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Abstract 
In the US presidential election campaigns, the presidential debatesplay a vital role in gaining the US 

citizens' acceptance and votes. The presidential candidates engage in a debate, related to the most 

controversial issues of the time and primarily try to persuade the undecided voters through their pragmatic 

propositions and political ideologies.  This project is an effort to analyze the last US presidential debate for 

the election 2020 which was the last attempt of both presidential candidates to display rhetorical 

supremacy. The researcher has employed Van Dijk’s (1980) Theory of Semantic Macrostructures to 

construct the theoretical framework. The selected debate is analytically examined by observing semantic 

macro and micro- structures. Here, the macro level analysis deals with the presented themes and the 

lexical structures are examined during the micro-level analysis. The results of the selected debate’s critical 

discourse analysis highlight the ideological dichotomy of ‘Us’ vs ‘Them’ by Trump (Republicans) and Joe 

Biden (Democrats) through the macro and microstructure propositions and linguistics analyses. Also, 

through the analyses, the researchers have exhibited the political ideologies of both the candidates. 
 

Keywords: Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), USA Presidential Debate, Macro- Micro level analysis, 

Lexical structures, Donald Trump, Joe Biden 
  

 

Introduction 
 

In the modern world, political news and social media communications have become a vital source of 

moulding the psyche of local and global audiences by providing the maximum dimensions related to any 

information. The live discourse events and their media broadcastings play a vital role in transforming the 

political election campaigns, which now made the electoral/presidential debates a decisive 

communication/discoursed means for appealing to undecided voters to clench their votes. Electoral debates 

play a twofold role by providing a platform to candidates for displaying their finest public image, as well as 

providing an opportunity for the public to judge and decide on the best-fitted candidates which fulfill the 

demands of that time.  

 

According to Jones and Peccei (2004) and Jackson (2005), public thoughts and beliefs are greatly affected 

by the language of leaders and can prompt people to involve in activities presented by leaders as a rightly 

doable action. Subsequently, Jackson (2005) contended that through the strategic employment of selected 

words and expressions a political discourse can be created and organized which can mould the people‟s 
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world perception. The electoral debates have now become a centerpiece in election campaigns worldwide. 

The presidential debates assist voters in making informed choices and inspires candidates to project 

focused policies issues. Hence, it has become a generally held conviction of making the showdowns of 

candidates‟ mainstay of the electoral process in many countries around the world. 

 

The Commission on Presidential Debates (CPD) is responsible for organizing presidential debates in 

United States of America. Since 1987 this organization is coordinating the presidential and vice-

presidential debates. The 2020 US election presidential debate the Republican Party‟s candidate Donald 

Trump faced the Democratic Party‟s Joe Biden. In year 2020, the world saw huge economic crisis due to 

COVID-19 pandemic so the US election was focus of attention as the newly elected US government‟s 

decision will not only influence the US public, rather many countries across the globe also get affected as 

US being world power. Hence for the whole world citizens the election of wise politician was significant 

happening. 

 

The research questions of this study built on the point that both presidential candidates presented diverse 

beliefs and philosophies. Both presented different political personalities based on their political stances, 

ideologies and lexical structure choices to persuade the undecided voters through this presidential debate. 

So, the aim is to examine the semantic macrostructures and lexicalization arrayed embedded in this 

political discourse. Van Deji‟s (1980) Semantic Macrostructures Theory is employed here to extract out the 

thematic and semantic structures which establish conceptual meaning in a discourse clause. This is a 

qualitative research which follows the constructivist paradigm by constructing the semantic propositions 

encapsulating the essence of the whole debate. 

 

Significance of study 

 

Since 1960s, US presidential debates are not only the interesting event at national level rather this event has 

been equally remained the focus of attention of people around the world, due to its political, social and 

global influencing ideologies, thoughts and information presented. Both candidates‟ ratiocination to prove 

themselves as the suitable contender to be elected as US president. In this study, the researcher has tried to 

analyze the statements presented by both Trump and Joe Biden by using macro and microstructure 

discourse analysis technique. The researcher has tried to show that how the people other than US citizens 

have received and interpreted the ideologies conveyed in this debate.  

 

Research Objectives  

 

The main objectives of this research are:  

 To examine the semantic macrostructures in US final presidential debate 2020 (selected 

statements) 

 To reveal the lexical structures arrayed in US final presidential debate 

 

Research Questions 

 

 What political/social semantic propositions have been presented by both US presidential 

candidates in the final debate in 2020? 

 What political ideologies have been reflected by the lexical structure choices of US presidential 

debate candidates? 

 

Literature Review 
 

Chilton (2004) affirmed that presidential debates present integrated referential political contexts along 

historical political references to be recognized by its audiences.  Due to its contextual features presidential 

debates are considered as the sub-category of political discourses. The principal objective behind carrying 
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out the presidential debates is to make general public of any country cognize the ambitions and political 

opinions of presidential candidates.  It is mandatory for the participants to abide specified setting and rules 

of these debates. As the articulation of speakers are restricted by the „limited time for each candidate‟ rule 

so they are required to express themselves very tactfully.  

 

The face to face dealing between both presidential aspirants along debate moderator, at public forum, 

makes the presidential debates the most fascinating event of the whole presidential election process. The 

debate moderate asks the questions pertaining to the most controversial issues of that time and seek out the 

insights of both candidates in provided limited time period, as a part of audience awareness process. 

Levinson (1983) explained the process of question- answer process of debate and labelled it as a type of 

adjacency pair. Further, he considered the question-answer as a fundamental unit of conversational 

organization which develops as the both presidential candidates voice their stances related to issue/theme 

context. During this adjacency pair QA process the first pair part deals with debate moderator‟s question 

posing which proceeds the second pair part where the candidates answer the posed question. In this way, 

the debate moderator develops an expectation and candidates are responsible to fulfill the expectation by 

presenting their statements. Nevertheless, not only definite question-answer format is part of presidential 

debate, rather it further proceeds to the „open debate‟ session, where both candidates show their rhetorical 

craftiness over different issues and topics and sometimes aggressively confront each other with verbal 

attacks.   

 

Van Dijk (1997, p.25) explains that while doing political campaigning the politicians act as candidates and 

express their political agenda related to the elections and asking people to vote for them while assuring 

them that if they get elected they will support the promised policies. They also talk about the political rivals 

and opponents and about the corrupt and flawed policies of past parliamentarians, presidents and 

governments. Many scholars like Brown and Yule (1983) have broadly defined the term „discourse‟. 

Discourse is viewed as a form of „language in use‟ by Fairclough (1989) and Van Dijk (1997). The view of 

„language use in text and talk‟ is opposed by Fairclough (1995) who considered language as a form of 

social practice. As a social consequential practice, discourse can highlight the important issues related to 

power. Power is considered as a social process which requires continual legitimacy, henceforth “language 

is the milieu of legitimation” (Jackson (2005) and Hodges &Nilep (2007). Language scholars like 

Fairclough (1992), Van Dijk (1997;2001), and Wodak (2001) confirm the idea of discourse being not only 

a social practice rather also it is a political practice.  Therefore, the power relations of any community can 

be established or changed through discourse.  

 

In 1970s Critical discourse analysis developed from critical linguistics at the University of East Anglia yet 

it saw its widespread advancement after 1990 as linguists like Van Dijk, Ruth Wodak and Normal 

Fairclough worked in this field extensively. CDA is considered as multi-disciplinary perspective it makes 

the connection of discourse with the disciplines of sociology and psychology. A socio-cognitive approach 

to the CDA was proposed by Van Dijk (2014), which combined the three dimensions of discourse, 

cognition and society. It suggests that due to (higher) social position some people acquire the power to 

control others. Nevertheless, these people use their social position for dominating the citizen through 

language usage. The aim of the CDA was stated by Van Dijk (1995, p.18) as an attempt to expose, unveil 

and reveal which is implicitly concealed or “not immediately obvious” in relation to “discursively enacted 

dominance” or their fundamental ideologies. It means that the focal point of CDA is use strategies of 

manipulation, legitimation, the contriving of consent through different discourse manners for influencing 

the people minds for safeguarding the interest of person in powerful position. 

 

According to Van Dijk (1997), political discourse is the one which is uttered by the professional politicians 

although they are not the only participants of political process. In fact, from the interactional point of view 

the audience of political discourse is also betrothed in the politics. In addition to this, the context of 

discourse also plays decisive role in classifying it as a political or non-political discourse as suggested by 

Van Dijk (1997). If we describe precisely, the political discourse analysis is considered as the perspective 
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which emphasized upon the fact, that through political discourse the political power can be reproduced and 

contested (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012). The political discourse inhibits the technique through which the 

governing classes control and rule the dominated classes through language. Undeniably, due to official 

decorum criterion the discourse structures are employed as they assist politicians in manipulating the 

official opinions, lend support in emphasizing or deemphasizing the political actions and ideas (Van Dijk, 

1997). 

 

In the book „Language and Power‟ Van Dijk (2008) cited that the Political Discourse Analysis is 

premeditated at the two levels, that is, macro and micro level. These levels are constructed as a „whole‟ for 

the everyday communication. The explanation of this binary distinction is elucidated by him by exampling 

a racist speech voiced during a parliamentarian debate where a personal political beliefs of a politician is 

delivered by him or her by employing different discourse strategies (micro level), yet this politician also 

identifies him or herself as a member of particular group and expresses the ideologies of associated 

political party (macro level). The researcher took a review of literature of previous investigations related to 

diverse CDA techniques application on US presidential debate for making the reference for the present 

research. Khalil & Abbas (2018) by applying CDA (socio- cognitive approach) identified the ideologies of 

Hillary Clinton‟s and Donald Trump towards Iraq in their presidential debates of 2016 US presidential 

elections.  

 

Furthermore, Mohammadi & Javadi (2017) by employing the CDA model attempted to expose the 

association of discourse and ideological structures in 2016 US presidential acceptance speech. These 

techniques helped them to reveal the hidden strategies of experiential, relational and expressive values of 

the wordings, metaphors and grammatical structures of Trump‟s language use for his power show. In 2019, 

Indah & Khoirunnisa conducted a research on 2016 US election‟s presidential debate between Hillary 

Clinton and Donald Trump to examine the argumentative statements. They employed the Van Dijk's 

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as well as the Toulmin's model of argument for exposing that by using 

structure of arguments how numerous ideologies were voiced by both presidential candidates.  

 

Researcher has tried to take these previously conducted to next level and initiated the present study with the 

objective to expose the semantic macrostructures conveyed in recently held US final presidential debate for 

election 2020. Also, we have made effort to examine the lexical structures exhibiting the various political 

ideologies and concepts by both candidates during this debate.  

 

Theoretical Framework 
 

The selected linguistics corpus data is construction is analyzed by following the framework model of Van 

Dijk‟s (1980) Semantic Macrostructures Theory. The discourse proceedings of selected debate reflect the 

explication of core fundamentals of SM Theory and supplements in entreating the structured theoretical 

framework. It further assists in exposing and interpreting the social and thematically incorporated aspects 

of the chosen presidential debate. 

 

Van Dijk’s (1980) Semantic Macrostructures Theory 

 

Theory of Semantic Macrostructures proposed by Van Dijk‟s (1980) focuses on considering the political 

discourse as a communicative process for expressing and  identifying the cognitive, socio-cultural aspects 

along semantic and linguistics interpretation of political debates and speeches. According of Van Dijk 

(1988) this theory assists and guide the audience and readers to appreciate and interpreted the deep-rooted 

cognitive encryptions within a political discourse. It helps in extending the awareness among the audience 

about how to analyze and comprehend the political discourse by looking into deeper structural and textual 

patter involved in the discourse. Furthermore, reader/audience can unfold the production and 

comprehension of political discourse as macro and micro level by applying this theory.  
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Macro-Level Analysis Description 

 

The textual and visual examination of thematic structures of discourse can be examined by using the 

macro-level analysis of discourse. Macrostructures employed as a theoretical conceptions to schematized 

and expound the discourse‟s thematic concept. The themes are the essence and the crucial implicit 

information carrying the global meaning and reflection, henceforth establish the semantic objects status of 

the discourse macrostructures. Moreover, these semantic structures demonstrate the cognation, action and 

text as a „proposition‟. Van Dijk, 1980 and Brown & Yule, 1983 explained the propositions as a conceptual 

meaning giving structures within a clause. Proposition is defined by the Van Dijk (1988, p.31) as “the 

smallest independent meaning constructs of the language and thought typically expressed by the single 

clause or sentence”. From this description of the proposition, we get the idea that it is not an isolated 

words‟ concept denotation rather it combines with other propositions to express a thought in clauses and 

sentences. For instance, a lexical term such as „xenophobic‟ is a single concept not a proposition as it 

requires the other reference sentences which are associated with it to provide the complete context and 

meaning in which it occurs.  

 

There is a difference of meaning in the proposition „John is a xenophobic‟ and the negation statement „John 

is not a xenophobic‟ even though the two statements involve the notion of xenophobic, so both of them will 

be characterized as opinionated concepts (van Dijk, 1998b). Diverse linguistics as well as cognitive rules 

and strategies can be applied by Language users for deriving the semantic macrostructures of a written text 

(Van Dijk &Kintsch, 1983). The reason behind using these rules and strategies is macro proposition being 

implicitly entrenched within a text and these rules help us in unraveling the microstructure from the global 

macro communication framework. Generalization, deletion and construction are three major rules to derive 

semantic macrostructures of text or discourse. The first and primary macro-rule of „generalization‟ operates 

to replace the text related minor topics with a superordinate idea.  „Deletion‟ the second macro-rule deals 

with the deletion or removal of insignificant information and extraneous proposition from the text. The first 

and second macro-rules of generalization and deletion paved a way for the third macro-rule of 

„construction‟ which involves a creation of new macro-proposition (Van Dijk, 1980). 

 

Micro-Level Analysis Description 

 

In the political discourse analysis lexical structures are analyzed based on their relevance and significance 

at the macrostructure level. Thorne (1997) suggested that the discourse style can be greatly enhanced due to 

appropriate and impressive word selection. The careful examination and selection of language used in a 

text or speech can greatly appeal and target the audience directly due to careful word selection and modes 

of expression. Lexical structures functions like an essential tool in strategic positioning within political 

discourse hence the cautious word selection in a communication process is considered as crucial tactics for 

underpinning the strategic positioning. According to Sun (2007) the role of discreetly selected words is 

central for identity and frame shaping associated to distinct actions, objects as well as subjects involved in a 

specific situation. 

 

The semantic and linguistic analysis focuses on the vocabulary selection for expressing the ideas, concepts 

and meanings. This vocabulary selection can be planned by considering the context in relation to its 

participants, goals and setting. Also, the dominant leaders and their followers‟ level of knowledge and 

adopted ideologies are key factors for vocabulary selection. As proposed by Chilton (2004, p.203) 

antonymous lexical choices and other lexical choices are mostly preferred by much political discourses as 

they must functions to direct the audience in developing the mental models of binary in nature. Chilton 

(2004), presented the concept that the negative associations with out-group elements can be created by 

emphasizing the inadequacies and liabilities of this group and on the other hand by focusing the 

constructive traits and actions of the in-group the positive association can be created with them. 

Consequently, the lexicalization is used for conducting this study as it is considered as a vital device for the 
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linguistic analysis as we have already mentioned that word choices reflects the ideologically controlled 

discourse meanings (van Dijk, 1995). 

 

Research Methodology and Data Analysis 
 

From the 2020 US Presidential election debates only last debate has been selected as data for analysis of 

this study. In the final debate event held on 22nd October 2020 at the Belmont University in Nashville, 

Tennessee Donald Trump and Joe Biden took the stage for 90 minutes. This event was organized by the 

Nonpartisan Commission on Presidential Debates and it was telecasted live for the whole world.  Kristen 

Welker of NBC fulfilled the responsibilities of moderator of this debate. The debate was divided in 6 topic 

segments, and they were Fighting COVID-19, American Families, Race in America, Climate Change, 

National Security and Leadership. This final debate was live watched by around 63 million viewers.The 

selected debate transcript comprises of 63 pages (attach as an appendix) and is analyzed through suggested 

theoretical framework. 

 

Macro- level Analysis 

 

The researcher has inferred the macro propositions by analyzing the selected substantial statements given 

by the both candidates during the 6 segments of debate. These macro propositions are displayed in Table 1, 

attached as an appendix at the end. The US 2020 last presidential debate encompasses many macro 

propositions which have been inferred from the text present in the table 1. These macro propositions help in 

forming the semantic macrostructure of debate as themetise (MP1- MP17). 

MP1: The USA government in 2020 failed to handle pandemic crisis due to non-serious attitude. 

MP2: The Republican government misled the country by pretending to have a „Clear Plan‟ for ending the 

pandemic in US.  

MP3: Democrats hold Trump, solely responsible for mishandling pandemic crisis in US. 

MP4: Death from COVID-19 became common life tragedy in USA. 

MP5: Trump government compromised over denuclearization of North Korea for the sake of better trade 

ties. 

MP6: Both US main political parties were aware of Russian interfering in US election results. 

MP7: Trump blamed China for sending Corona Virus to US and Biden thought otherwise. 

MP8: Again, Trump prioritized the „our business doing well‟ over saving world climate. 

MP9: Biden gave plan for fighting global warming by introducing fossil fuel to renewable energy 

transition. 

MP 10: Trump government terminated the functioning US public Healthcare plan without developing legit 

plan to replace Obama care. 

MP11: Well-developed Healthcare plan for US public is a top priority of Democrats. 

MP12: Racism got nationalized during Trump rule, and USA became the hub of racism during his 

presidency period. 

MP13: People in US faced racism on basis of their ethnicity, religion, color, gender and creed irrespective 

of fake show of non-racist by President Trump. 

MP14:Legalize or not to legalize the Latin American immigrants is US‟s burning issue since long. 

MP15: Immigrants are mostly considered criminals during Trump government. 

MP16: Trump is at core a businessman who prioritized doing good business over everything. 

MP17: All industries and economic related fields are equally important for Democrats. 

 

In the debate, the unscrupulous handling of COVID-19 crises in USA by the governing party and the actual 

reason behind the mismanagement is expressed in (MP1). In (MP2) President Trump invokes his own 

misleading diagnosis about the virus and tried to raise false hope of public with unavailable clear plan to 

deal with pandemic. Joe Biden tried to connect with the US public on a human level and articulated their 

disappointment by condemning the US government. He did the public catharsis by speaking about 

Americans who lost their lives to coronavirus (MP3, MP4). 
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The affairs and issues related to the foreign counties including Russia, Korea, China and Iran were 

discussed by both candidates by alleging each other of getting benefit out of them, yet both stood together 

on the point of prioritizing US national security and holding fair elections, free of external interference 

(MP5, MP6 and MP7). (MP8 & MP9) show that Trump was making false claims of US having lowest 

carbon emission statistics after 1990s and thrashed Paris Accord as according to him „the business is doing 

well‟, Joe Biden offered transitioning from fossil fuels to renewable energy plan to combat global warming.  

The well-established Affordable Care Act(ACA)or Obama Care, public health plan was terminated by 

Republican government and Trump just threw the statement that he had beautiful plan yet didn‟t offer 

replacement plan, while Biden was affirmed to rebuild and improve the ACA(MP10 &MP11).  

 

MP12 & MP13 are concerned with the Trump presidential period declared as worst dark period by Biden, 

as Trump generated raciest hatred and raciest division in concealed yet very organized manner, on the other 

hand, Trump was claiming himself to be the least raciest person in a room. (MP14 & MP 15) concerned 

with the immigration legalization and the “policy of separating children from their parents at the border” 

was the true face of Trump government‟s immigration policy which was openly criticized by Joe 

Biden.(MP16 & MP17) demonstrate that the priority to have booming business remained the core value of 

Trump government by neglecting the other industries and fields in USA. Conclusively, after applying the 

deletion (reduction of irrelevant details) and construction processes the overall macro proposition is 

constructed here. Hence, the 17 macro propositions (MP1-MP17) help us in formulating the semantic 

macrostructure that, „both candidates exhibited their expert eloquence to persuade the undecided voters 

that I hold the solutions for the present time contentious issues of USA and I am the actual savior who can 

rescue American public from their sufferings’. So, this is the comprehensive and educative semantic 

macrostructure as it offers the whole gist of debate to the target audience. 

 

Ideologically, both Donald Trump and Joe Biden delivered the „good image of himself‟ and „bad image of 

other person‟ while discussing the political actions, policies, choices and decisions made by them and their 

representative political parties‟ governments. At one side they both were defending and justifying their 

roles and actions in US politics and at the other side the semantic macrostructures of debate shows that as 

an active and tactful political actors who acquire the power and legitimacy to influence the audience to get 

convinced that the „other‟ one is the actual hindrance in the way of US progress and prosperity.  Hence, the 

ideological dichotomy of negative and positive representation is prominent in the last US presidential 

debate of election 2020. During the debate the candidate represented himself as the „in-group‟ working for 

the good future of America and possessing the positive features; whereas the opponent is described as the 

negative „out-group‟. The comprehensive picture of US politics up till that date was drawn in front of US 

public by the both candidates through 90 minutes length debate, for making the decision of „new US 

president‟s selection‟.  

 

Micro-level Analysis 

 

As stated by Teun A. van Dijk in 1980, the microstructures present in a discourse are essentially those 

structures which administer and explain the semantics of discourse at the local as well as very short-range 

level, like the association within the sentences, clauses, phrases or even at words level. Hence, 

microstructures of discourse are the actually and directly „expressed‟ structures. We have selected few such 

microstructures from the 2020 final presidential debate and did the micro-level analysis of these surface 

structured words, clauses, phrases and sentences to derive the underlying semantic structures (concepts and 

ideologies). During the final presidential debate 2020 both candidates were opponents and understandably 

tried to defend their respective political policies, ideologies and actions through their utterances.  

 

After a closer analysis it has been observed that both have used quite strong, invasive and metaphorical 

language and vocabulary for creating the „us‟ vs „them‟ political stance against each other. Both tried to 

convince the audience that I am the actual political „us‟ for the US public against the opponent „them‟ and 

frequently used the punching statements to create the semantic and rhetorical effect of „us‟ vs „them‟. On 
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the question of government plans for handling COVID-19 pandemic, Trump tried to invoke his 

personalized analysis and exhibited a general non-factual remark, “We are rounding the corners. It‟s going 

away”. Further, Trump attempted to create the „us‟ stance by uttering that, “we are learning to live with it” 

which is mocked by Biden with words that, “People are learning to die with it” here Mr. Biden was directly 

pointing towards the alarming death rate in US due to corona virus pandemic. These words were received 

very strongly by the audience and kept resonating on media for many days, also they served exact political 

purpose as Mr. Biden wanted ted to center his election on Mr. Trump‟s pandemic response.  

 

The taunting expression “Putin‟s puppy” and “his good buddy who is a thug” were uttered by Joe Biden 

and through underlying semantics he tried to pronounce Trump a devoted and loyal benefactor of Putin and 

North Korean Kim Jong Un‟s acquaintance. Trump also did not hesitate to hit Joe Biden as “We can‟t close 

up our nation” and “country can‟t lock ourselves up in a basement like Joe does” while indirectly pointing 

towards his preventive strategy for pandemic. Trump attacked the Mr. Biden as politician in Washington 

for 47 years who did not bring his promised changes and said, “Why didn‟t you get it done” and “I ran 

because of you”. The use of such discoursed vocabulary expressions show an attempt to acquire the 

political superiority by using the words to present negative image of the opponent to the audience. 

 

The to-and-fros discourse of allegations and counter attacks over the past, present and future policies of US 

government related to different political issues continued throughout the whole debate. Biden labelled 

Trump imposing COVID-19 related travel restrictions over China as “Xenophobic”, such contextual 

imagery helps Mr. Biden recall all prejudiced actions of Trump to his audience. Further, on the issue of 

race and immigration Biden used the terms “most raciest president” and “"This guy has a dog whistle as big 

as a foghorn” for president Trump. On the issue of separating thousands of children from immigrant 

families Biden decry the Trump policy being “criminal” and at discourse semantic micro-structure level 

compared it with organized crime as Trump administration erected the huge wall with the Mexican border 

to ensure the immigrant families parting. 

 

Trump threw the derogatory lexicons like “sleepy Joe” and “Joe got $3.5 million from Russia and it came 

through Putin” circuitously pointing towards the Hunter Biden‟s business in Russian for the character 

maligning of Joe Biden. This was again an attempt of President Trump to deviate the audience attention 

from his falsification and wrong doings during his governing time period. At few occasions during debate, 

Joe Biden also stepped down to Trump‟s level and used the critical and reproachful lexicology for 

confronting the Trump‟s allegations against him and democrats. Mr. Biden slapped Mr. Trump with the 

lexical expressions like “Putin‟s puppy”, “Xenophobic and “The most raciest president”. Hence, at 

microstructure level every word, clause, phrase and sentence of debate represents the vivid contrasting 

political ambitions and ideologies of both candidates. Mr. Trump‟s direct, aggressive and elusive story 

telling stylistics were counter played by Joe Biden pragmatic, calm and comprehensible common-sense 

language presenting checkable facts.  

 

Conclusion    
 

In, “MACROSTRUCTURES” (1980) Teun A. van Dijk emphasized upon the cognitive basis of 

macrostructures. While conducting the global meanings analysis of discourse as well as of global level 

(inter) action we offered an abstract structural analysis of macrostructures. This leads to abstracting the 

representation and procedures hidden behind the actual formation, implementation, interpretation and 

stowage of macrostructures within a memory. Hence, lack of additional account of global organizational 

principals (which describes the sentences and actions sequences) can create a difficulty in the local analysis 

of discourse and action. To analyze the semantic structures of sequences of sentences the individual words 

and phrases interpretation and relations are needed to be ignored, rather the intensional and extensional 

units which associate the interpretations at the whole clause and sentences level are emphasized more.  
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Thus, the intentional unit which is the meaning of a clause or sentence is considered as proposition and the 

extensional unit will be taken as the fact. Consequently, the proposition can be considered as a possible 

fact.For the thematic structures ensuing the van Dijk‟s (1980) Semantic Macro structures, if we closely 

observe the Semantic Macrostructures of selected debate‟s discourse analysis then the mega condensed 

Semantic Macrostructure could be, „the Americans had to made choice between the Trump‟s fervent 

falsehood onslaughts and Biden‟s compassion and fact bindings discretions for the future US politics and 

governance‟. The debate discourse of both candidates exhibited the sturdy ideological dichotomy over 

addressed issues of COVID-19 pandemic handling, foreign affairs, immigration and race, climate, market 

boost and country‟s leadership. Moreover, the semantic macrostructure of debate reflects the impression of 

positive self-representation and negative other-representation orated by the both candidates.  

 

The explicit discrepancy within vocabulary, stylistics, semantic constructions and lexical choices confirms 

the presence of this dichotomy more evidently. Here, the choice of words can be considered most dominant 

aspect in reflecting the ideological stands differences. For example, in 2016 elections Trump flaunt the 

populist message by „presenting himself as a business person who knew all the corruption and capable of 

fixing it‟ so he tried to play this card again and hinted towards Biden‟s major donors baseline from Wall 

Street by saying, “ You are the one who takes all the money from Wall Street”. Later he also added that he 

could also call up Wall Street guys, but he refrained, to avoid that position. Trump made a words choice to 

convey the dichotomy of money sources of both candidate‟s election campaigns that his election campaign 

is not funded by the corrupt money from Wall Street. Biden also managed to highlight this ideological 

dichotomy convincingly while articulating the closing argument of debate with the words, “You know who 

I am, you know who he is”. Further he reflected the contrast by saying, “you know his character, you know 

my character, you know our reputations for honor and telling the truth” and concluded by using emotional 

and powerful words, “The character of the country is on the ballot. Our character‟s on the ballot, look at us 

closely”.  

 

The foreign political analysts also pointed out visible dichotomy of political ideologies campaigned by both 

candidates.  Zhang Tengjun from China Institute of International Studies while talking to „ Global Times‟ 

an English language Chinese newspaper commented that he is unable to see any possibility that no matter 

which candidate takes the rein will be able to of bridge the confrontation and divergence shown during this 

debate.  Further Prof Makoto Watanabe of communication department of Hokkaido Bunkyo University of 

Japan analyzed the debate as a symbolic representation of American politics‟ polarization during the last 

decade as both political leaders and their respective political camps seem no ready for having any dialogues 

between them. The lexical analysis for deciphering the ideological representation in this debate is 

proceeded using sharp satirical and political lexicons. The employed lexicons of a debate are associated 

with the negative actions of out-group, here both candidates were out-group (them) for each other.  

 

Trump through his aggressive and Joe Biden by using factual and decent speech promoted the aspiration of 

doing well for „in-group‟ of US public. The candidates tried to create the elevated image of „us‟ for 

themselves by using positive and constructive lexicons. Whereas, the negative lexicons were used 

frequently against each other for constructing the „them‟ impression. The motive behind using this strategy 

was to influence the opponent and accentuate the emotions and support of target audience and subsequently 

to acquire their votes. According to Michelle Amazeen, an Associate Professor of College of 

Communications at Belmont University, “The candidates have competing visions of reality”. It is clearly 

visible that Trump and Biden ideologies and political beliefs lie in different principles over the same issues.  

The micro-level lexical structures analysis confirms the behaviour and ideologies as Democrats being 

aggressive and generalized strategy planners in comparison to thoughtful and definitive fact checkers 

Republicans. 

 

The 2020 US final presidential debate, shows the desperate struggle of both parties to convince the 

undecided voters that their polices on war (Democrats) and policies on home ground infrastructure building 

are not the reasons of present social, political, economic and internationally deterring image of USA and in 
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future they will be the savior of USA founding motto that America is the Land of the Free and Home of all 

the people who live here. 
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Appendix 

Table.1.  Macro propositions drawn from selected statements.   

S. No Macro Theme Donald Trump 

Statements 

Joe Biden Statements Macro Propositions (MP) 

1. COVID-19 

Pandemic 

Crisis 

Trump: “We‟re fighting it 

and we‟re fighting it hard… 

We‟re rounding the corner. 

It‟s going away.” 

Trump: “I caught it. I 

learned a lot … We have to 

recover. We can‟t close up 

our nation.” 

Trump: “I don‟t know if 

we‟re going to have a dark 

winter ... We‟re opening up 

our country. We‟ve learned 

and studied and understand 

the disease.” 

 

Biden: “If you hear 

nothing else I say 

tonight hear this ... 

Anyone who‟s 

responsible for that 

many deaths should 

not remain as 

president of United 

States of America.” 

Biden: “This is the 

same fellow told you 

this is going to end by 

Easter last time. This 

is the same fellow who 

told you that, don‟t 

worry, we‟re going to 

end this by the 

summer. We‟re about 

to go into a dark 

winter, a dark winter, 

and he has no clear 

plan.” 

Biden: “He says ... 

we‟re learning to live 

with it. People are 

learning to die with 

it.” 

 

MP1: The USA 

government in 2020 failed 

to handle pandemic crisis 

due to non-serious attitude. 

MP2: The Republican 

government misled the 

country by pretending to 

have a „Clear Plan‟ for 

ending the pandemic in US. 

MP3: Democrats hold 

Trump, solely responsible 

for mishandling pandemic 

crisis in US. 

 

MP4: Death from COVID-

19 became common life 

tragedy in USA. 

 

2. Foreign 

Affairs  

Trump: “You know what? 

North Korea - we‟re not in 

Biden: “He‟s 

legitimized North 

MP5: Trump government 

compromised over 
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a war. We have a good 

relationship.” 

On the question of Russian 

interference in US 

elections, Trump 

responded, “Joe got $3.5 

million from Russia and it 

came through Putin, 

because he was very 

friendly with the former 

mayor of Moscow” 

“I never got any money 

from Russia. I don‟t get 

money from Russia.” 

“Nobody tougher than me 

on Russia, between the 

sanctions, between all of 

what I‟ve done with 

NATO.” 

About China Trump 

uttered, “We closed up the 

greatest economy in the 

world in order to fight this 

horrible disease that came 

from China.” 

“I take full responsibility. 

It‟s not my fault that it 

came here. It‟s China‟s 

fault.” 

 

 

 

 

Korea. He‟s talked 

about his good buddy 

(leader Kim Jong Un), 

who‟s a thug. And he 

talks about how we‟re 

better off when North 

Korea is much more 

capable of firing a 

missile that is able to 

reach U.S. territory.” 

“The reason he (Kim) 

would not meet with 

President Obama is 

because he said, 

„We‟re going to talk 

about 

denuclearization. 

We‟re not going to 

legitimize you.” 

Biden: “The Korean 

Peninsula should be a 

nuclear free zone.” 

On Russian 

interference in US 

elections Biden 

responded, “this 

election, that Russia 

has been involved.” 

“Russia is wanting to 

make sure that I do not 

get elected the next 

President of the United 

States.” 

About China Biden 

responded, “The 

denuclearization of North 

Korea for the sake of better 

trade ties. 

MP6: Both US main 

political parties were aware 

of Russian interfering in US 

election results. 

MP7: Trump blamed China 

for sending Corona Virus to 

US and Biden thought 

otherwise. 
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president of China is 

being transparent. We 

owe him a debt of 

gratitude. We have to 

thank him.” 

3. Climate 

Change and 

Energy 

Trump: “Would you close 

down the oil industry? 

Trump responds: “Will you 

remember that, Texas? Will 

you remember that, 

Pennsylvania?” 

Trump: “If you look at the 

Paris Accord, it was a 

disaster from our 

standpoint, and people are 

actually very happy about 

what's going on, because 

our businesses are doing 

well.” 

On the question of rolling 

back the Obama Clean 

Power Plan, Trump said, 

“Because it was driving 

energy prices through the 

sky.” 

 

 

Biden: “I would 

transition from the oil 

industry yes. ... 

Because the oil 

industry pollutes, 

significantly.” 

Biden on fracking: “I 

never said I opposed 

fracking ... we can 

capture emissions 

from the factory and 

capture the emissions 

from gas, we can do 

that. And we can do 

that by investing 

money and doing 

some transition to 

that.” 

On the question to 

respond om Trump‟s 

climate change record, 

Biden responded,” 

They're going to move 

to renewable energy, 

number one.  Number 

two, we're going to 

make sure that we are 

able to take the federal 

fleet and turn it into a 

fleet that's run on – 

MP8: Again, Trump 

prioritized the „our business 

doing well‟ over saving 

world climate. 

MP9: Biden gave plan for 

fighting global warming by 

introducing  fossil fuel to 

renewable energy 

transition. 
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they're electric 

vehicles, making sure 

that we can do that. “ 

4. Healthcare Trump: “No matter how 

well you run (the 

Affordable Care Act), it‟s 

no good. What we‟d like to 

do is terminate it. We have 

the individual mandate 

done. I don‟t know that it‟s 

going to work. If we don‟t 

win (in court) ... we‟ll have 

Obamacare, but it will be 

better run.” 

Biden: “People 

deserve to have 

affordable health care, 

period. Period. Period. 

Period.” 

MP 10: Trump government 

terminated the functioning 

US public Healthcare plan 

without developing legit 

plan to replace Obamacare. 

 

MP11: Well-developed 

Healthcare plan for US 

public is a top priority of 

Democrats. 

5. Racism Trump: “(I‟ve done) the 

criminal justice reform bill, 

prison reform, opportunity 

zones, I took care of Black 

colleges and universities.” 

Trump: “If you were a 

certain person, you had no 

status in life.  It was sort of 

a reversal, and if you look 

at the people, we were 

paying people hundreds of 

thousands of dollars to 

teach very bad ideas, and 

frankly, very sick ideas, 

and, and really, they were 

teaching people to hate our 

country, and I'm not going 

to do that.  I'm not going to 

allow that to happen.  We 

have to go back to the core 

values of this country.  

Biden: “(Trump) pours 

fuel on every single 

racist fire. Every 

single one. He started 

off his campaign 

coming down the 

escalator saying he‟s 

getting rid of those 

Mexican rapists. He‟s 

banned Muslims 

because they‟re 

Muslims. ... This guy 

has a dog whistle as 

big as a fog horn.” 

Biden: “This is a 

president who has 

used everything as a 

dog whistle to try to 

generate racist hatred, 

racist division.  This is 

a man who in fact – 

MP12: Racism got 

nationalized during Trump 

rule, and USA became the 

hub of racism during his 

presidency period. 

MP13: People in US faced 

racism on basis of their 

ethnicity, religion, color, 

gender and creed 

irrespective of fake show of 

non-racist by President 

Trump.  
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They were teaching people 

that our country is a 

horrible place, it's a racist 

place, and they were 

teaching people to hate our 

country, and I'm not going 

to allow that to happen.” 

 

you talk about helping 

African Americans?  1 

in 1,000 African 

Americans has been 

killed because of the 

coronavirus.” 

Biden: “This man, this 

man is the, is the 

savior of African 

Americans?  This man 

cares at all?  This 

man's done virtually 

nothing.  Look, the 

fact is that you have to 

look at what he talks 

about.  You have to 

look at what he did, 

and what he did has 

been disastrous for the 

African American 

community.” 

6. Immigration Trump: “Children are 

brought here by coyotes 

and lots of bad people, 

cartels ... We let people in 

but they have to come in 

legally.” 

Biden on children 

separated at the 

border: “It makes us a 

laughingstock and it 

violates every notion 

of who we are.” 

 

MP14:Legalize or not to 

legalize the Latin American 

immigrants is US‟s burning 

issue since long. 

MP15: Immigrants are 

mostly considered criminals 

during Trump government.  
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7. Market Trump: “If he is elected, 

the stock market will 

crash.” 

 

Biden: “The idea that 

the stock market is 

booming is his only 

measure of what‟s 

happening. Where I 

come from in Scranton 

... the people don‟t live 

on the stock market.” 

MP16: Trump is at core a 

businessman who 

prioritized doing good 

business over everything. 

MP17: All industries and 

economic related fields are 

equally important for 

Democrats.  

 

 


