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Abstract
The study aims at analyzing the rhetorical/persuasive strategies employed by King Abdullah II in his speech
before the members of the US Congress on March 7, 2007. This speech retrieved from the Jordanian Royal
Court website and analyzed through a process of deconstruction to identify the rhetorical discursive features
and frequency of occurrence of each feature. The main question of the study is: What are the rhetorical
strategies that King Abdullah II employed in this speech before the US Congress? The study applies the
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) in analyzing the speech. The critical deconstruction of the speech shows
that the King employed a variety of rhetorical strategies like, the strategy of arousing the national identify of
his audience, the inclusive strategy, the argument strategy, the questioning strategy, the strategy of giving
promises and commitments, the testimony strategy, the strategy of citing historical speeches, the fear strategy,
the strategy of religious citation, the emotion strategy, the strategy of using metaphor, the repetition strategy
and the Lexical strategy. However, other rhetorical strategies were not employed by the King in his speech
like, the swearing strategy, the strategy of using proverbs, the strategy of using historical examples and events,
the strategy of positive self – presentation, the strategy of negative self- presentation of the other, the inversion
strategy, the strategy of logical fallacies, and the strategy of summarization.
Keywords: Rhetorical strategies, Critical discourse analysis, King Abdullah’s speech, Discursive features.
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1. Introduction
Leaders and politicians may achieve their political goals through different ways. Usually, it is believed that
using power is the most effective way to achieve these goals. In fact, there is another way that is more tactful
and powerful, i.e. using persuasive and rhetorical strategies to persuade people to act in a particular way and
to do what they intend. Sometimes the speech can function as a powerful and effective weapon especially
when the leaders and politicians have the knowledge of these rhetorical and persuasive strategies in general
and how they apply the right techniques in certain speeches rather than in others in particular.
Therefore, leaders and politicians have always been concerned about how to use the language in their
communication with their societies in an effective way. However, the properties of the language that is used
by them is different from the ones used by others since their objectives are different. In another words, when
the leaders and politicians interact with the targeted communities, they can use different ways to convince
people of what they want by using certain characteristics of the language. Hence, in either democratic or
totalitarian regimes, leaders and politicians should have the skills to communicate in order to inform, persuade,
advertise, and to implement their policies, rules, legislations, and regulations.
In fact, the speeches addressed by the political leaders are central to political discourse and are, therefore, of
significant importance to linguists. Therefore, political discourse, whether written or spoken, is primarily
focused on persuading people to take specified political actions or to make crucial political decisions
(Edelman, 1977 and Gadalla, 2012).
Having this in mind, this study aims at analyzing the rhetorical strategies employed by King Abdullah II
(henceforth the King) in his speech before members of the US Congress on March 7, 2007 at Washington,
DC, US (henceforth the speech). The study intends to answer the following question: What are the major
rhetorical strategies employed by the King in this speech? The study applies the Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA) approach in the analysis of the speech.
The importance of this study emerges from the fact that it is a rare occasion for leaders from the Arab and
Islamic word to address a joint meeting of the US Congress. Therefore, the King’s speech is considered a
historical one. Moreover, the study’s importance is also related to its originality since this study is - to the best
knowledge of the author - the first to systematically analyze the rhetorical strategies employed in this historical
speech. As such, it is hoped that this study contributes significantly to studies in the field of linguistics.
The study comes into four parts. The first part presents a theoretical background on discourse analysis in
general and on the CDA in particular. In the second part, a condensed review of related literature is introduced.
The third one deals with the rhetorical strategies employed in this speech and the last part summarizes the
main findings and the conclusion of the study.
2. Theoretical Background
In discourse analysis, linguists do not mainly focus on language as an abstract system. Instead, they tend to be
interested in what happens when people draw on knowledge they have about language (Jaradat, 2022).
Discourse analysis tries to understand the hidden motivation behind the text through examining the use of
language functions along with its forms both orally or in writing. Therefore, discourse analysis is seen as a
way of approaching a problem or situations through deconstructing the text (van Dijk, 2006; Bayran, 2010;
Gadalla, 2012 and Ngozi, 2016).
Discourse analysis is particularly used to analyze political texts, trying to understand the power relations: why
did a politician use this particular word in this context rather than that? In other words, discourses are more
than linguistic, they are social ideological practices which can govern the ways in which people think, speak,
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interact, write, and behave (van Dijk, 2006; Rezaei & Nourali, 2016; Ngozi, 2016; Yaser et al, 2020 and
Jaradat, 2022).
Therefore, language is viewed a significant ideological tool through which the manipulative intents of
politicians become apparent. Given its significant contributions to linguistic research, discourse analysis, as
reflected in the study of real samples of speech and writing, is today the business of linguistics (Hymes, 1972;
Fowler et al, 1979; Silverman, 2000; Blommaert, 2005; van Dijk, 2006 and Baxter, 2008).
As a branch of discourse analysis, the CDA is an interdisciplinary approach to the study of discourse that
views language as a form of social practice focusing on the ways social and political domination are
reproduced in the text and talk. As a pioneer in the CDA approach, van Dijk (2001:352) sees this approach as
“a type of discourse analytical research that primarily studies the way social power abuse dominance and
inequality are enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in the social and political context”. The main
tenets of the CDA, as reported by Fairchlough and Wodak (1997) include the addressing of: social problems,
power relations, society and culture, ideological work, historical discourse, the link between text and society,
and the form of social actions.
In regard to political discourse in particular, Zheng (2000) gives several features of political discourse,
important of which are: 1. it is comprised predominantly of slogans and propaganda, rather than statements of
truth or facts. It contains many acceptable and unacceptable lies and empty promises, 2. it merely tries to
persuade rather than summon and guide the public, 3. it utilizes and develops classical rhetoric techniques
with modern information technology such as sound, graphics, and texts to maximize its persuasive function.
(Obeng 2002) argued that political actors tend to employ various discourse strategies such as rhetoric,
circumlocution, euphemism, evasion, intertextuality, political pronouns, analogies, metaphors, similes,
personifications, paradoxes and parallelism.
The term “rhetoric” refers, as argued by Billing (2003), to both: the persuasive character of discourse and the
long- established tradition of studying oratory. Political speeches, for example, are instances of rhetoric in the
first sense because they are communications designed to persuade. Political rhetoric, according to Cos (2008)
is an art of articulating and promoting one’s political interests through influence in the public sphere by
symbolic manipulation of signs and symbols, including language, images, and the staging of events (cited in
Gadalla, 2012:75).
It is obvious that the analysis of political discourse can significantly contribute to linguistic studies. Therefore,
this study analyzes the discourse of the King’s political speech. This study also identifies the strategies of
persuasion that were used by the King to convince the American and the whole world of the issues talked by
the speech.
3. Review of the Related Literature
Rhetoric strategies and techniques are old ones. In fact, since ancient Greece, the study of rhetoric and/or
persuasion strategies have captured the attention of scholars and philosophers. Aristotle viewed rhetoric as the
faculty of discerning all the available means of persuasion, while Plato believed that rhetoric is the act of
power to make the good appear evil and evil appear good (Cronkhite, 1969). In the Athenian society, the art
of persuasion was called rhetoric and it was seen as a necessary skill for people in general and politicians in
particular. They consider that success was based on the ability to persuade other people in the courts, in
political settings, and in social settings (Benjamine, 1997).
Consequently, modern studies regarding rhetoric and/or persuasion have built on this tradition. For example,
Burgoon and Miller (1973) argued that persuasion involves conscious intent on the part of one party (the
persuader) to influence another party (the persuadee). This view is shared by Ilardo (1981) who defined
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persuasion as: “A communicative process of altering beliefs, altitudes, intentions, or behaviors of others by
conscious or unconscious use of both verbal and nonverbal messages” (cited in Omraan, 2009:7-9).
In investigating the means of persuasion, Al-khatib (1994) argued that persuasion can be attained by three
means. First, speakers can appeal to their audience by trustworthiness, i.e. by convincing them that they are
reliable and trustworthy. Secondly, speakers can convince their audience by appealing to their emotions and
the third mean of persuasion is the ability of speakers to convince their audience by argument.
In another study of persuasion strategies used among Jordanians, Jaradat (1999) grouped these strategies into
four strategies, namely, simple, emotional, popular, and conservative ones. Among these strategies, the
researcher identified several strategies for persuasion. Such as, religious citation, historical quotation,
historical events, repetition, swearing, using common proverbs, wisdoms, explanation, experiences, and
argumentation through justification and comparison.
van Dijk (2005) studied the rhetorical and semantic properties of speeches addressed by the Spanish Prime
Minister, ‘Aznar’; he found that Aznar used the rhetoric and semantic strategies of positive self- presentation
of “Us” against negative other- presentation of “Them” to legitimize his collaboration with the United States
against Iraq.
In analyzing the basic persuasive strategies employed in twelve speeches of Osama Bin Laden and George W.
Bush, Omraan (2009) used Fairclough’s model that comprises three stages: The stage of description, the stage
of interpretation, and the stage of explanation. The author concluded that both Bin Laden and Bush tend to
elaborate similar universal persuasive strategies with little differences to be in the harmony with their
ideological backgrounds. Regarding the discourse level, Omraan (2009) emphasized the following persuasive
strategies: trustworthiness, argument, emotional appeal, questioning, repetition, narrative of past events, and
citing famous political people.
In the only study found by the author related directly to the speeches of King Abdullah II, the PhD students
Al-khalidy and Ramamoorty (2011) analyzed the lexical cohesion in selected speeches of the King, in which
the speech of the King in the US Congress was not included. In their short paper, which seems to be like a
research note paper they took one extract from 9 speeches delivered by the king during the period from 20022009, and they found that the king tended not to focus on, “alliteration, use of metaphors and imagery for his
countrymen, not arouse or exploit emotions. The mechanics of display and exhibitionism are not exploited
whereas dignity is cultivated and maintained.”
Gadalla (2012) analyzed the rhetorical strategies employed in Barack Obama’s Cairo speech on June 4, 2009.
The researcher has applied Zheng’s (2000) framework to carry out his analysis and concluded that Obama is
a very competent political rhetorician. Obama used a wide range of strategies and techniques in his speech to
achieve his political objectives. He also employed the three major rhetorical strategies that Zheng tackled:
targeting, enforcement, and avoidance. These strategies include several techniques or sub-strategies, such as:
inclusive technique, giving promises, testimony technique, citing historical speeches, inversion technique, fear
technique, logical fallacies, religious citation, emotional technique, summarization, never mentioning negative
sides of self, exaggerating negative sides of others, special categories of words, contrasting expression, and
“name-calling”.
In a comparative study regarding language and power, Rezaei & Nourali (2016) compared between Iran
President Mr. Rouhani and U. S. President Mr. Obama. The researchers focused on the speechmaking skills,
and the use of persuasive techniques such as: simile and metaphor, mixed metaphor or simile, extended
metaphor, allusion, repetition, parallelism, puzzled or redundant questions, alliteration and wordplay. The
study indicated that each president is a strong personality in his own right, both leaders have manifested this
ability and managed to persuade their audience about the correctness of their political steps.
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Yaser et al (2020) investigated the ways in which two major U.S. political arena social actors, Barack Obama
and Mitt Romney, presented themselves to capture the audience’s attention in the 2012 election campaign
speeches. The authors applied the CDA to analyze the common strategies in their speeches. The study revealed
that Obama mostly focused on implementing the myth of the American Dream, whereas Romney mostly used
the strategy of others’ negative representation. One interesting finding about the study was the abundant use
of rhetorical devices such as metaphor, which politicians apply to convey their messages. Metaphors have the
capacity to inject ideas in an efficient manner. It seems that these politicians used direct and indirect strategies
to influence voters through the use of metaphors.
Jaradat (2022) investigated the strategies of persuasion employed by Bell Clinton and Barack Obama in their
presidential nomination speeches before the Democratic National Conventions in 1992 and 2008 respectively.
In the study, Jaradat employs the CDA approach in analyzing the two speeches. The analysis shows that both
Clinton and Obama employed a variety of persuasive strategies such as, the inclusive strategy, the strategy of
giving promises and commitments, the contrasting strategy, the strategy of exaggerating the negative side of
the “other” and the repetition strategy. Moreover, the analysis shows that other persuasive strategies which
are sometimes used by some politicians were not employed by neither Clinton nor Obama in their speeches,
such as the strategy of arousing the national identity of their audience, the questioning strategy, the metaphors
strategy, the swearing strategy, the strategy of using proverbs, and the strategy of summarization. The
researcher claimed that the persuasive strategies used by Clinton and Obama in their speeches contributed to
the winning of the presidential elections in 1992 and 2008.
The literature reviewed in this study regarding the rhetorical (persuasive) strategies employed by speakers and
writers in their discourses shows that these strategies are different and vary. This literature reveals the
following 27 strategies: emotion, trustworthiness, argument, religious citation, historical speeches, swearing,
proverb, wisdom, explanation, experiences, historical events, repetition, positive self-presentation, negative
other-presentation, questioning, inclusion, giving promises, testimony, inversion, fear, logical fallacies,
summarization, lexical, using metaphors, arousing national or religious identity, and name-calling. Definitely,
there are no clear-cut boundaries between these strategies and, therefore, they sometimes overlap. Moreover,
these strategies are not mutually exclusive, the use of one strategy does not necessarily prohibit the use of the
other(s).
4. Discussion and Findings of the Study
The text version of the King’s speech was retrieved from the Jordanian Royal Court Website:
(http://kingabdullah.jo/index.php/enus/speeches/view/id/23.html).The speech consists of 2511 words and
delivered in English which is not the native language of the King. The analysis of the rhetorical strategies
which were employed by the King in this speech are analyzed through a process of deconstruction of the
speech to identify the rhetorical discursive features employed and the frequency of occurrence of each feature.
Then, a discussion of how these features contribute to the rhetoric of the speech is briefly presented.
4.1. The Context of the King’s Speech
In fact, the speaker’s choice of one rhetorical strategies rather than the other(s) depends on the overall context
in which the speech is delivered and on the background of the speaker as well as on the background of the
audience themselves. The king delivered his speech in 2007 at the end of the second term of the presidency
of George W. Bush. Normally, when American presidents are at the end of their second term (i.e. the last term
according to the American Constitution), they tend to be more independent in their decisions because they are
no longer under the pressure of being re-elected.
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Having this in mind, the king believed that the American administration at the time of his speech which came
at the end of the second term of George W. Bush must take the necessary actions to move the peace process
in the Middle East forward to end the stand-still situation of the status quo in the Middle East. In the last
seven years (2000-2007) of Bush’s presidency, the peace process in the Middle East had received very little
attention from the American administration. This is perhaps why the historical context of the king’s speech
was rather significant and suitable for the King to be affirmative in his message to the US Congress and to the
American administration to take immediate actions before it is too late.
In regard to the backgrounds of the speaker and his/her audience, the King relied on the peace legacy of his
father the late King Hussein and on his background as a moderate leader seeking peace for all: Arabs and
Israelis alike. Therefore, the King spoke to his audience based on his background as a friend to America like
was his father the late king Hussein. As for the background of his audience, where the vast majority of whom
are pro- Israel. The king (as will be shown later) attempted in this speech not to displease his audience by not
using the “often used rhetorical strategy” of exaggerating negative sides of others (i.e. Israel). Instead, the
King employed strategies that are based on the respect of his audience and on the moral responsibility they
have, in addition to other strategies based on logical and common sense argumentation.
4.2. The Rhetorical Strategies in the king’s Speech
Speakers and writers might employ as many rhetorical strategies as possible, or might limit their strategies to
only some of these. In fact, as mentioned earlier, the nature of the strategies employed by the speaker depends
on his / her background (as the persuader) as well as on the background of his / her audiences (as the
persuadees). Moreover, the choice of the strategies by the speakers depends on the social, political, economic,
cultural, and historical context in which the speech is delivered. Therefore, and based on the historical context
of the king’s speech and the king’s own background and that is of his audience, the critical deconstruction of
the speech showed the following rhetorical strategies:
4.2.1. Arousing National Identity Strategy
Language has been always viewed as central to national identity. It seems that in order to win the support of
the US members of the Congress, the King delivered this speech in English, the native language of his
audience. By using the native language of his audience, the king succeeded to sway them in favor of support
to his ideas. In a similar occasion, when president Barack Obama delivered his speech at Cairo University,
Egypt, on June 4,2009 using the Muslim greeting ‘assalaamu alaykum’ in Arabic (the native language of his
audience). This had a tremendous impact on his audience as was seen from the strong applause upon hearing
it. Furthermore, in using the native language of his audience, the King was able to convey his ideas in a fully
understandable way without taking the risk of losing part of the richness of the meaning of his speech through
the process of translation. The king also aroused the national identity of his audience by drawing upon symbols
of their national identity (this strategy was referred to in Jaradat (2022), Zheng (2000), and Omraan (2009).
This is evident in the following extracts of his speech.
1. “It is an honor to stand, as my father did, before this historic institution.”
2. “It is a special privilege to be here in the year that American Congress welcomes its first woman
Speaker, and its first Muslim- American member of Congress. These milestones send a message
around the world about the America I know so well, a place where individuality is nurtured, a place
where hard work is rewarded, a place where achievement is celebrated.”
3. “The America I know so well believes that opportunity and justice belong to all”.
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4. “And I believe that America, with its enduring values, its moral responsibility, and yes, its
unprecedented power, must play the central role.”
5. “Your responsibility today is paramount.”
6. “Because it is here in the people’s House, that the voices and values of America have made hope real
for so many people.”
7. “We look to you to play a historic role.”
It is obvious that these parts of the king’s speech intended to arouse the feeling of national identity of his
audience by focusing on the greatness of the UA and the US Congress in particular, where history has often
been made in this remarkable institution. The King also praised the enduring and noble values that America
stands for as well as American’s unprecedented power Therefore, America’s moral responsibility should
always be consistent with its values and power.
By using this strategy “arousing the national identify of his audience” the King hoped to win the support of
the US Congress for his ideas and stands.
4.2.2. The Inclusive strategy
Zheng (2000) argued that the inclusive technique is employed by politicians to convince their audience that
both ‘themselves and their ideas’ are “of the people”. This technique or strategy is often employed by the
speakers to associate themselves with their audiences to win their support for their ideas and concerns. In his
speech, the King employed this strategy repeatedly in various occasions, as shown in the following extracts.
1. “I must speak about a cause that is urgent for your people and for mine.”
2. “We are all at risk.”
3. “It is our greatest and most urgent duty.”
4. “The choice is ours.”
5. “Have we all lost the will to live together in peace.”
6. “But we cannot lose sight of a profound reality.”
7. “How do we get there?”
8. “We, all of us must take the risk for peace.”
9. “Let us say together, let us solve this.”
10. “Yes, we will achieve this.”
11. “This is our challenge as well.”
12. “We must not leave it to another generator to meet this challenge.”
13. “Are we going to let these thousands of lives be taken in vain.”
14. “Above all we must make our process serve our purpose.”
15. “We must achieve an agreed solution to the conflict.”
16. “There is no one who is not affected by the division and hatred that is present in our world."
17. “We can wait no longer.”
18. “We must work together.”
19. “We must speak; we cannot be silent.”
The above extracts from the speech of the King clearly show that the king employed the inclusive technique
repeatedly to win the support of his audience and to convince them that the people whom he represents and
the Americans share common principles and interests.
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4.2.3. The Argument Strategy
The argument strategy is often used by speakers to influence the minds (compared to their emotions) of their
audience in order to help them change their beliefs, attitudes, intention on behavior. In this regard, Al-Khatib
(1994) argued that argument is a reasoning process through which persuaders attempt to help their audience
reach a particular conclusion. The argument strategy is based on the ability of the speakers to convince their
audience using the techniques of justification and/or comparison and contrast.
The King employed the technique of justification in the following extracts of his speech, when he talked about
the necessity of peace in the Middle East.
1. “There are those who say, “It is not our business”. But this Congress knows: there are no bystanders
in the 21st Century, there are no curious onlookers, there is no one who is not affected by the division
and hatred that is present in our world.”
2. “Some will say: ‘This is not the core issue in the Middle East‘ I come here today as your friend to tell
you that this is the core issue. And this core issue is not only producing severe consequence, for our
region, it is producing severe consequences for our world. The security of all nations and the
stability of our global economy are directly affected by the Middle East conflict.”
3. “Some may say, ‘peace is difficult, we can live with the status quo‘ . But, my friends, violent killings
are taking place as part of this status quo.
Under the umbrella of this strategy, the technique of comparison and contrast was used by the King as it is
reflected in the following extracts.
1. “I must speak about peace in the Middle East. I must speak about peace replacing the division,
war, and conflict that have brought such disaster for the region and for the world”.
2. “Palestinians and Israelis are not the only victims of this status quo”. People around the world
have been the victims of terrorists and extremists, who use the grievances of this conflict to
legitimize and encourage acts of violence. Americans and Jordanians and others have suffered
and survived terrorist attacks”.
3. “The choice is ours: an open world full of promise, progress, and justice for all, or a closed
world of divided peoples, fear, and unfulfilled dreams.”
It is clear from these extracts that by using the argument strategy the King is attempting to persuade his
American audience that ending the conflict in the Middle East will not only serve the interest of the Middle
Eastern region but also it serves the interest of the American people as well as the people of the world.
4.2.4. The Questioning Strategy
Usually, when there are questions, we expect answers. However, some speakers choose the rhetorical strategy
of raising questions (Jaradat, 2022) without giving direct answers to them, assuming that the answers are well
known for the audience in the mind of argumentation. In fact, the King in his speech employed this strategy
frequently as shown in the following extracts:
1. “Are we going to let these thousands of lives be taken in vain? Has it become acceptable to lose that
most basic of human rights? The right to live?”

94

International Journal of Liberal Arts and Social Science

Vol. 10 No. 2

April 2022

2. “Have we all lost the will to live together in peace celebrating one another’s strengths and
differences?”
3. “How can there be anything more urgent than the restoration of a world when all people, not only
some people, all people have the opportunity to live peacefully?”
4. “How do we get there?”
5. “How much more bloodshed and how many more lives will it cost for this grave situation to be
resolved?”
6. “They want to know how it is, that ordinary Palestinians are still without rights and without a country,
they ask whether the West really means what it says about equality and respect and universal justice.”
In raising these questions, the king wanted his audience to think thoroughly and carefully about the issues and
ideas contained in these questions, hoping to convince them to exercise their responsibility to put an end to
the cycle of violence in the Middle East.
4.2.5. Giving promises and commitments Strategy
Occasionally, politicians give promises to their audience in an effort to win their support and to get approval
for their statements and ideas (Zheng, 2000). In his speech, the King gave some promises and commitments
to his audience to win their support for his concerns and demands. These promises and commitments are seen
in the following extracts from the King’s speech.
1. “The commitment we made in the Arab Peace Initiative is real”.
2. “Let me reaffirm that Jordan is committed to playing a positive role in the peace process”.
3. “It is part of our larger commitment to global co-existence and progress.”
4. “We will begin a process of building peace not only throughout the region, but through the world”.
These commitments on the part of the King and the Arabs whom he represents, functioned to assure the
Americans and people in the region that the quest for peace is genuine. This is important because Israel has
always been pretending that the Arabs and the Muslims are not genuinely interested in peace with us (i.e.
Israelis).
4.2.6. The Testimony Strategy
This rhetorical strategy (Zheng, 2000) is based on the speaker’s attempt to list their achievements or deeds
and those of their parties or countries. Consider the following extracts from the King’s speech.
1. “The Arab states recognized the peace treaty in 2002 with Israel, where collective security guarantees
for all the countries of the region, including Israel are established.”
2. “The commitment we (Arab countries) made in the Arab Peace Initiative is real.”
3. “Ours (Jordan) is an Islamic country with a proud record of diversity, moderation, and shared respect.”
It is clear that these extracts give testimony to the sincerity of Jordan and the Arab States in their commitment
to peace treaties with Israel.
4.2.7. Citing Historical Speeches Strategy
Zehng (2000) argued that the citing historical speeches is used as a means by which to increase the
effectiveness of a speech and to reduce the political risk of being branded an extremist. The King cited two
extracts from the historical speeches of the famous American president: Roosevelt – the great F.D.R.
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1. “A decent respect for the rights and dignity of all nations, large and small.”
2. “The justice of morality must and will win in the end.”
In citing these historical speeches of Roosevelt, the king attempted to gain the support of his audience in order
to persuade them of his ideas and arguments using examples from his audience’s own tradition.
4.2.8. The Fear Strategy
Obeng (2002) clarified that the aim of using fear as a rhetorical device is: “To manipulate an audience with a
view of persuading them to support “unsupportable” policies and issues, political actors may play on the
audience’s emotion by instilling fear in them.”
In fact, the king employed the fear technique in the following extracts of his speech.
1. “We are all at risk of being victims of further violence resulting from ideologies of terror and hatred.”
2. “It is our greatest and most urgent duty to prevent such dangers to our region, to your country and to
the world.”
3. “The status quo is also pulling the region and the world towards greater danger.”
4. “Any further erosion in the situation would be serious for the future of moderation and coexistence, in
the region and beyond.”
5. “How much more bloodshed and how many more lives will it cost for this grave situation to be
resolved.”
It is evident that the king employed the fear technique to persuade the US Congress to think about the
dangerous and negative consequences of not taking actions in regard to the Arab Peace Initiative which aims
at ending the Arab – Israeli conflict once and for all.
4.2.9. Religious citation Strategy
In their speeches, leaders and politicians usually tend to employ citations from the holy books to pacify the
public in order to make unpleasant reality more palatable (Jaradat, 1999; Zheng, 2000 and Jaradat, 2022). In
our culture, using citations from the Holy Koran have been often used by leaders and politicians to persuade
their audiences. This is perhaps why president Baraak Obama in his Cairo speech employed religious citations
nine times: Koran (6), Talmud (1), Torah (1) and Bible (1). These three religious citations are provided by
Obama in his speech to emphasize the fact that all the three major religions called for peace and also to
persuade his audience where the majority of whom are Muslims (Gadallah, 2012:85). However, in this speech,
the King did not depend heavily on religious citations to win the support of his audience as one might expect.
The only religious citation in the king’s speech was in the beginning of his speech when he started by saying:
“In the Name of God, the Compassionate, the Merciful”. The king also used the words “Muslim” or “Islam”
in only one occasion in his speech, and used the term “faith against faith” in another occasion. Perhaps, the
king’s choice of not depending on religious citations is related to the nature of his audience who generally
may be less religiously oriented compared to those in the Islamic World.
4.2.10. The Emotion Strategy
Emotion strategy is often used by speakers to capture the hearts of their audience. According to Maccrimmon
(1973), the emotion strategy is important when the persuader is trying to make the target audience feel that
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the situation is serious enough to act upon. In his speech, the King employed the emotion technique in the
following extracts:
1. “In this room, there are representatives of American families and Jordanian families who have lost
loved ones. Thousands of people have paid the highest price, the loss of their life. Thousands more
continue to pay this terrible price, for their loved ones will never return.”
2. “I say: No more bloodshed and no more lives pointlessly taken.”
3. “The young boy, travelling to school with his brother in Palestine, let him have a life of peace.”
4. “The mother, watching with fear as her children board a bus in Israel, let her have a life of peace.”
5. “The father in Lebanon, working hard to provide an education to his children, let him have a life of
peace.”
6. “The little girl, born in Iraq, with her wide eyes full of wonder, let her have a life of peace.”
7. “The family, together eating their evening meal, in Asia, Africa, North America, South America,
Europe, Australia, and the Middle East, let them all have a life of peace.”
It is manifested that these extracts from the king’s speech show that the king is attempting to appeal to the
hearts of his audience to win their support for the quest of peace in the Middle East.
4.2.11. Using the Metaphor Strategy
This strategy is often used by the speakers to indirectly convey their intended messages to the audiences. It is
believed that this strategy is an influential rhetorical device of expressing indirectness in politics. Obeng
(2002) argued that in employing metaphors, political actors use a word or phrase to establish a comparison
between one idea and another, that helps to describe the mental picture the speaker wants to put across.
According to Fairclough (1989), metaphor refers to the presentation of one aspect in terms of another and it
is by no means restricted to poetry and literacy discourse. The King employed the metaphor strategy several
times in his speech as shown in the following extracts.
1. “The cycle of crises is spinning faster, and with greater potential for destruction.”
2. “The choice is ours: an open world full of promise, progress and justice for all; or a closed world of
divided peoples, fear, and unfulfilled dreams.”
3. “Any further erosion in the situation would be serious for the future of moderation and coexistence.”
4. “All this has left a bitter legacy of disappointment and disappear.”
5. “One that can set a positive tone for the American and Middle East relation.”
6. “But we need all hands on deck”
7. “The people of the region still regard the United States as the key to peace.”
8. “What people can achieve when they are empowered, when they break down walls”
9. “How many lives will it cost for this grave situation to be resolved.”
10. “The little girl, with her wide eyes full of wonder”
11. “But we cannot lose sight of a profound reality.”
It is obvious that the king employed the strategy of using metaphors to help his audience to form a mental
picture regarding the value and necessity of peace in the Middle East. In the words of the King, “this goal is
visionary, but my friends, it is attainable.”
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4.2.12. The Repetition Strategy
The strategy of repetition is often used by the speakers to persuade their audience through repeating certain
words, slogans and/or sentences. (Koch,1983) argued that repetition as a persuasive process refers to the
process by which the speaker tries to persuade the audience by means of repeating, paraphrasing, clothing and
re-clothing one’s request or claim in changing cadences of words. In fact, in their speeches leaders and
politicians tend to use the strategy of repetition at the level of slogans and/or sentences where these slogans
and/or sentences are repeated in various contexts and occasions in their speeches. In his speech, the King
employed the strategy of repetition as it is clear in the following extracts:
1. “I must speak; I cannot be silent.” This sentence was repeated three times in various occasions in the
King’s speech, while “I must speak” alone was repeated seven times. The sentence “I must speak, we
cannot be silent.” was repeated in the inclusive ‘we’ when the King said at the end of his speech “we
must speak, we cannot be silent.”
2.” Let (him, her, them) have a life of peace “was repeated five times at the end of the king’s speech.
3. “Let us say together” this slogan was repeated three times.
It can be noticed that the repetition of these sentences and slogans were used by the King to persuade his
audience of the urgency and necessity of peace in the Middle East.
4.2.13. The lexical Strategy
The choice of the right and/or the appropriate words by speakers plays a significant role in the process of
persuasion. As such, the choice of the right words is viewed as an important rhetorical technique. In this
regard, Zheng (2000) argued that the lexical choice can be used to enforce or attenuate illocutionary force.
This is because certain types of words can, for instance, activate particular presuppositions, reveal speaker
attitudes, and require the reader’s agreement for interpretation (cited in Gadalla.2012:87).
As presented in table (1) below, it is clear that the King had chosen the right words to convey his message and
to persuade his audience. As the statistical analysis of the speech wordings shows, the king spoke about Jordan
and the Jordanians only 6 times and referred to Arab States 7 times, while he spoke about America and the
Americans 23 times. This is perhaps because the King tried to picture America as an able and powerful country
and to acknowledge its indispensable role in the peace process in the Middle East. Moreover, the King spoke
about Palestine and the Palestinians 15 times, and about Israel and the Israelis 13 times to convey to his
audience that he is not talking about Palestine and the Palestinians only, but also about Israel and the Israelis
to reflect his sincerity and objectivity.
Furthermore, in his speech, the King used the inclusive word “we” 30 times more than it is used in the
exclusive manner, as word “we” in the exclusive manner was used 20 times only. This is because the King
wanted to create an intimate association with his American audience to convince them that together we can
establish just and permanent peace in the Middle East. The King also used the second person pronouns “you”
and “yours” 19 times (12 and 7 respectively) to reflect his respect to the Americans for their role and
responsibility in the peace process in the Middle East.
In regard to his use of the modal verbs, the lexical analysis of the speech presented in table (1) shows that the
King used the verb “must” 20 times, most of which are in the inclusive form: “we” to convince his audience
that they are powerful enough to tell others, especially Israel, what they must do and must not do. The King
also used “can” 11 times, and “cannot” 4 times to show that America, if seriously intends, is capable to do
things around the world in general and in regard to peace in the Middle East in particular.
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However, the modal verbs “will” and “should” were used less often by the King where he used them only 6
and 4 times respectively to reveal that the peace issues in the Middle East necessitate actions now and need
not to be left for the future. The pronouns “they”, “their”, and “them” were used in the king’s speech 18 times
in the proponent form and only once in the opponent form to show that he (the King) and the people whom he
represents in the Arab and Muslim World with the Americans are partners and they should work together to
overcome obstacles to peace in the Middle East.
As shown in table (1), the King tended to frequently use the singular pronouns “I”, “my”, and “me” 31 times
(17, 10, and 4 respectively) to give his audience the impression that he and (based on the legacy of his father
the late King Hussein who addressed the US Congress in 1994) and based on his knowledge of the Middle
East’s problems and needs, is an authoritative source of information and vision.
Finally, as also shown in table (1), the most frequent word used by the King in his speech was the word:
“peace” using it 37 times, because the issue of achieving peace in the Middle East was the central theme and
the fundamental issue in the King’s speech. This repetition of the word: “peace” in the King’s speech meant
to capture the minds and the hearing of his audience, especially when the word “peace” was used in accompany
with the words: “hope” (12 times) and justice (8 times) and in contrast to the word “violence” (12 times).
Table (1): Most Frequently Used Words in the King’s Speech
Frequency of Related
Frequency of Individual Words
Words
Middle East (10) the region (10)
20
Arab (4), Arab States (3)
7
America (8), Americans (11), United States (4)
23
Jordan (3), Jordanians (3)
6
Israel (5), Israelis (8)
13
Palestine’s (5), Palestinians (10)
15
Muslim (4), Islamic (5)
9
peace (37)
37
violence (7) conflict (5)
12
Hope (12)
12
justice (8)
8
must (20), can (11), cannot (4), will (6), should (4)
45
you (12), your (7)
19
I (17), my (10), me (4)
31
Inclusive: we (16), our (5) us (2)
23
Exclusive: we (11), our (8), us (1)
20
Proponent: they (7), their (11), them (0)1
18
Opponent: they (0), their (1), them (0)
1

Percentage of
related words
.80
.28
.92
.24
.52
.60
.36
1.5
.48
.48
.32
1.8
.76
1.3
.92
.80
.72
.04

Total Number of the speech’s words is: 2511
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5. Results and Conclusion
This study aimed at analyzing the rhetorical strategies employed in this speech of the King. Using the critical
discourse Analysis approach, the major results obtained in this study are summarized in the following.
The speech consists of 2511 words, where the King competently used the native language of his audience (i.e.
English) to express respect to his audience and to ascertain that his message is fully understood. In fact, in
employing his rhetorical strategies, the King took into account the historical context in which the speech was
delivered and the background of his audience as well as his own background. Although the speech was
relatively short, the King used a variety of rhetorical strategies to achieve his intended objectives of persuading
his audience of his ideas, concerns, and demands.
The analysis shows that the King employed in his speech thirteen major rhetorical strategies. Those strategies
are:1. the strategy of arousing the national identify of his audience,2. the inclusive strategy 3. the argument
strategy 4. the questioning strategy 5. the strategy of giving promises and commitments 6. The testimony
strategy 7. the strategy of citing historical speeches 8. the fear strategy 9. the strategy of religious citation 10.
the emotion strategy 11. the strategy of using metaphors 12. the repetition strategy and 13. the Lexical strategy.
The extracts from the speech related to each of these strategies were provided and explained. However, the
analysis shows that the King had chosen to avoid using some of the common strategies used by some speakers.
These strategies that are not used by the King include the following: the swearing strategy, using proverbs,
using historical examples and events, positive self – presentation, negative self- presentation of the other, the
inversion strategy, using logical fallacies, and the strategy of summarization.
Based on the overall analysis, it is apparent that the lexical cohesion of the King’s speech in addition to its
effective rhetorical strategies functioned to persuade the King’s audience of the need, necessity and value of
peace in the Middle East, not only for the Palestinians and the Israelis, but also for the Americans and the
Jordanians as well as all people in the world. This perhaps is reflected in continuous commitments of the
American legislatures and the American administrations to reach a settlement of the conflict in the Middle
East based on the king’s vision of the two states solution: An Israeli state and a sovereign, viable, and
independent Palestinian state.
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