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Abstract: This paper critically analyzed the twenty (20) speeches of President Rodrigo Duterte which 
were delivered before military officials and personnel. Guided by Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional 
Model, the analysis was performed by subjecting the speeches to description (text analysis), 
interpretation (processing analysis) and explanation (social practice and analysis). The analysis revealed 
that Duterte’s pervasive use of the pronoun I suggests his being a responsible, an accountable and an 
authoritative leader. The speeches of the president have become a significant vehicle for persuading the 
people to trust in the current government. The analysis has particularly revealed the ideologies that 
underpin Duterte’s platform of government. Based on the analysis of the microstructures and 
macrostructures of the speeches, it was revealed that his rhetoric on war on drugs, fight against 
corruption and fight against terrorism became a foundation for his ideologies of patriotism and 
messianism. 
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1. Introduction: 
1.1 Critical Discourse Analysis: Politics serves as an avenue where the process of struggle for power is 
observed. According to Horvath (2014), it is a struggle for power in order to put certain political, 
economic and social ideas into practice. In this process, language plays an indispensable role because 
every political action is conceptualized, shaped, prepared, accompanied, influenced, and played by 
language. Language is always an essential part of politically driven communications (Krolikowska, 2015). 
The use of language in a political setting falls under Political Discourse, the sub-branch of Critical 
Discourse Analysis (Sulistyo, 2017). One major political discourse that researchers focus on is the use of 
language in political speech. Political speech, according to Sharndama (2015), is a speech associated with 
either struggle for power or control of it. 
 
Language is a powerful instrument of politicians in communicating their thoughts, ideas, and ideologies 
to their constituents. Politicians use language to inform or to persuade people. It is an avenue for 
political practices.  It is associated with governance because we are in a state that functions according to 
a written law (Andres, Ibardolaza, Park, San Gabriel & Solis,2017). Chimbarange, Takavarasha, and 
Kombe (2014) asserted that the main purpose of politicians is to persuade their audience of the validity 
of their political claims. Moreover, it is a “useful tool to regulate society” (Machin&Mayr, 2012, p. 2) and 
“change the way people feel and think about some pressing issues in the country” (Balog, 2017, p.1).  
Caballero (2015) also claimed that it “is a powerful tool that may be used for glorifying people, 
promoting ideologies and may even impose a decision, or distort reality that is why readers who 
consume the text need to be careful and critical”(p.16).Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is not limited 
in describing, analyzing and interpreting discourses in several social contexts. This also reveals the 
reason behind why and how the discourses happened (Balog, 2017). Corollary to this, van Dijk (2007) 
considers the concept of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as one that deals with discourse and is a 
critical enterprise. The idea of critical language study is summarized by Fairclough (1989) as the 
processes at analyzing linguistic elements in order to reveal connections between language, power, and 
ideology that are hidden from people (as cited in Machin & Mayr, 2012). vanDijk (1998) further 
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elaborates that CDA is a field that is concerned with studying and analyzing written and spoken texts to 
reveal the discursive sources of power, dominance, inequality and bias.  
 
Government officials use a language that is subject for scrutiny because they are public servants who are 
perceived to have double standards when it comes to their discourse. With this, the language of 
President Duterte warrants a linguistic investigation. Every speech that the President delivers before 
different types of audiences on different occasions, his manipulation of language appears to have 
become a habit.  The efficient use of language in a community is considered to be an effective tool to 
create an ideology among the audience because one is capable of influencing people through language. 
Through discourse analysis, the imbedded meaning in utterances is described. It is in this view that this 
study is made to analyze how President Duterte manipulates language in order to wield his power and 
to describe his hidden political ideologies imbedded in his political speeches.  
 
President Duterte is known to have deviated from the normative language of a statesman, a character 
that has sparked controversies in the local and international state of affairs. The media, his critics, and 
diplomatic circles have been aghast at Duterte’s choice of words, and have accordingly been the 
wellspring of criticism towards the use of foul language in an official capacity (Apostol, 2017). His use of 
language has been described by many as “gutter language”(The Freeman, 2016) as he uses foul language 
during his interviews, press conferences and political speeches.  Specifically, the study primarily seeks to 
identify how President’s Duterte’s political speeches could be examined critically, and present a central 
argument in the form of critical analyses having a contribution to political science and the social 
sciences in general. 
 
Contextually, majority of Filipinos who are in public office make use of English most of the time whether 
it is spoken or written discourse. Also, within the fields of the social sciences, much of those who are 
inclined to deploy CDA are likely to come from the fields of linguistics, but political science itself has 
not seen the same prevalence in the use of the said analytic tool. As such, the study makes an appeal for 
the wider use of discourse analysis in political science. To accomplish the task at hand, the study seeks 
to prove the analytic weight of CDA in understanding social phenomenon by applying it in a number of 
pressing social issues. This study is premised on Fairclough’s (1989) three-dimensional analytic level of 
discourse: description (text analysis), interpretation (processing analysis), and explanation (social 
practice and analysis).  
 
Given the significance of political speeches that are used to argue, to reason, to sustain their ideas, to 
continue in power, to oppress people and nations, to establish and perpetuate ideas, and/or to defend 
people in their needs, to promote civil rights, and peace (Fairclough, 2000, in Adjei, Ewusi-Mensah & 
Okoh, 2016), conducting the study is perceived timely. With the new age, linguistic character employed 
by President Duterte, it might be interesting to note that political discourse in the country may be 
taking a new face. Furthermore, the study would be able to track developments or shifts in the political 
discourse of Filipino politicians. Thus, this study aims to perform a critical discourse analysis of 
President Rodrigo Roa Duterte’s selected speeches to uncover the hidden political ideologies underlying 
his speeches and unveil his strategies to achieve his plans for the country. There have been a few studies 
conducted focusing on the political speeches of political figures since most studies performed have 
focused on the linguistic analysis of known world leaders’ State of the Nation Addresses (SONAs) or 
Inaugural Speeches.  This study wishes to fill that gap. 
 
1.2 Research Questions: This study aims to perform a critical discourse analysis of President Rodrigo 
Roa Duterte’s selected speeches to uncover the hidden political ideologies underlying his speeches.  
Specifically, it seeks to address the following questions: 
1. What are the prevalent microstructures of the selected speeches of President Duterte? 
2. What are the prevalent macrostructures of the selected speeches of President Duterte and do they 

relate to the socio-political issues of the society? 
1.3 Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Analytic Model: The adapted model in analyzing the micro and 
macro structures of the selected speeches of President Rodrigo Duterte was Fairclough’s Three-
Dimensional Analytic Model. The study’s main analytical tool was the “three-dimensional method of 
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discourse analysis”, introduced by Norman Fairclough, namely the “language text, spoken or written, 
discourse practice (text production and text interpretation), and the sociocultural practice”. 
 
Table 1: Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Analytical Model (1989: 16) 

a) Description 
(text analysis) 

-stage concerned with the formal properties of the text 

b) Interpretation 
(processing analysis) 

-is concerned with the relationship between the text and interaction 
with seeing the text as a product of process of production and as a 
resource in the process of interpretation 

c) Explanation  
(social practice and analysis) 

-is concerned with the relationship between interaction and social 
context -with the  social determination of the processes of 
production and interpretation and their societal effects 

 

 

2. Methods: 
2.1 Instrument(s): The instrument for this study was Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Analytic Model. 
MAXQDA was also utilized in the keyword analysis of the speeches. 
 
2.2. Research Design: This research is highly qualitative in nature but quantitative analysis has been 
performed to further strengthen the study’s claims. Text analysis was employed in order to determine 
the prevalent microstructures and macrostructures of the speeches of President Duterte.  
 
2.3 Corpus/Sources of Data: Twenty (20) formal presidential speeches of Philippine president Rodrigo 
RoaDuterte were used as the corpus of this study. These speeches are those delivered in formal 
functions such as those that have the president as guest of honor, plenary speaker and those that are 
considered official in which the president is attending government functions. All the speeches were 
downloaded from the official website of the Republic of the Philippines’ Presidential Communications 
Operations Office (PCOO). For the purpose of this study, the twenty formal speeches were taken from 
the twenty videos of the President Rodrigo Roas Duterte’ speeches which were transcribed and the 
researcher compared them to the downloaded speeches from the PCOO’s website.  According to the 
PCOO website, 317 speeches had been delivered by President Duterte before different types of audience 
from June 2016 to June 2017, and a considerable number of these speeches were delivered in Filipino. 
Although the president is expected to use standard English when delivering speeches, President Rodrigo 
Duterte appears to deviate from the norms of a statesman’s discourse. Specifically, he is known to use 
colorful language whenever he delivers his speeches, employing slurs and slangs in a variety of languages 
such as English, Filipino and Bisaya. Furthermore, by limiting the corpus to 20 formal presidential 
speeches, the analysis and discussion would be able to highlight prevalent microstructures and 
macrostructures of his speeches. For the selection process, speeches with the theme on War on 
Drugs/Terrorism were purposively selected and used as corpus of the study as this theme is the 
President’s priority advocacy. 
 
3. Procedures: 
3.1 Data Gathering Procedure: 
The present study adhered to the following procedure: All speeches of President Rodrigo Duterte found 
on the PCOO website were screened. After the speeches had been screened, twenty (20) speeches were 
downloaded. Each speech was tagged according to number to make sure that the coding process would 
be orderly. In order to investigate the prevalent microstructures and macrostructures of the speeches, 
each speech was thoroughly examined in order to analyze the linguistic, discursive, and ideological 
patterns of the president.  
 
3.2 Statistical Treatment of Data: Frequencies and percentages were reflected in tables.  Descriptive 
statistics, which only requires tabulation of frequencies, was used to answer the research questions. A 
simple frequency count and ranking were employed to tabulate the results of the findings.  
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4. Data Analysis: 
4.1 Unit of Analysis: In investigating the prevalent microstructures and macrostructure of the selected 
speeches of President Rodrigo Duterte, Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Model was used. Qualitatively, 
the researcher presented an in-depth explanation of the structure and content of the speeches. 
Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Model Framework was used in this study to analyze the structure and 
content of the speeches.  In this regard, this research used a highly qualitative and quantitative 
methodology in analyzing the data.  After the retrieval of the speeches, clauses were analyzed to 
critically examine the prevalent microstructures and macrostructures of the selected speeches.  
 
5. Findings and Discussion: 
5.1 Prevalent Microstructure(s) of the Selected Speeches of President Rodrigo RoaDuterte: This 
section presents the prevalent microstructures found in the selected speeches of the President. The 
linguistic pattern(s) of the President specifically his pervasive use of the personal pronouns I, You and 
We have been discussed in the succeeding paragraphs.  This chapter attempts to answer the first 
research question: What are the prevalent microstructures of the selected speeches of Prseident Rodrigo 
RoaDuterte. 
 
The 772 paragraphs selected speeches of President Rodrigo Duterte were analyzed using both qualitative 
and quantitative approaches. The main tool for the analysis was Fairclough’s three-dimensional 
analytical model: description, interpretation, and explanation outlined in Chapter 1. The analysis was 
performed based on the structure and content of the 20 selected speeches of the President. In addition, 
Wang’s (2010) analysis of pronouns which was adapted by van der Zee (2013) was used in the present 
study (Table 2).   
 
5.1.1. Uses of Pronouns: Pronouns are used to substitute a noun. In other words, the significance of 
using pronouns is to avoid metonymy, boredom and repetition.  Sharndama (2013) claims that the “use 
of pronouns in political discourse goes beyond substitution of a noun in traditional grammar to self-
emphasis, self-responsibility, inclusiveness, solidarity and unity of purpose among others” (p.11). 
Therefore, politicians could use pronouns in their political speeches as a form of address referring either 
to themselves or to their audience. Allen claimed that politicians (2007:2) “have a tendency to present 
the positive aspects of themselves and the negative aspects of their opponents when giving speeches and 
he added that one way of achieving this is by intentionally using specific personal pronouns, which refer 
to themselves or others.” 
 
The analysis of the selected speeches of President Rodrigo Roa Duterte exhibits the pervasive use of 
personal pronouns. President Duterte appears to have shown his character, attitude, authority, 
influence, power and ideology through his pervasive use of personal pronouns. 
Based on table 2 below, it could be gleaned that from the 48,329 total number of words of the corpus, 
there were 5074 (10.4%) pronouns found.  The three most dominant pronouns used by the President 
were I, You and We. The personal pronoun I dominates the speeches with the highest percentage of 
4.5%, whereas the pronouns You and We had a share of 2.4% and 1.3% respectively. 
 
The pronoun I could be used to narrate personal experiences, and to express personal feelings, or self-
responsibility (Sharndama, 2013).  Hakansson (2012) added that the pronoun I is not a substitute for the 
speaker’s name; it is a way for him or her to refer to himself/herself.  Bramley also claimed that the use 
of I in political speeches is to convey the speaker’s opinion. We is used to show the value of oneness, 
togetherness, inclusivity and to create a shared sense of responsibility. This could mean that the speaker 
and the listeners have solidarity and that they belong to the same team with similar objectives and goals. 
According to Bramley (2001 in Hakansson, 2012) we can be used to invoke a group membership or 
collective identity, and create a separation between us and them. Youis used to address a particular 
group in an audience or to address the entire audience. However, Bramley (2001) suggested that youis 
more complicated because it could be used in a very general way where you is referring to anyone. 
 
The results of the present study coincide with that of Tyrkko’s (2016) that the use of personal pronouns 
has been shown in numerous previous studies of political language to be the single most important 
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linguistic feature when it comes to fostering and managing sentiments of group membership. 
 

Table 2: Frequency and Percentage of Pronoun Usage in the Selected Speeches 
of President Rodrigo Duterte(Adapted from Wang, 2010) 

 F % 

Personal Pronouns    
First Person I(Me) 2180 4.50 
 We(Us)     627 1.30 
Second Person You(You)     1161 2.40 
Third Person He(Him)         88 0.18 
 She(Her)                          9 0.01 
 It (It)  243 0.50 
 They(Them)   307 0.63 
Possessive pronouns   
 My(Mine)                   197 0.40 
 Our(Ours)                  92 0.19 
 Your (Yours)     118 0.24 
 His(His) 28 0.05 
 Her(Hers)              1 0.00 
 Their(Theirs)      23  0.04 

Total No. Pronouns Found 5074 10.4 

Total No. of Words 48,329  
 

 
Another study that confirms the result of the present study is Beard (2000: 43) who claims that personal 
pronouns make up a big part of political speeches, because they can give an idea of whom the speaker in 
question identifies with.  Politicians who give speeches usually do it as “representatives of political 
groups such as political parties, governments or nations, rather than as individuals” ( Sharndama, 2013, 
p. 11). 
 
5.1.1.1 The Pronoun I as Used by President Dutertein His Speeches: As the representative of the 
current administration, President Duterte’s pervasive use of personal pronoun I suggests that he 
acknowledges the problems that have been contaminating the society, highlights his plans in addressing 
the said problems and in implementing them to achieve his goals for the betterment of all the 
concerned. One of the most pressing problems besetting the whole country is drugs.  As can be seen in 
excerpt 1 below, the president used the pronoun I to recognize that there is a colossal drug problem in 
the country. He also admitted the fact that his administration’s primary advocacy is to arrest the 
widespread distribution of illegal drugs because for him this has been the primary factor why crime rates 
increased dramatically.   
 
(1) I consider the fight against drugs a war. There’s a crisis in this country – it’s..it’s drugs. (Sp11, par 13) 
(2) You know, kabadoakodito (I am disturbed) because of the enormity and widespread and magnitude of 
the contamination of the country. Akomismosabihinkosainyo, hindiko—paano ‘to?(I tell you that I myself 
don’t know how to deal with it), How can I solve this problem?... (Sp15, par 10) 
(3) You know, when I ran. I ran on a platform of drugs, crime and corruption. Corruption, I can really say 
to you, now, that this government will be clean and it will be clean. (Sp15, par11) 
 
President Duterte also used the personal pronoun “I” (Excerpt 2) to express his personal sentiments how 
he could solve the drug problem of the country and to acknowledge the fact that the country is facing a 
national threat due to the enormity and magnitude of drug addicts who, according to him, is 
contaminating the country. But in excerpt (3), he used the pronoun “I” to refer to his platforms when he 
was still running for the presidency. This means he wants to highlight what his administration will be 
working on. In here, he focused on three things: drugs, crime and corruption.  He emphasized the issue 
on corruption in the government. Thus, he also laid down his promise to cleanse the government 
agencies by gradually eliminating the problem of corruption.  He claimed he wanted a clean 
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government. In order to do that he would start from those involved in illegal drugs. Based on his 
statement in excerpt 4, he expressed his disgust that many police officers have been allegedly involved in 
illegal drugs. He also acknowledged that the problem did not only involve the police but it also involved 
some officials from the other branches of the government; however, he needs to validate the data. In his 
last statement in excerpt 4, he claimed that he had the ‘raw’ which he could mean the list of names of 
those who were involved in illegal drugs. Here, through the use of pronoun “I”, he was able to show his 
authority because he was bold enough and he was true to his words that he would publicly announce 
the names of the generals who were allegedly protectors of illegal drugs.  
 
(4) I am very sad but on the drug scene, we have long — we all long  suspectedna may 
maramingmgapulissagobyernona involved sa drugs.(that many police officers are involved in drugs). I am 
not ready yet with the other branches of government  agencies ah.. sayungkagayang (just like that of in the 
Customs). I still have to validate it, but I already have the raw ah information. ( Sp1, par4) 
(5) But dumatingakosa position na ‘to (I assumed to this position) and I said I have the sacred obligation 
to the Filipino people. By my oath of office I have to tell you the truth. And the truth for the moment is: 
Itongmga to (These) after so many validations, even when I was still mayor of Davao City, 
lumalabasnaitongmgapangalanna to (these names had been known)…the criminal syndicates and the drug 
distribution, maraminangnamamatay at marami pang mamamatay.(many had died and many will die). 
(Sp1, par11) 
 
Moreover, with the power that emanates from his position being the commander in chief of the Armed 
Forces of the Philippines, he affirms that it is his sacred obligation to tell the truth to the Filipino people 
as regards the names of the generals who were involved in illegal drugs.  In addition, he was not holding 
back in this because it is his firm belief that the names included in the drug list had been validated 
during his time as mayor in Davao. The revelation of the names of the general involved in drugs is one 
way of showing to the Filipino people that he is fulfilling his promise of fighting illegal drugs when he 
was still campaigning in the presidential elections.  
 
Through his reiteration that his war on drugs will continue, he has issued a warning for all  as can be 
understood in excerpt 6.  With his words, it could be said that Mr. Duterte has a true sense of 
nationalism. His love for the country is unfathomable.  He is willing to kill the contaminators of the 
society in order to protect his country and his people from harm.  He envisions himself as a father that 
will take care of his children from the wrath of illegal drugs.  Furthermore, he acknowledges the idea 
that through the efforts of former President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo the level of the drug problem has 
been raised as a national security threat.  Since it has been considered as a national security threat, the 
president is appealing to the Armed Forces of the Philippines (Philippine Army, Philippine Navy, 
Philippine Air Force) to help in the war on drugs campaign as can be seen in excerpt (7). It could also be 
added that he recognized the idea that he could not do it alone. To strengthen the campaign, the 
President also sought for the help of the Philippine National Police. The president’s use of I suggests that 
he is someone with power, with principles and someone who is not afraid to take action if necessary 
(Hakansson, 2012).  
 
(6) I have been warning everybody: At the end of my speeches, when I was campaigning for the presidency, 
I always end it by saying, “Do not destroy my country because I will kill you. Do not destroy the young 
people of this country because I will kill you.” Kung hindi pa namansapatsalahat ‘yan ay ewanko, (I hope 
that’s clear to all), what else?(Sp1, par13) 
(7) Maswerteako (I am lucky)kasi (because)..Presidente Arroyo during her watch, raised the level of the 
drug problem as a national security threat. And, therefore, paving the way for me to watch the Armed 
Forces of the Philippines, Air Force, Navy, Army to help in the campaign. Well that I..I said it was ah… a 
proclamation, I think, of ah...President Arroyo long before. (Sp1, par16) 
 
Anotherserious problem that besets the country today is the threat of terrorism.  In excerpts (8) and (9), 
the President recognized the fact that ISIS has penetrated the country. So in order to address this, there 
is a need to strengthen the military forces of the government by enlisting more personnel in the PNP, 
buying more technologically-advanced equipment which according to him would help the military in 
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performing their duties.  With the use of the pronoun I, the president was able to express his personal 
voice and commitment in the realization of his plans for the armed forces of the country. 
 
(8)Siguropatiterorista( Even terrorists, too). That is our problem. The coming serious problem of the 
country, terrorism. We have to beef up the police —ah.. I need about 3,000 men more. There are problems 
of the country con..confrontingah..us eyeball to eyeball. I cannot move. I have to bide my time because I 
need equipment. The things that I saw nawaladito, which I cannot discuss with you, but which I can 
discuss with the military and the police. (Sp1, par33) 
(9)I have directed AFP and PNP to continuously contain the ISIS threat, to intensify operations using all 
available assets and resources. This is the only way to secure Mindanao.  (Sp20 , par10) 
Through the use of I, the president was also able to emphasize his stand against war. As the President, 
he was able to signify his commitment and involvement in the attainment of peace for his country and 
people. This is evident in excerpt (10). 
(10)Ako (I), I wanted—I am not a war-time President, mind you.  I am a President seeking the peace for my 
country, for my people. (Sp15, par28) 
 
The results of the present study confirm Balog’s study that the use of first person pronoun I in Senator 
Miriam Defensor Santiago’s privilege speeches showed her involvement and presence in her speeches 
and helped her build rapport with her audience. Similar to Senator Santiago, President Duterte also used 
the first person pronoun I to show commitment and involvement, to highlight personal qualities, to 
create relationship with the audience, to acknowledge one’s strengths and to show power and authority, 
and to express responsibility and accountability. In addition, another study that confirms the results of 
the present study is van der Zee’s (2013). She claimed that the use of the first person pronoun I shows 
the speaker’s personal involvement in the promises mentioned specifically when it comes to contexts 
dealing with Filipino masses. van der Zee (2013) also added that President Aquino III used the pronoun I  
to refer to himself highlighting his success and authority as the chief leader of the country. Moreover, 
Sharndama’s (2015) study is also interesting to cite. He claimed that President Buhari’s use of the 
pronoun I implies that the president took it a personal responsibility to call on the leadership and the 
people of Nigeria to cooperate with the state and Federal government. 
 
5.1.1.2 The Pronoun We/Us/Our as Used by President Duterte in His speeches: President Duterte’s 
pervasive use of the personal pronoun we highlights how he connects himself to his audience, how he 
expresses his involvement, how he emphasizes the value of teamwork and solidarity and how he appeals 
for unity and peace. Bramley (2001 in Hakansson 2012)) claimed that when we is used in political 
speeches, “its main function is to create a group where multiple people are involved, instead of referring 
to one particular individual” (p. 76). The following excerpts show whom we refers to and who it excludes 
in the speeches of President Duterte.  
 
(11).We have a drug crises that some of our fellow citizens consider just a police problem, and even went to 
the extent that it is an ailment and that because it’s an ailment, the punitive action of the police should not 
take place. (Sp11, par8) 
(12). We are in safe hands. Ah the presence of ah..government is strongly felt through the military and I 
would like to assure you that mm..more I am just more than satisfied to go home knowing  that ah. all of 
us are doing everything we can do for the nation.( Sp2, par4) 
(13) We want to end this war.  Sp13, par32) 
 
In (11), we is used as a way for President Duterte to state a fact that the country is facing a huge problem 
regarding illegal drugs. This problem is not only a concern of the government and its different agencies 
but it also involves the citizens.  The statement of the President acknowledges the idea that the 
campaign on war on drugs should not just be placed on the shoulders of the armed forces, particularly 
the police, but every citizen is also encouraged to cooperate.  In (12), when the President said “we are in 
safe hands”, he used we to refer to the whole country including his administration and the Filipino 
people but the military and other groups are excluded but when he said “all of us are doing everything we 
can do for the nation”, the we pertains to his administration and the military excluding the people and 
other enemies of the state. Here, the use of we can be used to create unity and cohesiveness. Moreover, 
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using we in this manner is also a way for Duterte to remind the people that protecting the state and its 
people is a shared responsibility of the government and the armed forces. In excerpt (13), weis used to 
refer to the peace-negotiating panel of the government including the president, the military forces of the 
country or the Filipino people who advocate for peace. We here is used in a more general sense.  
Therefore, in (13), we can be referred as the generic we. 
 
(14)We will survive on our own. We will fight our wars on our own and we will win as a country. (Sp15, par 
43)  
(15)We will.. We will likewise conduct focused military operations against the Abu Sayyaf Group and the 
other local and foreign terrorist groups and continue to strive to restore civil order in the conflict-ridden 
areas. (Sp19, par11) 
(16) We will also strengthen our coordination with Indonesia and Malaysia to suppress the kidnappings in 
the waters of our neighboring countries   just as we expand cooperation and the human assistance, disaster 
response, maritime security, and counter-terrorism. (Sp19, par13) 
 
Excerpts (14), (15) and (16) also highlight the President’s desires in attempting to build a place of 
harmony among the government, the military, the people and the neighboring countries in order to 
maintain order, peace and unity not only for the country but also with the neighboring nations. In (14), 
Duterte used we to reiterate that the Philippines is an independent state and that any challenges that 
the country is facing it will remain in tact.  So here, through the use of we, the value of unity is 
emphasized. We (Excerpt 15) is also used to show unity between the government and the military forces 
to combat local terrorist groups. In (16), we can be referred to the nation as a whole, and not to the 
groups who spread terrorism in and out of the country. We also signifies that as one country that 
advocates peace and order in the South East Asian Region, there is a need to strengthen partnership 
with its neighboring countries.  
 
The results of the present study aver that of Sharndama’s (2015). In his study, he claimed that President 
Buhari used the personal pronoun we to show inclusivity, solidarity and togetherness. In addition, 
Buhari used the pronoun we tosignify collectivism, unity of purpose and  to justify the trust of Nigerians 
who elected them (he and his party members) (p.20). Similar with President Duterte, he used the 
personal pronoun we to show inclusivity, unity and togetherness. 
 
(17)… but it comes in cycle and we can prepare. These are the things that we need to help our people and 
that is why we are fighting this war. (Sp12 , par13)  
 
The use of we to show togetherness and teamwork can be seen in Excerpt (17). Duterte’s use of the 
pronoun we symbolizes that the government and the armed forces should work as one in order to 
maintain peace in Mindanao. Also, with the use of our in excerpt 17, Duterte is not referring to the 
Filipino people as a whole but he used to refer to the people in Mindanao who have been affected by the 
continuing war in the region.  The claim of the present study is in conjunction with Horvath’s (2010). He 
pointed out that President Obama’s use of the possessive pronoun our demonstrates unity in the time of 
national peril. Similar with President Duterte, he also used the possessive pronoun our to express his call 
for unity in helping the people of Mindanao who have been affected by the war. 
 
(18)We shall also continue to upgrade our capabilities to the AFP Modernization Program, focus on 
maintaining the high state of morale of our men and women by delivering health and wellness services to 
our personnel, particular those who are deployed in the field by enhancing the capabilities of tertiary and 
secondary hospitals and facilities. (Sp19,par14)  
 
In excerpt 18 above, with the use of our, President Duterte created  a sense of togetherness. By saying 
our men and women and our personnel, instead of saying the men and women and the personnel, 
President Duterte creates a sense of group membership. Here, he is trying to show that the government 
has an obligation to take care of the welfare of the military particularly those who are in the high-risk 
areas performing their duties.  
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This finding of the study confirms Karapetjana’s (2011 in Hakansson, 2012) claim that the personal 
pronoun we can be used by the politician “if he or she wishes to share the responsibility, and also to 
create involvement with the audience” (p. 43). Another study that supports the findings of the present 
study is Walker’s (2007) who claimed that politicians use the pronoun we  to “spread the responsibility” 
(p.51).  In addition, van der Zee’s (2013) study is in consonance with the findings of the present study.  
She claimed that former President Benigno Aquino III used the pronoun we to persuade the audience to 
work as a team as it were by producing apparent collective utterances like “we will” and “we shall”(p.50). 
 
(19) Let us together build a nation worthy of the Filipinos; Filipinos worthy of their nation. ( Sp20, par20 ) 
 
The president’s use of the inclusive pronoun us from excerpt 19 signifies his appeal to unity and 
solidarity with the armed forces of the country to fight against criminality and drugs.  Here, he is 
making an appeal to all the men and women of the country’s armed forces to create a worthy country 
that will make all Filipinos proud of it. With the use of the word together, Duterte’s call for unity has 
been highlighted. This may indicate that the character of Duterte is inclusive. 
 
With the President’s use of the pronouns we, our and us, he was able to project an image of his character 
that he is a team player.  The President’s character could be attributed to the cultural traits and values of 
Filipinos who have a sense of camaraderie such as the spirit of Bayanihan. Being a team player, it 
therefore suggests that he has a shared responsibility with the group.  
 
With this, it is interesting to note that the pronominal choices in political speeches are also interesting 
because they make an important influence to the overall effect (van der Zee, 2013, p. 58).  The finding of 
the present study affirms that of van der Zee’s (2013) that through the use of pronouns a particular 
politician can be able to present a positive “self” and a negative “other” on the usage of pronouns of 
his/her political speech.  This is in conjunction with van Dijk’s (2004 in van der Zee, 2013) claim that 
“political speeches are stuffed with the macro strategies of 'positive self-representation' and 'negative 
other representation' which are intimately tied up with 'polarization' of in-group compared to the out-
group ideologies or us-them (p. 52).  The use of personal pronoun by politicians, both in the singular and 
plural, they are able to strategically show their power, solidariy and/or authority since political speeches 
are stuffed with such according to Pennycook (1994) and Bull and Fetzer (2006). 
 
5.1.1.3The Pronoun YOU as Used by President Duterte in His speeches: The pronoun you can have 
multiple meanings based on what the speaker is trying to emphasize in his speech.  The indefinite 
pronoun you can be used by the speaker to include himself as a member of a category and it can also be 
used to refer to anyone and/or everyone. Allen (2006) claims that the generic you could beused by 
politicians to criticize the opposition by including or excluding them from generalizations. President 
Duterte used the pronoun you to refer to a particular group of people and to exclude other members of a 
certain group. In excerpts (20) and (21), the president was able to show how he used the pronoun you to 
exclude a certain group as well as to refer to anyone.  
 
(20) Do not destroy my country because I will kill you. ( Sp2, par16) 
(21) In the fullness of God’s time, Allah, maybe we can perfect it, the komunista(communists), tapositong 
(then this) Abu Sayyaf, MI, then maybe, you can have a peaceful Mindanao. (Sp15, par33) 
 
The majority of the selected speeches of President Duterte were delivered before the armed forces of the 
country so it could be attributed that his use of the pronoun you refers to them. However, in (20), he 
used the indefinite pronoun you being directed to the people who will contaminate the country. These 
could be the people who are involved in drugs. Since the president believes that drugs is the primary 
factor that leads to criminality, his use of you in “ I will kill you” could mean to threaten these criminals 
to refrain from doing such acts. Excerpt (21), it could be seen that the President used you in a more 
general sense because he did not direct it to a particular group. Though, he delivered his speech in front 
of the military, it appears that (21) is harder to categorize because the pronoun you that is used by the 
president can be referred to them (the military) but it could also refer to the people of Mindanao 
clamoring for peace in the region.  
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The way the president uses the pronoun you in the following excerpts (22), (23), (24), (25), and (26) is 
evident that the message is directed to a specific group. (22) and (23), you can be referred to both the 
military and the police. He is addressing the two groups directly since the said groups are tasked to help 
him in his campaign on war on drugs and fight against terrorism. 
 
(22)And you know, when you are in a war, in the coming days, it will be hard for us to... (Sp12, par23) 
(23) You go and operate, hunt for them, apprehend them, place them under arrest and if they offer a violent 
resistance and if you think that your life is in danger, eh di patayinmo eh.(that’s the time you kill).   (Sp15, 
par21) 
 
In excerpt (24), the pronoun you is also used by the President to refer again to the military and police. 
However, when he said “I’ll be there with you” this would mean that the president is giving his full 
support not only for the military and the police themselves but also for their families as well. It also 
appears that the President made a promise to start the modernization of the armed forces of the country 
and to provide services for their welfare and their families as well which is evident in excerpt (25).  
 
(24) So you work overtime and ah...I’ll be there with you ah..to supervise everything. (Sp1, par15) 
(25) So I promise to youna (that) it should start, ‘yang building na ‘yan (that building), two – two months 
from now at(and) ‘yungequipmentsninyo(your equipment),  state of the art. Bahalanamahal(Never mind if 
it’s expensive), bastaayawko ‘yunggagamitinnasisira.(I don’t like that the equipment you’re going to use 
are broken) (applause )( Sp5, par16) 
(26) So binigay man niyobuhayninyo (You offered your life), sabayanninyo (for your country), the least 
that we can do, the country through me: we’ll give you what you want. (Sp5, par18) 
 
Also, the use of you in excerpt (26) is clear that the president is referring to the military. Since the 
president has a high regard to the country’s armed forces, he is trying to reward the group as can be seen 
in the line “we’ll give you what you want”. 
 
Through the use of the personal pronoun I/me, the President was able to present his character as 
responsible, accountable, authoritative and powerful.In addition, his sense of togetherness, unity and 
cohesiveness was demonstrated by his use of the pronoun We and its variants. Finally, the President’s 
purpose in using the pronoun You is to establish rapport with his audience as well as to show otherness 
(exclusivity) in his speeches.  
 
5.2 Prevalent Macrostructures of the Selected Speeches of President Rodrigo Roa Duterte: 
5.2.1 Informal Register as Social Proximation: This section presents the prevalent macrostructures of 
the selected speeches of President Duterte which includes his use of informal register as social 
proximation. In addition, the genre, relevance, narrative framing are analyzed based on the context and 
structure of the texts.  The President’s discursive pattern(s) and his political ideologies that were 
enshrined in the selected speeches have also been discussed. 
 
The linguistic marking of attitude can be gleaned from both linguistic pragmatic elements of discourse 
interfacing with intertextuality.  Based on the corpora, Predident Duterte’s consistent language style 
bespeaks of an intention to veer away from both proximate and remote predecessor’s political agenda.  
It is as if he is saying, we have a new world order. This new direction of the president, allow me to say so, 
is what has been referred to as “resurgent nationalism” (Teehankee, 2016).  
 
“For it is my moral duty, my obligation by my oath of office that you should know what is happening to the 
country.” (Speech 1, par 1) 
“Alammoah (You know), at this early, umiikotnapoakongmgakampongmilitar at isunodko ‘yungpulis (I 
am visiting military camps then police stations will be next), because I’m a great believer 
napagmatatagangmilitarko at matatag ‘yungatingmgapulis, at may dedication satrahabo, 
lalagoangatingbayan.(that if the our military and police are strong and they have dedication to their work, 
the country will achieve progress)”  (Speech 10, par 2 ) 
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Evidence of this from the corpus are the following. The fact that his speeches are all extemporaneous 
demonstrates his rhetorical strategy to transgress protocol. He does not stick to a scripted speech that 
tends to have a formal, structured, and detached register. He opts for a conversational tone, narrative 
style, and down-to-earth topics that relate directly to the type of audience he has which are 
predominantly soldiers with a fewer are high ranking officials. Examples of these are the common 
references to actual battle experiences and the medical attention needed to address casualties which are 
supposed to be taken for granted. As a ploy, he foregrounds these mundane elements of military 
experience to appeal to the sympathy of the soldiers. In this way, he aligns himself as one among the 
masses.  In addition, as mentioned in the microstructure, the use of first and second person pronouns, 
the code-mixing and code-switching, instances of slang or vulgar words, all these linguistic devices give 
the impression of casualness; consequently, the president divests himself of authority-figureness to 
create an egalitarian effect and a festive mood towards the target audience. 
 
5.2.2. Genre, Relevance and Narrative Framing: When we look at the selected speeches of the 
president in the corpus, it is apparent that patterns of predictable elements are present. The fact that 
these elements are consistent, recurring, and redundant, we may infer that the mediated discourse style 
of power in these cases are deliberate and orientated.  The table below shows the flexible-outline of the 
structure of his speeches based on the dissertation corpus.  These elements are more or less consistent 
but may vary in position, style of presentation, and rhetorical emphases. 
 

Table 3: Flexible - Outline of the Structure of the President’s Selected Speeches 
 

Greeting 
Ensure the infantry divisions are in an “at ease” position 
Raise the morale of the AFP and PNP –“esprit de corps” (persuasion strategy 1) 
Peace and Order Agenda 
Narrative Framing –reducing socio-political distance      (persuasion strategy 2) 
Budget Allocation for Military Facility Upgrading and other service improvements 
Closure 

 
In relevance, as a cognitive theory, expectations from the hearer’s perspective is derived from the 
hearer’s orientation filter which means that from both ends of the communicative spectrum, senders 
and receivers rely, so to speak, upon an information scaffold that allows the success of communication 
to be reached. As Sperber and Wilson (2002, p.251) have stated: 
 
When is an input relevant? Intuitively, an input is relevant to an individual when it connects with 
background information he has available to yield conclusions that matter to him: say, by answering a 
question he had in mind, improving his knowledge on a certain topic, settling a doubt, confirming a 
suspicion, or correcting a mistaken impression. In relevance theoretic terms, an input is relevant to an 
individual when its processing in a context of available assumptions yields a POSITIVE COGNITIVE 
EFFECT. 
 
This idea of relevance is applicable to this research where the president as a communicator exploits this 
basic feature of human cognition. In the corpus, this has been exhibited by the narrative framing of the 
president’s political agenda.  In line with the president’s resurgent nationalism, the following themes 
appear in the corpus: (a) To deconstruct the norm of corruption in the Philippines; (b) to raise the 
morale of the AFP and PNP in their support of the present administration; (c) to promote the “war on 
drugs”; and (d) to uplift military services through budget allocation. 
 
The president would make use of a ‘story-telling’ method to articulate his administration’s agenda of 
political change at least at the level of discourse and self-imaging.  How does the president frame his 
political agenda in such a way as to appeal to his audience? He does so by means of transparency and 
bluntness.   
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And let me assure you that beginning ngayong(this) August, you will already receive the incremental 
increase sa salaries ninyo(in your salaries) (applause) and it will be completed by the end of the year, 
doblenaangsweldoninyo (your salary is doubled). (applause).  Para ‘yungmga may dalawangasawa, 
hindinamaghirap kung saan pa maghanapngpera, lalonaitongmgapulis(For those who have ttwowives, you 
wouldn’t have hard time to look for money especially the police officers). You know, I’ve been mayor for 23 
years…you cannot go out of the camp without the permission of the camp commander.  (Speech 10, pars 6 
and 7)) 
 
The absence of semantic complexity and indirection as used by his presidential rivals, for instance, Sen. 
Miriam Defensor Santiago (Caballero, 2015), gives the effect of sincerity.  President Duterte’s 
straightforward language and familiar tone is used to establish his credibility as he appeals to his 
personal political track-record success as Mayor of Davao City, as well as his father’s military service 
background.  The second phase of his political speeches would include the articulation of his appeal to 
the military to support his “war on drugs” and the maintenance of peace and order in the country. 
Likewise, he uses narrative framing as persuasion to win over military support. This is where President 
Duterte applies an array of speech acts as pathos. 
 
I have been warning everybody: At the end of my speeches, when I was campaigning for the presidency, I 
always end it by saying, “Do not destroy my country because I will kill you. Do not destroy the young 
people of this country because I will kill you” (Speech 1, par 13) 
I salute you for your sacrifice and hard work. Being a soldier is not easy. It is fraught with danger every 
moment of your life even when inside the camps. And I know that ah..you are a special breed apart from 
the rest of the male and female population of the country. You can go anytime. But knowing well before 
that ah..you are doing it for your own country is something you can really — someday, and I hope you can 
- you will reach retirement, and say with ah.. before you pass on to the next world — that you did 
something productive and very useful to your motherland. (Speech 2, par 5) 
 
In comparing excerpt 1 in Speech 1 with that of excerpt 2 in Speech 2, there may be obvious differences 
with the purpose of these utterances in the mind of the president. One could comprehend the former as 
a threat and the latter as praise for the profession at the outset or first level reading of the utterance. 
However, linguists are also aware that when using an utterance that represents a proposition for 
instance by stating a fact or an assertive, over and above that truth conditioned semantics, there is a 
plausibility for a speaker to communicate another layer of meaning which may not be explicitly stated 
and these include intentions, attitudes, or dispositions which may be extracted through implicature, 
presupposition, inference, or shared meanings and experiences.  What attaches to these kinds of 
utterances may be varied reactions and consequences from the hearer’s perspective. We may infer that 
the president, being a seasoned politician, would be aware of such ramifications when communicating 
to his constituents. In his speeches, he shows two diametrically opposed self-imaging. On the one hand, 
there is the iron-hand of a strong man president “punisher” of those who dare to destroy “my country” as 
labeled by foreign press. On the other hand, he also communicates a benevolent patriarch who 
understands the plight of the smallest of voices. We see that the pendulum swing between dictator and 
at the same time, the avenger, successfully endears him to the public as he maintains his strong populist 
leadership. 
 
5.2.3 Discursive Patterns: To have a more quantitative based result of the analysis, a keyword analysis 
of the frequently used words in the speeches of President Duterte was performed which could be 
gleaned on table 4 below presents the distribution of  the President’s frequently used words evident in 
his selected speeches.  
 
Table 4 presents the list of recurring words in all of the president’s speeches.  The use of country, people, 
Philippines, government, and president is a normal occurrence in any president’s speech since every time 
a president speaks in public, he/she is a head of government addressing the people of his country. This 
is similar to Navera's (2012) conclusion that the SONA becomes a tool for the incumbent president to 
assert his/her power in representing the state of the nation and the quality of his/her presidential 
leadership. Duterte, in his speeches likewise wants to assert his authority as the new leader of the land. 
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However, what makes the president’s speeches distinctly Duterte is the peppering of the words drugs 
and corruption, which he believes to be the major problems that are plaguing the country. The excerpts 
below illustrate Duterte’s sentiments about drugs and corruption. 
 

Table 4.Distribution of Frequently Used Words in the 
Selected Speeches of  President Rodrigo Roa Duterte 

Words                                      F     % 

Country 5 9.82 
People 67 6.92 
Philippines 67 6.92 
Sundalo(Soldier) 67 6.92 
Government 66 6.82 
Mindanao 61 6.30 
Pulis( Police) 60 6.20 
Peace 59 6.10 
President 56 5.79 
Drugs (Droga) 54 5.58 
War 50 5.17 
Trabaho 49 5.06 
Moro 46 4.75 
Davao 42 4.34 
Military 41 4.23 
Everybody 36 3.72 
Corruption 26 2.68 
God 25 2.58 

 

Total     967           100 

 
“Alammoangproblemanatin (You know our problem) is ah criminality, drugs, corruption, human 
trafficking, at ‘yung corruption lalonasagobyerno.”(and corruption especially in the government) (Sp1, 
par1) 
“So what is destroying our life? Droga (Drugs).Hinayaanng..hinayaantalagang mag-flower, mag-
bloom.”(It was allowed to grow and bloom) (Sp5, par39) 
“Alammoah(You know).., I was elected on just three messages to the people. One, is this will be..this will be 
a clean government. Second, is ah.. I will suppress drugs and control crime.” (Sp7, par1) 
“…we will see to it that ah we hand over to the next generation of Filipinos the government that is relatively 
drug free and I hope that we’d finally be able to hurdle the corruption, the culture of corruption that is 
really prevalent.”(Sp9, par12) 
 
These sentiments are present in almost all of his speeches, and it is only natural for them to be so since 
he promised the Filipino people to eradicate drugs and corruption during the presidential campaign. 
This is in conjunction with Sharndama's (2015) analysis of President Muhammadu Buhari’s Inaugural 
Speech that reflects the party’s manifestoes and promises made during electioneering campaigning 
processes. 
 
War and peace are two terms that the president likes to use in his speeches. In the case of war, he uses it 
in two contexts: the war on drugs and the war against the CPP-NPA, MILF, MNLF, and other insurgent 
groups. The war on drugs has become the battle cry of the Duterte administration as he considers it the 
most serious problem of the country. He believes that drugs should be obliterated in order for the 
country to achieve progress.  The excerpts below demonstrate the president’s view on this matter: 
 
“I consider the fight against drugs a war. There’s a crisis in this country – it’s...it’s drugs. We might still end 
up like the South American countries and their fractured governments.(Sp11, par14) 
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…And I will be, as..as I have said in the campaign rallies all over the country, I will be harsh as I can ever be. 
When you fight a war, do not give me … I will finish this problem of corruption, drugs and crime.” (Sp11,par 
18) 
“Sabiko (I said), I take full responsibility to it. Do your work. If you think, you do not have to be a 
commissioned or whatever. If you think there is a crime, shabu and if you have to shoot them, ‘di (then) 
shoot them.” (Sp10, par17) 
 
It is evident from the above lines that the president sees the war on drugs as a solution to the crisis that 
brings suffering to the people. He also tells the police and the armed forces to shoot criminals and drug 
users if necessary.   In the war on drugs, as in any war, casualties are to be expected. The lines above 
illustrate Duterte’s justification for this war and its casualties. In fact, he takes full responsibility for it, 
meaning he supports the law enforcement agencies on whatever actions they take in fighting this war.  
 
The war against insurgency and terrorism is another dominant issue present in most of Duterte’s 
speeches.  During his campaign, he promised to work on achieving peace in Mindanao through 
negotiations with the Moros.  Mindanao andMoros are two of the most prevalent words in the 
president’s speeches. He sees the peace problem in Mindanao as having a deep historical origin and not 
just an issue of poverty. Since he is from Mindanao and has Maranaw roots he seems to show an 
understanding of what the Moros are fighting for.  
 
“I do not have any problem with Nur. We have agreed in principle na mag-usappara, to resolve the conflict, 
the history of Mindanao. Walarinakongproblemasa MI (I don’t have problem with MI)’, pero may 
problemaakosa Abu Sayyaf(but I have a problem with Abu Sayaff) because they are terrorists and they kill, 
ah pugutanngulosaharapngmundo, civilian, o sundalo.(They behead soldiers or civilians in front of the 
world). (Sp13, par6) 
You know, I hate to say this. Anglolako, Maranao. Moro. Kaya kung everytimenamagbakbakan, 
malalamanmodito, nasasaktantalagaako.”(My grandmother is Maranao then suddenly you’ll now that 
they kill each other; my heart bleeds). (Sp13, par7) 
 
Duterte's use of language confirms Chimbarange, Takavarasha, and Kombe's (2014) analysis of President 
Mugabe’s 2002 Address to the World Summit in Sustainable Development which shows that language in 
the hands of a politician therefore, becomes a tool through which political battles are fought, won or 
lost. 
 
The words pulis (police) and military/sundalo are also some of Duterte’s most widely-used vocabulary. 
Indeed, these two sectors act as the president’s iron hands in enforcing the law and fighting the war on 
drugs. In fact, he promised them an increase in salary and more benefits. Although he supports both the 
police and the military, his attitude towards the police is two-pronged. On the one hand, the president 
gives full backing to the police, telling them to apply the full force of the law in apprehending drug 
offenders. On the other hand, he rebukes the police for in their ranks breed corruption and drug related 
crimes. As for the armed forces, Duterte has only praises and support. As a matter of fact, since the 
beginning of his term, the president has been visiting military camps all over the country to offer the 
soldiers assistance and encouragement.  
 
“So today, I might be inclined to place a reward on their head, the members of the ninja or members of the 
police who are then protecting the drug syndicates in this country. I’m placing per head, two million.” (Sp11, 
par16) 
“Alammo ah (You know), at this early, umiikotnapoakongmgakampongmilitar at isunodko ‘yungpulis(I 
am visiting military camps  all over the country and the police are next), because I’m a great believer 
napagmatatagangmilitarko at matatag ‘yungatingmgapulis, at may dedication satrahabo, 
lalagoangatingbayan.”(that if my military and police are strong and dedicated to their work; the country 
will achieve progress).(Sp10, par3) 
 
Duterte's full support for the police and the military clearly manifests his belief that the problems of the 
country can be solved with proper and forceful implementation of the law. The president's discursive 
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patterns demonstrate the significance of language in the social relations of power which Bloor and Bloor 
(2007) suggested. 
 
Duterte also often mentions Davao in his speeches. The primary reason for this is he is from Davao of 
which he was a congressman and a long-time mayor. He uses Davao as an example of a once crime-
ridden city transformed into what he claims as one of the safest cities in the world. He used this claim to 
create a public perception that justifies his war on drugs. The excerpts below demonstrate how Duterte 
includes Davao in pushing for the ideology of war against drugs: 
 
“Akosa Davao talagangsinabikopagika’ydurugista, holdupper, kidnapper – talagangpapatayinkita. At 
talagangpinatayko. Huwagnatayongmagbolahandiyan.(In Davao, I really warned them that if you’re a 
drug addict, mugger or kidnapper, I will really kill you. And I really did. Let’s not tease each other). And 
Davao was able to grow a little bit. It is now a progressive city.”( Sp6, par13)   
 “But when I was Mayor of Davao City, and I was for 23 years, four years as the Vice Mayor of my daughter 
and four years..three years as Congressman, three years as a—- I when I became Mayor in 1988, it was at 
the crossroads of the lifting of martial law. Cory won and there was so much disorder in my city and I just 
simply said to the hold uppers, to the drug syndicates, to the criminals, please leave my city. If you do not 
leave my city, I will kill you.”(Sp11, par24) 
 
Another word often used by the president is God. He uses it mainly to show that he can perform his job 
as the president only if God allows it.  This illustrates that although Duterte is a strongman who does 
not fear anybody, he still believes in the power of God over him. This belief is illustrated in the excerpts 
below.   
 
“I pray to God that it would continue as peacefully as we have hoped for, and I hope that ah I would also 
have the same success.”( Sp11, par5) 
“So, if I… in the fullness of God’s time. You’ll get what you want and more.”( Sp14, par3) 
 
In most of the speeches, Duterte uses the word everybody. In some instances, he uses it to refer to 
criminals (Sp1, par13) while sometimes he uses it to refer to Filipinos in general (Sp3, par23). It can be 
inferred that he uses the indefinite pronoun so as to sound inclusive. After all, he is the father of the 
nation.  
 
“I have been warning everybody: At the end of my speeches, when I was campaigning for the presidency, I 
always end it by saying, “Do not destroy my country because I will kill you. Do not destroy the young 
people of this country because I will kill you.”( Sp1, par13) 
“Pagkaharapmoako, pinag-usapannatinsagobyernotrabahonatin.(If you’re infront of me, we talk about our 
responsibilities). It can only be the right words and the right sentences kaya kung gusto niyongtumulong 
(if you want to help), ngayonna(do it now) and that goes for everybody. Ah..walakayongproblema(no more 
problems). I said I will protect you.”(Sp3, par23) 
 
Lastly, one of the most prevalent words that the president uses is trabaho (job). In most cases, he refers 
to the job of government officials and not employment.  In Speech 2, par14  he talks to the soldiers and 
reminds them of their duty, and if cases are filed against them, the president will take full responsibility. 
He is consistent with this promise to the police and the military. He repeats this promise often to give 
the officers confidence in fulfilling their duties in the campaign against drugs, corruption, criminality 
and insurgency. In Speech 3, par 4, he uses the word trabaho to refer to his job as the president. This 
assertion supports his claim that he will take full responsibility for the consequences of the country's 
wars. In a sense, he is trying to show that a leader is not only someone who is strong but also someone 
who is reliable and supportive of his people.   
 
“Now, let me go to the point, the point is: Maramisainyoangnagkakaso. Kapagangkasoninyo in the 
fulfillment of your duty, trabaho, upon orders of your officers, commanding officers or platoon officers, 
bastasatrabaho, walakayong…Do not worry at all. Do not lose…Don’t let it bother you or ah..bastatrabaho 
lang. Kung may magpakulongako. Sagotkokayonglahatbastasatrabaho.”(Sp2, par14) 
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“I am a President that seeks peace with everyone. Angtrabahokopagka-presidente, is 
hindi..hindimaghanapng away; angtrabahokopagka-presidente is tingnanko, if at all, 
nawalangguloangPilipinas. At kayo namanmga military there, ever-ready to guard the integrity of the 
Republic, to protect the people.”( Sp3, par4) 
 
5.3.4 Ideological Analysis:The analysis and interpretation of the ideological aspect of President 
Duterte’sselected speeches attempt to link the speeches’ discourse with the social processes and to 
decipher his covert ideologies hidden in the texts.  
The following are some of the prevalent themes in the texts which have become the foundation of 
Duterte’s political ideologies of patriotism and messianism:  
 
5.3.4.1Fight against Terrorism: Along with the war on illegal drugs, another significant program of the 
Duterte administration is addressing the problem with terrorism. By the time the analyzed speeches 
were delivered, there was a strong call by the president to pursue peace talks with the leader of terrorist 
groups. In his speeches, he highlights the fact that he has the same roots as the groups and as a Filipino 
he is willing to give them Mindanao, a part of the Philippines, to the groups and have their own state. 
This idea, however, is not allowed by the 1987 Constitution. In his speeches, he became transparent on 
the status of the peace talks and what could possibly happen. With this, President Duterte could be 
characterized as a president with high regard to his country. He knows the plight of the country  and he 
is aware of necessary measures to take. In this sense, he is also patriotic as he is willing to do what he 
can for the safety of the country and his people. He is not ashamed to appeal to the groups to stop the 
ongoing dispute.  
 
The following excerpts (Speech 1, par 33; Speech 5, par 45 and Speech 7, par 14 and par 15) below are 
evidence showing how the President has acknowledged the threat of terrorism and how he would be 
able to address it through the military and police based on what he said  that the coming of ISIS in the 
country is inevitable. 
 
“Siguropatiterorista (Maybe even terrorists). That is our problem. The coming serious problem of the 
country, terrorism.” ( Speech 1, par 33) 
“But every unit ng Armed Forces should have one team ah.., of course, of course ‘yung terrorism, drugs, 
pati terrorism. In the..in the days to come, ‘yung rampaging ideology ng ISIS, dadatingdito ‘yansaatin(that 
ramoaging ideology of ISIS will come here), whether we like it or not because we have a—hindinamanlahat 
(not all).” ( Speech 5, par 45) 
“The next worry, of course is terrorism. ISIS, they don’t have any political ideology. They don’t have any 
concept of what really God is. The eh..You name people ah, you name people kill them; and women who 
refused to have sex with them, they simply burned them. So, we have seen a barbaric practice, and even 
cutting the throats of other people in front of the world. Because if you can do it, I can do it ten times 
better than you, definitely”.( Speech 7, par 14) 
“I’m just warning people nahuwagninyongsobrahan (don’t’do it too much) because I would never, never, 
never allow my country to be destroyed by simply terrorism at itongdroga(and drugs). Hindi 
talagaakopapayag (I wouldn’t allow it). As I have said, I..I put at stake my honor, my life and the 
presidency itself.” ( Speech 7, par 15) 
 
5.3.4.2War on Drugs: War on Drugs is one of the priority programs of President Duterte’s 
administration.  According to him, illegal drugs are destroying the country and lower the morale of the 
people.  He emphasized that illegal drugs are behind the high criminality rate in the country. The use of 
drugs may cause one person not to think rationally and thus results in committing crimes such as rape. 
With this, the president strongly urged the Armed Forces of the Philippines, the different sectors of the 
government and the public to support his campaign against it. In addition, he mentioned in his 
speeches that he was surprised by the number of drug addicts who voluntary surrendered themselves 
under the administration’s program “Oplan Tokhang”, a strategy in which police knock on doors of 
suspected addicts or pushers to ask them to surrender and abandon their addiction or trade (Ranada, 
2016). When the President received data from the PNP regarding the number of involved in illegal drugs, 
he claimed that if it is not because of his strong campaign against it no one would not know the scope of 
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those who were affected by illegal drugs. In this sense, we could see that President Duterte is a leader 
who is dedicated and focused on what he wants to do. His words on suppressing illegal drugs in the 
country during the campaign period were implemented when he was elected President. He believes that 
illegal drugs destroy the youth and families. 
 
Since one of the President’s three priority advocacies is war on drugs, his relentless campaign on this 
continues up to this time. The excerpts below ( Speech 1, par 2 ; Speech 11, par 16; Speech 16, par 17 and 
Speech 20, par 6) highlight the  President’s acknowledgement of this huge societal problem and  show 
his persistence in suppressing this illness that may destroy the people and the society as a whole.  
 
“Alammoangproblemanatin (You know our problem) is criminality, drugs, corruption, human trafficking, 
at ‘yung corruption lalonasagobyerno.”(and corruption especially in the government)( Speech 1, par 2) 
“And it will be done whether they like it or not, it will be a clean government at the end of the day. 
(applause) I said, I will fight criminality and drugs, most of the criminal acts are really on the account of 
the drug menace.” (Speech 11, par 16) 
“I will not relent, the campaign will be continuous. And I will be, as I have said in the campaign rallies all 
over the country, I will be harsh as I can ever be. When you fight a war, do not give me … I will finish this 
problem of corruption, drugs and crime.”(Speech 11, par 16) 
“I do not want to mention anything but please do not force my hand into it. I do not want it. Patiangdroga 
(Even drugs) because when the time comes it’s going to be a war against terrorism and drugs. And I would 
tell you now: I will be harsh as harsh I can ever be.”(Speech 16, par 17) 
“Today, these threats face the nation: The first is illegal drugs. Little did I know that the drug problem was 
more complex until tens of thousands of drug users started turning themselves in as I directed the PMA 
with the support of the AFP to conduct a war against illegal drugs and it was by and large successful.” 
(Speech 20, par 6) 
 
5.3.4.3Fight against Corruption in the Government: Duterte believed that the reason behind the 
large scale and even small-scale distribution of drugs in the country are the corrupt politicians who are 
protecting the sellers. With this, he made his own investigation and even mentioned certain names who 
are said to be protectors of drug trade in their area. As a president, calling out names of politician in 
public is one way for Duterte to warn them about the issue. This is also a manifestation of his authority 
that even if the protectors are politicians he would not back down and he is willing to change the 
system. 
 
The excerpts (Speech 10, par 9; Speech 20, par 6 and Speech 8, par 22) below justify the claims of the 
President how rampant corruption is in the government and how it can destroy the integrity of the 
agency. He also underscores his promise in cleaning up the government from the filth of corruption.  
 
“Ah, then I have this standing order that ah you will buy or we will buy only what is the best. Alammo, 
halos makipag-away akodiyansa COA (You know, I almost had a fight with Commission of Appointments) 
because itong (of their) insistence of lowest bid. It is the source of all corruption.,..So these are the things, 
corruption talagana (that really)—which has destroyed our country” ( Speech 10, par 9) 
“So iyonang message kosainyo (That’s my message to you). I am happy that you are all well. Ah..noonsana, 
ipagbilikoAngPangulokasiidagdagkomagbiliakongbagongospital.(Before I would have sold the Presidency 
to build a new hospital) But if not ah sigelang (just go on), in the fullness of God’s time…You know we are 
losing 300 million a day samga (from the ) ports all over the Philippines. Sa (At the) BIR, sa (on)  graft and 
corruption, about two. So five million angnawawalaaraw-araw.(Five million pesos is lost every day.)”( 
Speech 2, par 20) 
“Well ah, I’d like to be very, very, very honest and very, very frank with you. This will be a clean 
government. Kung magpakamatay kayo sabayannaito (If you’re going to die for this country), you should 
be proud. In my time, there will be no corruption at all. I will not allow it. Ayawkotalaga, ah hindiakosanay, 
hindiakonasanayngganun.( I don’t like it because I am not used to it) (applause).” ( Speech 8, par 22) 
 
In summary, the President’s consistent language style, conversational tone, narrative style and down–to-
earth topics established his sincerity.  In addition, his rhetoric and his political practices have been 
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considered  performative(Moffit, 2016) according to Dr. Encinas-Franco, a political science professor of 
the University of the Philippines (Personal communication, April 2, 2018). He used straightforward 
language and familiar tone to present his credibility. He also used story–telling method to articulate his 
government’s agenda of political change. In terms of the structure of his speeches, it could be said that 
his speeches somehow follow patterns of predictable elements. He was also able to present some of his 
administration’s agenda through the recurrent use of the following words in his speeches: war, peace, 
drugs, corruption, military, police and Davao.  
 
Finally, based on the in-depth analysis of the microstructures and macrostructures of the speeches and 
political rhetoric of the President, the following are his political ideologies: a) Patriotism and b) 
Messianism. 
 
Patriotism: It could be observed that in his speeches, the president’s rhetoric on war on drugs, fight 
against corruption and against terrorism became a foundation for him to be perceived as patriot. In his 
own world, he wanted to be seen as someone “who is willing to die for his country.”  He believes that 
illegal drugs destroy the young people and their families and corruption destroys the country and so 
with terrorism.(Encinas-Franco, 2018). The thrust of his government is focused on how he would 
eradicate illegal drugs, corruption and criminality. 
Hindi akouurongdito (I would not retreat from this fight) and I said, I would stake my honor, my life and 
even the presidency, kayakongbitawan ‘yan. (I am willing to give that up). ( Sp1, par19, s5) 
 
Messianism: Duterte, being a populist leader, also perceived himself to be a savior. He is a messianic 
leader because he always wanted to save the lives of the people from the wrath of illegal drugs, 
corruption and terrorism. Duterte’s perception of himself to be a savior is based on the foundation upon 
which he builds his rhetoric against corruption, war on drugs and terrorism. (Encinas-Franco, 2018). 
People tend to believe him since what the president is going after are guys who are not law abiding. 
President Duterte’s leadership might be the answer in uplifting the plight of the people and the country 
as well. 
 
“I simply want the law abiding and God-fearing citizens of this country, comfortable, period.”    (Sp11, 
par26, s26) 
“One, is this will be..this will be a clean government. Second, is ah.. I will suppress drugs and control crime.
 ( Sp7, par1, s3 and s4) 
 
6. Conclusion: This paper analyzed President Duterte’s  manipulative use of language in his twenty (20) 
selected speeches which were delivered before military officer and personnel. Through the use of the 
Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Model, the speeches were analyzed based on their content and 
structure. The results of the keyword analysis have shown that the most prominent words employed  by 
President Rodrigo Duterte are country, people, Philippines and an overall dominance of the personal 
pronoun I which  is an evidence of Duterte’s authoritativeness.  This has shown that Duterte 
foregrounds himself as the main player in the priority programs that the government are implementing 
to propel progress in the country. In other words, this could mean that the president’s rhetoric has been 
considered  performative. In addition, the absence of complexity and indirection and his straightforward 
language and familiar tone established his sincerity and credibility. Based on the results of the text and 
content analysis of the speeches, this study may suggest that the president’s manipulative use of 
language and power in manifesting his ideologies such as patriotism and messianism had performed a 
significant role in persuading the audience and achieving his plans for the country. 
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