  What role does the concept of regimes play in G.W. Bush's speeches?  To what extent do the speeches seek to build consensus among the audiences?  The rhetorical situation concerning Iraq faced by presidents G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush provided a unique opportunity for the rhetorical critic because each president was concerned with the same, singular nation, in opposition to the United Nations.  Each president chose military action, yet each was required by his specific exigencies to respond using differing rhetorical strategies.  These constraints, as addressed above, were individual to the men in relationship to the complex of situation, differing exigencies, and the audiences addressed.  G.H.W. Bush’s rhetorical style was more literary; he arranged his argument less chronologically.  He focused on unity, universal symbols, and optimism.  In contrast, G.W. Bush’s rhetorical style was highly deliberative, and his arguments were arranged very logically.  He focused on decisive action, religious symbolism, and realpolitik.  
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Appendix A

Address Before the 45th Session of the United Nations General Assembly in New York, New York
 
October 1, 1990
Mr. President, thank you very much. Mr. Secretary-General, distinguished delegates to the United Nations, it is really a great privilege to greet you today as we begin what marks a new and historic session of the General Assembly. My congratulations to the Honorable Guido De Marco on your election, sir, as President of the General Assembly. And on a personal note, I want to say that, having witnessed the unprecedented unity and cooperation of the past 2 months, that I have never been prouder to have once served within your ranks and never been prouder that the United States is the host country for the United Nations. 

Forty-five years ago, while the fires of an epic war still raged across two oceans and two continents, a small group of men and women began a search for hope amid the ruins. And they gathered in San Francisco, stepping back from the haze and horror, to try to shape a new structure that might support an ancient dream. Intensely idealistic and yet tempered by war, they sought to build a new kind of bridge: a bridge between nations, a bridge that might help carry humankind from its darkest hour to its brightest day. 

The founding of the United Nations embodied our deepest hopes for a peaceful world, and during the past year, we've come closer than ever before to realizing those hopes. We've seen a century sundered by barbed threats and barbed wire give way to a new era of peace and competition and freedom. 

The Revolution of '89 swept the world almost with a life of its own, carried by a new breeze of freedom. It transformed the political climate from Central Europe to Central America and touched almost every corner of the globe. That breeze has been sustained by a now almost universal recognition of a simple, fundamental truth: The human spirit cannot be locked up forever. The truth is, people everywhere are motivated in much the same ways. And people everywhere want much the same things: the chance to live a life of purpose; the chance to choose a life in which they and their children can learn and grow healthy, worship freely, and prosper through the work of their hands and their hearts and their minds. We're not talking about the power of nations but the power of individuals, the power to choose, the power to risk, the power to succeed. 

This is a new and different world. Not since 1945 have we seen the real possibility of using the United Nations as it was designed: as a center for international collective security. 

The changes in the Soviet Union have been critical to the emergence of a stronger United Nations. The U.S.-Soviet relationship is finally beyond containment and confrontation, and now we seek to fulfill the promise of mutually shared understanding. The long twilight struggle that for 45 years has divided Europe, our two nations, and much of the world has come to an end. 

Much has changed over the last 2 years. The Soviet Union has taken many dramatic and important steps to participate fully in the community of nations. And when the Soviet Union agreed with so many of us here in the United Nations to condemn the aggression of Iraq, there could be no doubt -- no doubt then -- that we had, indeed, put four decades of history behind us. 

We are hopeful that the machinery of the United Nations will no longer be frozen by the divisions that plagued us during the cold war, that at last -- long last -- we can build new bridges and tear down old walls, that at long last we will be able to build a new world based on an event for which we have all hoped: an end to the cold war. 

Two days from now, the world will be watching when the cold war is formally buried in Berlin. And in this time of testing, a fundamental question must be asked, a question not for any one nation but for the United Nations. And the question is this: Can we work together in a new partnership of nations? Can the collective strength of the world community, expressed by the United Nations, unite to deter and defeat aggression? Because the cold war's battle of ideas is not the last epic battle of this century. 

Two months ago, in the waning weeks of one of history's most hopeful summers, the vast, still beauty of the peaceful Kuwaiti desert was fouled by the stench of diesel and the roar of steel tanks. Once again the sound of distant thunder echoed across a cloudless sky, and once again the world awoke to face the guns of August. 

But this time, the world was ready. The United Nations Security Council's resolute response to Iraq's unprovoked aggression has been without precedent. Since the invasion on August 2d, the Council has passed eight major resolutions setting the terms for a solution to the crisis. 

The Iraqi regime has yet to face the facts, but as I said last month, the annexation of Kuwait will not be permitted to stand. And this is not simply the view of the United States; it is the view of every Kuwaiti, the Arab League, the United Nations. Iraq's leaders should listen: It is Iraq against the world. 

Let me take this opportunity to make the policy of my government clear. The United States supports the use of sanctions to compel Iraq's leaders to withdraw immediately and without condition from Kuwait. We also support the provision of medicine and food for humanitarian purposes, so long as distribution can be properly monitored. Our quarrel is not with the people of Iraq. We do not wish for them to suffer. The world's quarrel is with the dictator who ordered that invasion. 

Along with others, we have dispatched military forces to the region to enforce sanctions, to deter and, if need be, defend against further aggression. And we seek no advantage for ourselves, nor do we seek to maintain our military forces in Saudi Arabia for 1 day longer than is necessary. U.S. forces were sent at the request of the Saudi Government, and the American people and this President want every single American soldier brought home as soon as this mission is completed. 

Let me also emphasize that all of us here at the U.N. hope that military force will never be used. We seek a peaceful outcome, a diplomatic outcome. And one more thing: In the aftermath of Iraq's unconditional departure from Kuwait, I truly believe there may be opportunities for Iraq and Kuwait to settle their differences permanently, for the states of the Gulf themselves to build new arrangements for stability, and for all the states and the peoples of the region to settle the conflicts that divide the Arabs from Israel. 

But the world's key task -- now, first and always -- must be to demonstrate that aggression will not be tolerated or rewarded. Through the U.N. Security Council, Iraq has been fairly judged by a jury of its peers, the very nations of the Earth. Today the regime stands isolated and out of step with the times, separated from the civilized world not by space but by centuries. 

Iraq's unprovoked aggression is a throwback to another era, a dark relic from a dark time. It has plundered Kuwait. It has terrorized innocent civilians. It has held even diplomats hostage. Iraq and its leaders must be held liable for these crimes of abuse and destruction. But this outrageous disregard for basic human rights does not come as a total surprise. Thousands of Iraqis have been executed on political and religious grounds, and even more through a genocidal poison gas war waged against Iraq's own Kurdish villagers. 

As a world community, we must act not only to deter the use of inhumane weapons like mustard and nerve gas but to eliminate the weapons entirely. And that is why, 1 year ago, I came to the General Assembly with new proposals to banish these terrible weapons from the face of the Earth. I promised that the United States would destroy over 98 percent of its stockpile in the first 8 years of a chemical weapons ban treaty, and 100 percent -- all of them -- in 10 years, if all nations with chemical capabilities, chemical weapons, signed the treaty. We've stood by those promises. In June the United States and the Soviet Union signed a landmark agreement to halt production and to destroy the vast majority of our stockpiles. Today U.S. chemical weapons are being destroyed. 

But time is running out. This isn't merely a bilateral concern. The Gulf crisis proves how important it is to act together, and to act now, to conclude an absolute, worldwide ban on these weapons. We must also redouble our efforts to stem the spread of nuclear weapons, biological weapons, and the ballistic missiles that can rain destruction upon distant peoples. 

The United Nations can help bring about a new day, a day when these kinds of terrible weapons and the terrible despots who would use them are both a thing of the past. It is in our hands to leave these dark machines behind, in the Dark Ages where they belong, and to press forward to cap a historic movement towards a new world order and a long era of peace. 

We have a vision of a new partnership of nations that transcends the Cold War: a partnership based on consultation, cooperation, and collective action, especially through international and regional organizations; a partnership united by principle and the rule of law and supported by an equitable sharing of both cost and commitment; a partnership whose goals are to increase democracy, increase prosperity, increase the peace, and reduce arms. 

And as we look to the future, the calendar offers up a convenient milestone, a signpost, by which to measure our progress as a community of nations. The year 2000 marks a turning point, beginning not only the turn of the decade, not only the turn of the century, but also the turn of the millennium. And 10 years from now, as the 55th session of the General Assembly begins, you will again find many of us in this hall, hair a bit more gray perhaps, maybe a little less spring in our walk; but you will not find us with any less hope or idealism or any less confidence in the ultimate triumph of mankind. 

I see a world of open borders, open trade and, most importantly, open minds; a world that celebrates the common heritage that belongs to all the world's people, taking pride not just in hometown or homeland but in humanity itself. I see a world touched by a spirit like that of the Olympics, based not on competition that's driven by fear but sought out of joy and exhilaration and a true quest for excellence. And I see a world where democracy continues to win new friends and convert old foes and where the Americas -- North, Central, and South -- can provide a model for the future of all humankind: the world's first completely democratic hemisphere. And I see a world building on the emerging new model of European unity, not just Europe but the whole world whole and free. 

This is precisely why the present aggression in the Gulf is a menace not only to one region's security but to the entire world's vision of our future. It threatens to turn the dream of a new international order into a grim nightmare of anarchy in which the law of the jungle supplants the law of nations. And that's why the United Nations reacted with such historic unity and resolve. And that's why this challenge is a test that we cannot afford to fail. I am confident we will prevail. Success, too, will have lasting consequences: reinforcing civilized standards of international conduct, setting a new precedent in international cooperation, brightening the prospects for our vision of the future. 

There are 10 more years until this century is out, 10 more years to put the struggles of the 20th century permanently behind us, 10 more years to help launch a new partnership of nations. And throughout those 10 years, and beginning now, the United Nations has a new and vital role in building towards that partnership. Last year's General Assembly showed how we can make greater progress toward a more pragmatic and successful United Nations. And for the first time, the U.N. Security Council is beginning to work as it was designed to work. And now is the time to set aside old and counterproductive debates and procedures and controversies and resolutions. It's time to replace polemic attacks with pragmatic action. 

And we've shown that the U.N. can count on the collective strength of the international community. We've shown that the U.N. can rise to the challenge of aggression just as its founders hoped that it would. And now is the time of testing. And we must also show that the United Nations is the place to build international support and consensus for meeting the other challenges we face. 

The world remains a dangerous place; and our security and well-being often depends, in part, on events occurring far away. We need serious international cooperative efforts to make headway on the threats to the environment, on terrorism, on managing the debt burden, on fighting the scourge of international drug trafficking, and on refugees, and peacekeeping efforts around the world. 

But the world also remains a hopeful place. Calls for democracy and human rights are being reborn everywhere, and these calls are an expression of support for the values enshrined in the United Nations Charter. They encourage our hopes for a more stable, more peaceful, more prosperous world. 

Free elections are the foundation of democratic government and can produce dramatic successes, as we have seen in Namibia and Nicaragua. And the time has come to structure the U.N. role in such efforts more formally. And so, today I propose that the U.N. establish a Special Coordinator for Electoral Assistance, to be assisted by a U.N. Electoral Commission comprised of distinguished experts from around the world. 

As with free elections, we also believe that universal U.N. membership for all states is central to the future of this organization and to this new partnership we've discussed. In support of this principle and in conjunction with U.N. efforts to reduce regional tensions, the United States fully supports U.N. membership for the Republic of Korea. We do so without prejudice to the ultimate objective of reunification of the Korean Peninsula and without opposition to simultaneous membership for the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. 

Building on these and other initiatives, we must join together in a new compact -- all of us -- to bring the United Nations into the 21st century, and I call today for a major long-term effort to do so. We should build on the success -- the admirable success -- of our distinguished Secretary-General, my longtime friend and yours, my longtime colleague I might also say, Javier Perez de Cuellar. We should strive for greater effectiveness and efficiency of the United Nations. 

The United States is committed to playing its part, helping to maintain global security, promoting democracy and prosperity. And my administration is fully committed to supporting the United Nations and to paying what we are obliged to pay by our commitment to the Charter. International peace and security, and international freedom and prosperity, require no less. 

The world must know and understand: From this hour, from this day, from this hall, we step forth with a new sense of purpose, a new sense of possibilities. We stand together, prepared to swim upstream, to march uphill, to tackle the tough challenges as they come not only as the United Nations but as the nations of the world united. 

And so, let it be said of the final decade of the 20th century: This was a time when humankind came into its own, when we emerged from the grit and the smoke of the industrial age to bring about a revolution of the spirit and the mind and began a journey into a new day, a new age, and a new partnership of nations. 

The U.N. is now fulfilling its promise as the world's parliament of peace. And I congratulate you. I support you. And I wish you Godspeed in the challenges ahead. 

Thank you very, very much. 

Note: The President spoke at 11:44 a.m. in the General Assembly Hall at the United Nations. 
Appendix B

Message to Allied Nations on the Persian Gulf Crisis
 
January 8, 1991
More than 5 months ago, in the early morning hours of August 2d, Iraqi forces rolled south and the rape of Kuwait began. That unprovoked invasion was more than an attack on Kuwait, more than the brutal occupation of a tiny nation that posed no threat to its large and powerful neighbor. It was an assault on the very notion of international order. 

My purpose in speaking to you, the people of countries united against this assault, is to share with you my view of the aims and objectives that must guide us in the challenging days ahead. From the center of the crisis in the Middle East, to people and countries on every continent, to the families with loved ones held hostage, to the many millions sure to suffer at the hands of one man with a stranglehold on the world's economic lifeline, Iraq's aggression has caused untold suffering, hardship, and uncertainty. 

In the more than 5 months since August 2d, Iraqi troops have carried out a systematic campaign of terror on the people of Kuwait -- unspeakable atrocities against men and women and, among the maimed and murdered, even innocent children. In the more than 5 months since August 2d, Iraq's action has imposed economic strains on nations large and small -- among them some of the world's newest democracies at the very moment they are most vulnerable. And yet, Iraq's aggression did not go unchallenged. 

In the 5 months since August 2d, the world has witnessed the emergence of an unprecedented coalition against aggression. In the United Nations, Iraq's outlaw act has met a chorus of condemnation in 12 resolutions with the overwhelming support of the Security Council. At this moment, forces from 27 nations -- rich and poor, Arab and Muslim, European, Asian, African, and American -- stand side by side in the Gulf, determined that Saddam's aggression will not stand. 

We're now entering the most critical period of this crisis. For the past 5 months, Saddam has held the world and the norms of civilized conduct in contempt. In the next few days, Iraq arrives at a deadline that spells the limit of the civilized world's patience. 

Let me be clear about the upcoming deadline. January 15 is not a ``date certain'' for the onset of armed conflict; it is a deadline for Saddam Hussein to choose, to choose peace over war. The purpose of declaring this deadline was to give Saddam fair warning: Withdraw from Kuwait, without condition and without delay, or -- at any time on or after that date -- face a coalition ready and willing to employ ``all means necessary'' to enforce the will of the United Nations. 

Every one of us, each day of this crisis, has held out hope for a peaceful solution. Even now, as the deadline draws near, we continue to seek a way to end this crisis without further conflict. And that is why, back on November 30, I offered to have Secretary Baker travel to Baghdad to meet with Saddam Hussein. And that is why, even after Saddam failed to respond, failed to find time to meet on any of the 15 days we put forward, I invited Iraq's Foreign Minister to meet with Secretary Baker in Geneva on January 9th. 

In Geneva, we will be guided by the will of the world community -- expressed in those 12 U.N. resolutions I mentioned a moment ago. I didn't send Secretary Baker to Geneva to compromise or to offer concessions. This meeting offers Saddam Hussein a chance -- possibly the final chance -- before the U.N. deadline to resolve by peaceful means the crisis that he has created. 

Saddam may seek to split the coalition, to exploit our sincere desire for peace, to secure for himself the spoils of war. He will fail -- just as he has failed for more than 5 months. I know that pressures are now building to provide Saddam some means of saving face, or to accept a withdrawal that is less than unconditional. The danger in this course should be clear to all. The price of peace now on Saddam's terms will be paid many times over in greater sacrifice and suffering. Saddam's power will only grow, along with his appetite for more conquest. The next conflict will find him stronger still -- perhaps in possession even of nuclear weapons -- and far more difficult to defeat. And that is why we simply cannot accept anything less than full compliance with the United Nations dictates: Iraq's complete and unconditional withdrawal from Kuwait. 

I began by saying that Iraq's action was more than an attack on one nation -- it is an assault on us all, on the international order we all share. We who have witnessed in this past year an end to the long years of cold war and conflict, we who have seen so much positive change, stand now at a critical moment, one that will shape the world we live in for years, even decades, to come. 

The key now in meeting this challenge is for this remarkable coalition to remain steadfast and strong. If we remain in the days ahead nations united against aggression, we will turn back not only the actions of an ambitious dictator; we will, as partners, step forward toward a world of peace. 

Thank you, and may God bless all of you. 

Note: This message was recorded January 6 at Camp David, MD, and it was broadcast at noon on January 8 over the U.S. Information Agency WORLDNET satellite network. In his message, President Bush referred to President Saddam Hussein and Foreign Minister Tariq `Aziz of Iraq and Secretary of State James A. Baker III. A tape was not available for verification of the content of this message. 
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President's Remarks at the United Nations General Assembly
 
 New York, New York

September 12, 2002

10:39 A.M. EDT 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Secretary General, Mr. President, distinguished delegates, and ladies and gentlemen: We meet one year and one day after a terrorist attack brought grief to my country, and brought grief to many citizens of our world. Yesterday, we remembered the innocent lives taken that terrible morning. Today, we turn to the urgent duty of protecting other lives, without illusion and without fear. 

We've accomplished much in the last year -- in Afghanistan and beyond. We have much yet to do -- in Afghanistan and beyond. Many nations represented here have joined in the fight against global terror, and the people of the United States are grateful. 

The United Nations was born in the hope that survived a world war -- the hope of a world moving toward justice, escaping old patterns of conflict and fear. The founding members resolved that the peace of the world must never again be destroyed by the will and wickedness of any man. We created the United Nations Security Council, so that, unlike the League of Nations, our deliberations would be more than talk, our resolutions would be more than wishes. After generations of deceitful dictators and broken treaties and squandered lives, we dedicated ourselves to standards of human dignity shared by all, and to a system of security defended by all. 

Today, these standards, and this security, are challenged. Our commitment to human dignity is challenged by persistent poverty and raging disease. The suffering is great, and our responsibilities are clear. The United States is joining with the world to supply aid where it reaches people and lifts up lives, to extend trade and the prosperity it brings, and to bring medical care where it is desperately needed. 

As a symbol of our commitment to human dignity, the United States will return to UNESCO. (Applause.) This organization has been reformed and America will participate fully in its mission to advance human rights and tolerance and learning. 

Our common security is challenged by regional conflicts -- ethnic and religious strife that is ancient, but not inevitable. In the Middle East, there can be no peace for either side without freedom for both sides. America stands committed to an independent and democratic Palestine, living side by side with Israel in peace and security. Like all other people, Palestinians deserve a government that serves their interests and listens to their voices. My nation will continue to encourage all parties to step up to their responsibilities as we seek a just and comprehensive settlement to the conflict. 

Above all, our principles and our security are challenged today by outlaw groups and regimes that accept no law of morality and have no limit to their violent ambitions. In the attacks on America a year ago, we saw the destructive intentions of our enemies. This threat hides within many nations, including my own. In cells and camps, terrorists are plotting further destruction, and building new bases for their war against civilization. And our greatest fear is that terrorists will find a shortcut to their mad ambitions when an outlaw regime supplies them with the technologies to kill on a massive scale. 

In one place -- in one regime -- we find all these dangers, in their most lethal and aggressive forms, exactly the kind of aggressive threat the United Nations was born to confront. 

Twelve years ago, Iraq invaded Kuwait without provocation. And the regime's forces were poised to continue their march to seize other countries and their resources. Had Saddam Hussein been appeased instead of stopped, he would have endangered the peace and stability of the world. Yet this aggression was stopped -- by the might of coalition forces and the will of the United Nations. 

To suspend hostilities, to spare himself, Iraq's dictator accepted a series of commitments. The terms were clear, to him and to all. And he agreed to prove he is complying with every one of those obligations. 

He has proven instead only his contempt for the United Nations, and for all his pledges. By breaking every pledge -- by his deceptions, and by his cruelties -- Saddam Hussein has made the case against himself. 

In 1991, Security Council Resolution 688 demanded that the Iraqi regime cease at once the repression of its own people, including the systematic repression of minorities -- which the Council said, threatened international peace and security in the region. This demand goes ignored. 

Last year, the U.N. Commission on Human Rights found that Iraq continues to commit extremely grave violations of human rights, and that the regime's repression is all pervasive. Tens of thousands of political opponents and ordinary citizens have been subjected to arbitrary arrest and imprisonment, summary execution, and torture by beating and burning, electric shock, starvation, mutilation, and rape. Wives are tortured in front of their husbands, children in the presence of their parents -- and all of these horrors concealed from the world by the apparatus of a totalitarian state. 

In 1991, the U.N. Security Council, through Resolutions 686 and 687, demanded that Iraq return all prisoners from Kuwait and other lands. Iraq's regime agreed. It broke its promise. Last year the Secretary General's high-level coordinator for this issue reported that Kuwait, Saudi, Indian, Syrian, Lebanese, Iranian, Egyptian, Bahraini, and Omani nationals remain unaccounted for -- more than 600 people. One American pilot is among them. 

In 1991, the U.N. Security Council, through Resolution 687, demanded that Iraq renounce all involvement with terrorism, and permit no terrorist organizations to operate in Iraq. Iraq's regime agreed. It broke this promise. In violation of Security Council Resolution 1373, Iraq continues to shelter and support terrorist organizations that direct violence against Iran, Israel, and Western governments. Iraqi dissidents abroad are targeted for murder. In 1993, Iraq attempted to assassinate the Emir of Kuwait and a former American President. Iraq's government openly praised the attacks of September the 11th. And al Qaeda terrorists escaped from Afghanistan and are known to be in Iraq. 

In 1991, the Iraqi regime agreed to destroy and stop developing all weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles, and to prove to the world it has done so by complying with rigorous inspections. Iraq has broken every aspect of this fundamental pledge. 

From 1991 to 1995, the Iraqi regime said it had no biological weapons. After a senior official in its weapons program defected and exposed this lie, the regime admitted to producing tens of thousands of liters of anthrax and other deadly biological agents for use with Scud warheads, aerial bombs, and aircraft spray tanks. U.N. inspectors believe Iraq has produced two to four times the amount of biological agents it declared, and has failed to account for more than three metric tons of material that could be used to produce biological weapons. Right now, Iraq is expanding and improving facilities that were used for the production of biological weapons. 

United Nations' inspections also revealed that Iraq likely maintains stockpiles of VX, mustard and other chemical agents, and that the regime is rebuilding and expanding facilities capable of producing chemical weapons. 

And in 1995, after four years of deception, Iraq finally admitted it had a crash nuclear weapons program prior to the Gulf War. We know now, were it not for that war, the regime in Iraq would likely have possessed a nuclear weapon no later than 1993. 

Today, Iraq continues to withhold important information about its nuclear program -- weapons design, procurement logs, experiment data, an accounting of nuclear materials and documentation of foreign assistance. Iraq employs capable nuclear scientists and technicians. It retains physical infrastructure needed to build a nuclear weapon. Iraq has made several attempts to buy high-strength aluminum tubes used to enrich uranium for a nuclear weapon. Should Iraq acquire fissile material, it would be able to build a nuclear weapon within a year. And Iraq's state-controlled media has reported numerous meetings between Saddam Hussein and his nuclear scientists, leaving little doubt about his continued appetite for these weapons. 

Iraq also possesses a force of Scud-type missiles with ranges beyond the 150 kilometers permitted by the U.N. Work at testing and production facilities shows that Iraq is building more long-range missiles that it can inflict mass death throughout the region. 

In 1990, after Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, the world imposed economic sanctions on Iraq. Those sanctions were maintained after the war to compel the regime's compliance with Security Council resolutions. In time, Iraq was allowed to use oil revenues to buy food. Saddam Hussein has subverted this program, working around the sanctions to buy missile technology and military materials. He blames the suffering of Iraq's people on the United Nations, even as he uses his oil wealth to build lavish palaces for himself, and to buy arms for his country. By refusing to comply with his own agreements, he bears full guilt for the hunger and misery of innocent Iraqi citizens. 

In 1991, Iraq promised U.N. inspectors immediate and unrestricted access to verify Iraq's commitment to rid itself of weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles. Iraq broke this promise, spending seven years deceiving, evading, and harassing U.N. inspectors before ceasing cooperation entirely. Just months after the 1991 cease-fire, the Security Council twice renewed its demand that the Iraqi regime cooperate fully with inspectors, condemning Iraq's serious violations of its obligations. The Security Council again renewed that demand in 1994, and twice more in 1996, deploring Iraq's clear violations of its obligations. The Security Council renewed its demand three more times in 1997, citing flagrant violations; and three more times in 1998, calling Iraq's behavior totally unacceptable. And in 1999, the demand was renewed yet again. 

As we meet today, it's been almost four years since the last U.N. inspectors set foot in Iraq, four years for the Iraqi regime to plan, and to build, and to test behind the cloak of secrecy. 

We know that Saddam Hussein pursued weapons of mass murder even when inspectors were in his country. Are we to assume that he stopped when they left? The history, the logic, and the facts lead to one conclusion: Saddam Hussein's regime is a grave and gathering danger. To suggest otherwise is to hope against the evidence. To assume this regime's good faith is to bet the lives of millions and the peace of the world in a reckless gamble. And this is a risk we must not take. 

Delegates to the General Assembly, we have been more than patient. We've tried sanctions. We've tried the carrot of oil for food, and the stick of coalition military strikes. But Saddam Hussein has defied all these efforts and continues to develop weapons of mass destruction. The first time we may be completely certain he has a -- nuclear weapons is when, God forbids, he uses one. We owe it to all our citizens to do everything in our power to prevent that day from coming. 

The conduct of the Iraqi regime is a threat to the authority of the United Nations, and a threat to peace. Iraq has answered a decade of U.N. demands with a decade of defiance. All the world now faces a test, and the United Nations a difficult and defining moment. Are Security Council resolutions to be honored and enforced, or cast aside without consequence? Will the United Nations serve the purpose of its founding, or will it be irrelevant? 

The United States helped found the United Nations. We want the United Nations to be effective, and respectful, and successful. We want the resolutions of the world's most important multilateral body to be enforced. And right now those resolutions are being unilaterally subverted by the Iraqi regime. Our partnership of nations can meet the test before us, by making clear what we now expect of the Iraqi regime. 

If the Iraqi regime wishes peace, it will immediately and unconditionally forswear, disclose, and remove or destroy all weapons of mass destruction, long-range missiles, and all related material. 

If the Iraqi regime wishes peace, it will immediately end all support for terrorism and act to suppress it, as all states are required to do by U.N. Security Council resolutions. 

If the Iraqi regime wishes peace, it will cease persecution of its civilian population, including Shi'a, Sunnis, Kurds, Turkomans, and others, again as required by Security Council resolutions. 

If the Iraqi regime wishes peace, it will release or account for all Gulf War personnel whose fate is still unknown. It will return the remains of any who are deceased, return stolen property, accept liability for losses resulting from the invasion of Kuwait, and fully cooperate with international efforts to resolve these issues, as required by Security Council resolutions. 

If the Iraqi regime wishes peace, it will immediately end all illicit trade outside the oil-for-food program. It will accept U.N. administration of funds from that program, to ensure that the money is used fairly and promptly for the benefit of the Iraqi people. 

If all these steps are taken, it will signal a new openness and accountability in Iraq. And it could open the prospect of the United Nations helping to build a government that represents all Iraqis -- a government based on respect for human rights, economic liberty, and internationally supervised elections. 

The United States has no quarrel with the Iraqi people; they've suffered too long in silent captivity. Liberty for the Iraqi people is a great moral cause, and a great strategic goal. The people of Iraq deserve it; the security of all nations requires it. Free societies do not intimidate through cruelty and conquest, and open societies do not threaten the world with mass murder. The United States supports political and economic liberty in a unified Iraq. 

We can harbor no illusions -- and that's important today to remember. Saddam Hussein attacked Iran in 1980 and Kuwait in 1990. He's fired ballistic missiles at Iran and Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, and Israel. His regime once ordered the killing of every person between the ages of 15 and 70 in certain Kurdish villages in northern Iraq. He has gassed many Iranians, and 40 Iraqi villages. 

My nation will work with the U.N. Security Council to meet our common challenge. If Iraq's regime defies us again, the world must move deliberately, decisively to hold Iraq to account. We will work with the U.N. Security Council for the necessary resolutions. But the purposes of the United States should not be doubted. The Security Council resolutions will be enforced -- the just demands of peace and security will be met -- or action will be unavoidable. And a regime that has lost its legitimacy will also lose its power. 

Events can turn in one of two ways: If we fail to act in the face of danger, the people of Iraq will continue to live in brutal submission. The regime will have new power to bully and dominate and conquer its neighbors, condemning the Middle East to more years of bloodshed and fear. The regime will remain unstable -- the region will remain unstable, with little hope of freedom, and isolated from the progress of our times. With every step the Iraqi regime takes toward gaining and deploying the most terrible weapons, our own options to confront that regime will narrow. And if an emboldened regime were to supply these weapons to terrorist allies, then the attacks of September the 11th would be a prelude to far greater horrors. 

If we meet our responsibilities, if we overcome this danger, we can arrive at a very different future. The people of Iraq can shake off their captivity. They can one day join a democratic Afghanistan and a democratic Palestine, inspiring reforms throughout the Muslim world. These nations can show by their example that honest government, and respect for women, and the great Islamic tradition of learning can triumph in the Middle East and beyond. And we will show that the promise of the United Nations can be fulfilled in our time. 

Neither of these outcomes is certain. Both have been set before us. We must choose between a world of fear and a world of progress. We cannot stand by and do nothing while dangers gather. We must stand up for our security, and for the permanent rights and the hopes of mankind. By heritage and by choice, the United States of America will make that stand. And, delegates to the United Nations, you have the power to make that stand, as well. 

Thank you very much. (Applause.) 

END 11:04 A.M. EDT 

Appendix D

President Says Saddam Hussein Must Leave Iraq Within 48 Hours
 
Remarks by the President in Address to the Nation
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March 17, 2003

8:01 P.M. EST 

THE PRESIDENT: My fellow citizens, events in Iraq have now reached the final days of decision. For more than a decade, the United States and other nations have pursued patient and honorable efforts to disarm the Iraqi regime without war. That regime pledged to reveal and destroy all its weapons of mass destruction as a condition for ending the Persian Gulf War in 1991. 

Since then, the world has engaged in 12 years of diplomacy. We have passed more than a dozen resolutions in the United Nations Security Council. We have sent hundreds of weapons inspectors to oversee the disarmament of Iraq. Our good faith has not been returned. 

The Iraqi regime has used diplomacy as a ploy to gain time and advantage. It has uniformly defied Security Council resolutions demanding full disarmament. Over the years, U.N. weapon inspectors have been threatened by Iraqi officials, electronically bugged, and systematically deceived. Peaceful efforts to disarm the Iraqi regime have failed again and again -- because we are not dealing with peaceful men. 

Intelligence gathered by this and other governments leaves no doubt that the Iraq regime continues to possess and conceal some of the most lethal weapons ever devised. This regime has already used weapons of mass destruction against Iraq's neighbors and against Iraq's people. 

The regime has a history of reckless aggression in the Middle East. It has a deep hatred of America and our friends. And it has aided, trained and harbored terrorists, including operatives of al Qaeda. 

The danger is clear: using chemical, biological or, one day, nuclear weapons, obtained with the help of Iraq, the terrorists could fulfill their stated ambitions and kill thousands or hundreds of thousands of innocent people in our country, or any other. 

The United States and other nations did nothing to deserve or invite this threat. But we will do everything to defeat it. Instead of drifting along toward tragedy, we will set a course toward safety. Before the day of horror can come, before it is too late to act, this danger will be removed. 

The United States of America has the sovereign authority to use force in assuring its own national security. That duty falls to me, as Commander-in-Chief, by the oath I have sworn, by the oath I will keep. 

Recognizing the threat to our country, the United States Congress voted overwhelmingly last year to support the use of force against Iraq. America tried to work with the United Nations to address this threat because we wanted to resolve the issue peacefully. We believe in the mission of the United Nations. One reason the U.N. was founded after the second world war was to confront aggressive dictators, actively and early, before they can attack the innocent and destroy the peace. 

In the case of Iraq, the Security Council did act, in the early 1990s. Under Resolutions 678 and 687 -- both still in effect -- the United States and our allies are authorized to use force in ridding Iraq of weapons of mass destruction. This is not a question of authority, it is a question of will. 

Last September, I went to the U.N. General Assembly and urged the nations of the world to unite and bring an end to this danger. On November 8th, the Security Council unanimously passed Resolution 1441, finding Iraq in material breach of its obligations, and vowing serious consequences if Iraq did not fully and immediately disarm. 

Today, no nation can possibly claim that Iraq has disarmed. And it will not disarm so long as Saddam Hussein holds power. For the last four-and-a-half months, the United States and our allies have worked within the Security Council to enforce that Council's long-standing demands. Yet, some permanent members of the Security Council have publicly announced they will veto any resolution that compels the disarmament of Iraq. These governments share our assessment of the danger, but not our resolve to meet it. Many nations, however, do have the resolve and fortitude to act against this threat to peace, and a broad coalition is now gathering to enforce the just demands of the world. The United Nations Security Council has not lived up to its responsibilities, so we will rise to ours. 

In recent days, some governments in the Middle East have been doing their part. They have delivered public and private messages urging the dictator to leave Iraq, so that disarmament can proceed peacefully. He has thus far refused. All the decades of deceit and cruelty have now reached an end. Saddam Hussein and his sons must leave Iraq within 48 hours. Their refusal to do so will result in military conflict, commenced at a time of our choosing. For their own safety, all foreign nationals -- including journalists and inspectors -- should leave Iraq immediately. 

Many Iraqis can hear me tonight in a translated radio broadcast, and I have a message for them. If we must begin a military campaign, it will be directed against the lawless men who rule your country and not against you. As our coalition takes away their power, we will deliver the food and medicine you need. We will tear down the apparatus of terror and we will help you to build a new Iraq that is prosperous and free. In a free Iraq, there will be no more wars of aggression against your neighbors, no more poison factories, no more executions of dissidents, no more torture chambers and rape rooms. The tyrant will soon be gone. The day of your liberation is near. 

It is too late for Saddam Hussein to remain in power. It is not too late for the Iraqi military to act with honor and protect your country by permitting the peaceful entry of coalition forces to eliminate weapons of mass destruction. Our forces will give Iraqi military units clear instructions on actions they can take to avoid being attacked and destroyed. I urge every member of the Iraqi military and intelligence services, if war comes, do not fight for a dying regime that is not worth your own life. 

And all Iraqi military and civilian personnel should listen carefully to this warning. In any conflict, your fate will depend on your action. Do not destroy oil wells, a source of wealth that belongs to the Iraqi people. Do not obey any command to use weapons of mass destruction against anyone, including the Iraqi people. War crimes will be prosecuted. War criminals will be punished. And it will be no defense to say, "I was just following orders." 

Should Saddam Hussein choose confrontation, the American people can know that every measure has been taken to avoid war, and every measure will be taken to win it. Americans understand the costs of conflict because we have paid them in the past. War has no certainty, except the certainty of sacrifice. 

Yet, the only way to reduce the harm and duration of war is to apply the full force and might of our military, and we are prepared to do so. If Saddam Hussein attempts to cling to power, he will remain a deadly foe until the end. In desperation, he and terrorists groups might try to conduct terrorist operations against the American people and our friends. These attacks are not inevitable. They are, however, possible. And this very fact underscores the reason we cannot live under the threat of blackmail. The terrorist threat to America and the world will be diminished the moment that Saddam Hussein is disarmed. 

Our government is on heightened watch against these dangers. Just as we are preparing to ensure victory in Iraq, we are taking further actions to protect our homeland. In recent days, American authorities have expelled from the country certain individuals with ties to Iraqi intelligence services. Among other measures, I have directed additional security of our airports, and increased Coast Guard patrols of major seaports. The Department of Homeland Security is working closely with the nation's governors to increase armed security at critical facilities across America. 

Should enemies strike our country, they would be attempting to shift our attention with panic and weaken our morale with fear. In this, they would fail. No act of theirs can alter the course or shake the resolve of this country. We are a peaceful people -- yet we're not a fragile people, and we will not be intimidated by thugs and killers. If our enemies dare to strike us, they and all who have aided them, will face fearful consequences. 

We are now acting because the risks of inaction would be far greater. In one year, or five years, the power of Iraq to inflict harm on all free nations would be multiplied many times over. With these capabilities, Saddam Hussein and his terrorist allies could choose the moment of deadly conflict when they are strongest. We choose to meet that threat now, where it arises, before it can appear suddenly in our skies and cities. 

The cause of peace requires all free nations to recognize new and undeniable realities. In the 20th century, some chose to appease murderous dictators, whose threats were allowed to grow into genocide and global war. In this century, when evil men plot chemical, biological and nuclear terror, a policy of appeasement could bring destruction of a kind never before seen on this earth. 

Terrorists and terror states do not reveal these threats with fair notice, in formal declarations -- and responding to such enemies only after they have struck first is not self-defense, it is suicide. The security of the world requires disarming Saddam Hussein now. 

As we enforce the just demands of the world, we will also honor the deepest commitments of our country. Unlike Saddam Hussein, we believe the Iraqi people are deserving and capable of human liberty. And when the dictator has departed, they can set an example to all the Middle East of a vital and peaceful and self-governing nation. 

The United States, with other countries, will work to advance liberty and peace in that region. Our goal will not be achieved overnight, but it can come over time. The power and appeal of human liberty is felt in every life and every land. And the greatest power of freedom is to overcome hatred and violence, and turn the creative gifts of men and women to the pursuits of peace. 

That is the future we choose. Free nations have a duty to defend our people by uniting against the violent. And tonight, as we have done before, America and our allies accept that responsibility. 

Good night, and may God continue to bless America. 

END 8:15 P.M. EST 

� To avoid excessive wordiness and to make the paper easier to read, I will abbreviate the first and middle names of George Herbert Walker Bush and George Walker Bush throughout the rest of the paper.  However, I do not mean, in any way, to demean or disrespect them or the office they held. 


� For simplicity and readability, I will henceforth abbreviate the United Nations as U.N., regardless of whether it is serving as a noun or an adjective.  I will only write out United Nations in full when it serves in a titular function.


� When no page number occurs in the citation, the article comes from an electronic source, such as Lexis-Nexis, that did not include page numbers.  Original publication information is listed in all possible instances.


� Resolution 687 obtained the nickname the “Mother of all Resolutions” because Saddam Hussein called the 1991 Gulf War the “Mother of all Battles.”


� Bush named Iran and North Korea as the other two partners in the “axis of evil.”  He stated, “Our second goal is to prevent regimes that sponsor terror from threatening America or our friends and allies with weapons of mass destruction.  Some of these regimes have been pretty quiet since September the 11th.  But we know their true nature....States like these [North Korea, Iran, and Iraq], and their terrorist allies, constitute an axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of the world.  By seeking weapons of mass destruction, these regimes pose a grave and growing danger.”     


� Although G.W. Bush’s State of the Union address on Jan 29, 2002 also played an important role in shaping opinion before the second Gulf War, I chose not to include it in this paper because there is no parallel speech by G.H.W. Bush.  By the time G.H.W. Bush gave his state of the Union address in 1991, the first Gulf War had already commenced.


� In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle wrote of the importance of the situation in making an ethical decision as well.  He stated, “Virtue, then, is a state involving rational choice, consisting in a mean relative to us determined by reason – the reason, that is, by a reference to which the practically wise person would determine it is” (31).  Just as there is no absolute formula for making rhetorical decision, so ethical decisions involve a rational choice and reason; they too are not absolute.


� This phrase calls to mind statements by other great statesmen who have encouraged people to fight for freedom, no matter the cost, in the face of tremendous opposition.  For example, Winston Churchill expressed this sentiment before the House of Commons on May 13, 1940:  “I have nothing to offer but blood, toil, tears and sweat.”  Similarly, John F. Kennedy spoke of America’s courage to stand strong against Communism in his first inaugural address: “Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to assure the survival and the success of liberty.”


� This seems to reveal that in presidential rhetoric, one speech helps define and influences the word choice in future addresses.  Speeches do not occur in isolation, but rather they influence one another.  Furthermore, they assist the president in building a consistent policy and framework for action.


� This calls to mind the words of Abraham Lincoln, who also promised to uphold the Constitution and to fulfill his presidential oath, in his first Inaugural Address.  Like Bush, Abraham faced extreme opposition, and he desired to unite his country behind a common cause: “I take the official oath to-day with no mental reservations, and with no purpose to construe the Constitution or laws by any hypercritical rules....I therefore consider that, in view of the Constitution and the laws, the Union is unbroken; and to the extent of my ability I shall take care, as the Constitution itself expressly enjoins upon me, that the laws of the Union be faithfully executed in all the States” (474-475).


� This is similar to Woodrow Wilson’s statement in his War Message on April 2, 1917: “We have no quarrel with the German people” (695).  Woodrow Wilson viewed America’s involvement in World War I as a humanitarian engagement that would make the world “safe for democracy” and would end the rule of European monarchs.  In a similar fashion, G.H.W. Bush viewed himself as leading the world into a new world order where governments would be safer, and tyrants, such as Saddam, would be stopped.


� John F. Kennedy used the same expression in his first inaugural address: “Now the trumpet summons us again...[as] a call to bear the burden of a long twilight struggle...against the common enemies of man: tyranny, poverty, disease and war itself” (769).  G.H.W. Bush probably chose the same wording to remind his audience of the continuity between the present struggle and the past conflicts.


� Some of G.W. Bush’s Biblical phrases come from the King James Version of the Bible – the older English translation – while other expressions appear in the newer English translations, such as the New International Version of the Bible.  Thus, this paper includes citations from the KJV and the NIV translations.


� Some other passages of scripture that speak of guilt and the shedding of innocent blood include the following: 


Deuteronomy 21:9, “So you will purge from yourselves the guilt of shedding innocent blood, since you have done what is right in the eyes of the LORD” (Holy Bible NIV 176).  1 Kings 2:31, “Then the king commanded Benaiah, “Do as he says.  Strike him down and bury him, and so clear me and my father's house of the guilt of the innocent blood that Joab shed” (295).  Proverbs 17:15, “Acquitting the guilty and condemning the innocent- the LORD detests them both” (576).


� References to “evildoers” also occur in Psalm  94:16 and Psalm 119:115.


� The use of the Biblical word “convert” again shows that Bush could invoke Biblical language when he wished without provoking controversy.  He seemed able to do this because he used Biblical language in moderation and because he was not perceived as excessively religious.  


� The Peace of Westphalia in 1648 redefined relationships among the rulers of Europe and their citizens.  After Westphalia, the church no longer had authority over the state.  Instead, the state was sovereign: “[O]nly the state would effectively command political loyalty in Europe” (Philpott 75).  This sovereignty led to the principle that states ought not to intervene in the internal affairs of another state (95).  The Peace of Westphalia also asserted that states ought to meet their treaty obligations, and it defined the criteria for what constituted a state.  It established “procedures, channels, and standard expectations for becoming a state” (93).  These principles have endured and still influence politics today.


� http://bushlibrary.tamu.edu/papers/1990/90100100.html


� http://bushlibrary.tamu.edu/papers/1991/91010800.html


� http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/09/20020912-1.html


http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/03/print/20030317-7.html





